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TPAHCUEHIEHTAJTbHA ST
OENYKIIVS KATETOPU
KAK ®MTOCO®CKOE JOKA3ATEIHCTBO

3. Qukapa’

Mos yeav — pexoncmpyupobams ocHOBHbIe wiaU
U pyHOaMeHmMAAbHYI0 Udel0 MPAHCYeHOeHMAAbHOLL Oe-
Oykyuu xameeoputl Kanma, a maxxe unmepnpemauyuio
u nepeocmvicaenue mou xanmobekoil udeu I'ecesem.
Tecenebekoe npoumenue kpaiine BaxHo no 06ym npu-
uynam: Bo-nepBuix, 045 3axKpenieHus 0CHOBHOU hopmbl
KanmoBckoz2o apeymenma u, 60-6mopuix, 045 NOHUMAHUA
eeo memacpu.nocogpckonl snauumocmu. [1rs I'eeeas gpuio-
cogpckoe dokaszamenscmbo umeem cheyugpuieckyio npu-
pody, omauuauylo e2o om Hay4Ho20 00KA3aAMesbCmba
u coruxaruyro c opuduveckum. B amoi nepcnexmube
mpancyeHoeHmarvHas 0e0ykyus, KOMopyw HNPUHANO
cuumams 00HOU U3 CAMbLX MpYOHsLX 2406 6 ucmopuu gpu-
A0cogpuu, packpuibaemcs UMeHHO KaK passicHeHue chel-
ugpunecku pusocogpckoeo dokazamesvcmba. Cuauara s
usaaearo uderw mparcyeHoeHmarvHou dedykyuu Kanma
6 «Kpumuxke uucmoeo pasyma», ee eezesebckoe npoume-
Hue 8 «Hayxe r02uxu» u nepepopmyrupobry 6 xauecmbe
cobcmBenno memooa pusocogpuu 6 «Dusocodpuu npa-
6a». A noxasvibato, umo 6 kanmobcko apeymenmayuu
NOCAYKUAO 0CHOBOTL 045 2eeeneBCKoTl UHMepnpemayun
u mpancgpopmayuu. Ilpu smom 1 BviaBaA0 «KpacHyio
HUMb», CoeOuHAIOUsY0 0Be udeu MmpaHcyeHOeHMaIbHOU
Oedykyuu. B sakaiouenue a npedazaro gpopmarvHoe u3-
n0xxerue udett Kanma u I'eeens u pestomupyio ocHoBHble
Memagpusocogpckue 6160061, KOMOpble Mbl MOXKEM cOe-
samv u3 udeu Kanma u ee eeceseBekoil unmepnpemayuu.

KatoueBuie caoBa: cpurocogcroe dokasamervcmbo,
memagpunocogpus, Kanm, Tecenv, mpancuyendenmarsrasn
Oedykyus
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THE TRANSCENDENTAL
DEDUCTION OF CATEGORIES
AS PHILOSOPHICAL PROOF

E. Ficara®

My aim is to reconstruct the basic steps and the
fundamental idea of Kant’s transcendental deduction
of categories as well as Hegel’s interpretation and re-
framing of Kant’s idea. Hegel's reading is crucial
for two reasons: first, for fixing the basic form of the
Kantian arqument and secondly, for understanding
its metaphilosophical relevance. For Hegel, philosoph-
ical proof has a specific nature, which distinguishes it
from scientific proof and brings it closer to a juridical
one. In this perspective the transcendental deduction,
which is universally considered one of the most diffi-
cult chapters in the history of philosophy, reveals itself
as the genuine clarification of specifically philosophical
proof. I first present the idea of Kant’s transcendental
deduction in the Critique of Pure Reason as well as its
Hegelian reading in the Science of Logic and reformu-
lation as the very method of philosophy in the Philo-
sophy of Right. I show what in the Kantian argumen-
tation constituted the basis for Hegel’s own interpre-
tation and transformation. In so doing, I highlight a
‘red thread’ between the two ideas of the transcendental
deduction. I conclude by proposing a formal account of
Kant’s and Hegel's ideas and by summing up the main
metaphilosophical insights we can gain from Kant’s
idea and its Hegelian interpretation.
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BBemenmne

Borpoc o npupore, macirrabe, messix u ¢op-
Me TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV AeTyKIIUM aKTUBHO 00-
cyXXgaeTcs B McTopuu pustocodpnm HaumHasi C ITy-
GrmKkarym repsoro msgaHus «KpuTukm gmcroro
pasyMa» ¥ 10 CUX IIOp SBJISieTCsl IIPeIMEeTOM CIIO-
poB cpemu mHTepHperatopos’. Hacrosimas cra-
Tb pPacKpbIBaeT 3Ty Mpo0JIeMy C IBYX CTOPOH.
Bo-niepBbiX, mopHMMaeTcst Borrpoc 00 oOrient dpop-
Me JIeTyKIINW, TO eCTh 00 OIlpefiesieHn TOro, Ka-
KOe paccy’X/eHle CKJIaflbIBaeTcsl B TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJILHOV JIeyKIIMM ¥ KOIZla MbI TaKoe paccyle-
HUe IpaKTuKyeM. Bo-BTOpeIX, yepes oOpariieHe
K nee KaHTa 0 TpaHCIIeHIeHTa/IbHOV JeyKIIVM
KaTeropuii IIpeficTaBJIeHO COOCTBEHHOe ITpouTe-
Hue JeresieM 3TOVI KaHTOBCKOV Mlen. IIpouTtenne
T'eresist 1103BOJIIET HAM OT/IEINUTH BOIIPOC O JIeAyK-
UM OT TOVI TEXHMYECKOV YCTaHOBKM, B KOTOPOW
ero rpezcrasisgeT KaHT, 11 BbIIeIUTh ee yHUBep-
caJIbHYIO PYHKIIMIO 1 0011yIo dpopmy. CTaThst co-
CTOUT M3 TPeX YvacTev: B IIePBOV 5 PEe3FOMUPYIO
KaHTOBCKYIO M€l TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM JIeyK-
LI1Y, BO BTOPOVI IIPeICTaBIIsA0 MHTepIIpeTalio 1
VICTIOJIb30BaHMe 3Tovi uaen leresiem, B mocsieiHent
IIepexoXy K 37IeMeHTapHbBIM BOIIpocaM o popme 1
collep>KaHmM AeTy KLV

1. ines1 KaHTOBCKOV Jedy KLU

Bo Bropoit miase mepsont kHuru «I'paHcren-
JleHTaJIbHasl aHaJIMTUKa» KaHT HaroMuHaeT o
IOPMAMYECKOM pas3IMumMi MeXIy BOIIPOCOM O
npase (quid juris) v BompocoM o daxTe (quid facti)
(B 117; KanT, 2006, c. 185). loka3aTesIbCTBO IIepBO-
ro, TO €CTh YCTaHOBJIEHVIE JISTUTVMHOCTY IIpaBa,

2 Cpemn wiaccaecknx pabor cm.: (Erdmann, 1878; De
Vleeschauwer, 1934 —1937; Chiodi, 1961; Henrich, 1976;
Baum, 1986), a n3 Hemasumx cm.: (Kitcher, 2011; Allais,
2013; Allison, 2015; Laywine, 2020; Moeller, 2020; West-
phal, 2021). ITpuBemeHMe IIOJIHOTO CIIMCKAa MOHYMeEH-
TaJIbHBIX PabOT IO TpaHCHEHOEHTAIBHON OeyKINn
KaTeropmit ¢ aHAJIUTUYECKOV TOYKN 3PeHVIS 3a I10CIIeNl-
Hute 50 j1eT, HaumHasg co CTpocoHa M 3aKaH4YMBasd AVICKYC-
CVSIMU O TPaHCLIEHIEHTAIBHBIX apTyMeHTaX, BBIIUIO OBl
3a paMKM CTaTb.
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Introduction

The question about the nature, scope, aims
and form of the transcendental deduction has
been dealt with intensively in the history of
philosophy, starting from the publication of
the Critique of Pure Reason’s first edition, and
is still the topic of debate among interpreters.?
The specificity of the present paper is, in this
respect, twofold. First, the paper is interested
in the question about the general form of the
deduction, i.e. in assessing what kind of rea-
soning is enfolded in the transcendental de-
duction, and when we practice such kind of
reasoning. Second, in addressing Kant’s idea
of a transcendental deduction of categories,
the paper also encompasses Hegel’s own read-
ing of Kant’s idea. Hegel’s reading allows us to
detach the question of the deduction from the
technical setting in which Kant presents it, and
to highlight its universal function and gener-
al form. The paper has three parts: in the first
I summarise Kant’s idea of the transcendental
deduction, in the second I present Hegel’s in-
terpretation and use of this idea. In the last I
turn to the elementary questions about the de-
duction’s form and content.

1. The Idea of Kant’s Deduction

In the second chapter of the First Book of the
“Transcendental Analytic” Kant recalls the ju-
ridical distinction between the question of right
(quid juris) and the question of fact (quid facti)
(KrV, A 85 / B 117; Kant, 1998, pp. 219-220).

2 See among the classical works Erdmann (1878), De
Vleeschauwer (1934-1937), Chiodi (1961), Henrich
(1976), Baum (1986) and, among the recent ones, Kitcher
(2011), Allais (2013), Allison (2015), Laywine (2020),
Moeller (2020), Westphal (2021). Giving a complete list
of the monumental works on the transcendental deduc-
tion of categories from the analytical perspective in the
past 50 years, starting with Strawson and through to the
discussions on transcendental arguments, would ex-
ceed the scope of the paper.



3. Guxapa

HasbIBaeTcs fenyKitverr. OOImas uies JeayKumum
Kanra BocxomomuT mMMeHHO K 3TOM OpUAMYeCcKOm
TepMMHOJIOTMN. B wacTHOCTM, 3amava JIeayKIUn
COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI yCTAaHOBUTBH 3aKOHHOCTBH
IIpaBa KaTeropui allpyOpHO IPUMEHSThCS K 00b-
eKTaM, JJaHHBIM B OmbITe. [Ij1g aTOoro Tpebyercs
IIpekJie BCero OTBeTUTh Ha BOIIPocC «YTo Takoe Ka-
TEroOpum?».

KaHT 00BsicHSsIeT, UTO CYIIECTBYIOT pa3/INuHble
BUJIBI IIOHSATUI — OH Ha3blBaeT MX «3MIIMpUUe-
CKVMM HOHATUAMM», «y3ypPHUPOBaHHBIMI IIOHS-
TUSAMI» Y «IVICTBIMY allPVOPHBIMYL ITIOHSTUSIMV».
Korga Hac mpocsT oOBACHWUTH 3HaYeHMe SMIIN-
PpVYecKOro IMOHATUA — CKaXkeM, «KeJITOro», — y
Hac HeT HMKaKMX 3aTPyIHEeHWI. 210 OO PYYHBIVI
OITBIT, I MBI MOXKEM JIETKO COCJIaThCsI Ha HEro, uTo-
ObI IIPOSICHUTD 3HaueHMe 1 Hallle MCIIOIb30BaHe
HNOHATHUS. «Y3ypHMpoBaHHBIe» MOHATUS — 3TO,
HarpumMep, «popTyHa» Win «cyAapda». MbI gacTo
VICTIIOJIb3yeM MX ¥, KaXKeTcsl, 3HaeM, YTO OHM O3Ha-
varoT. OgHaKO MBI CTaJIKMBaeMcs C TPYIHOCTS-
MM, KOIJla Hac IIPOCST AaTh MM OIlpesiesleHe VIn
OOBACHUTH, KaKMM 00pPa30M MBI VX VCIIOIBb3YeM.
B sTOM cityyae MBI BcTaeM mepes, BOIpocoM «quid
juris?», HO Ha Hero TPyAHO OTBETUTH, «TaK Kak
SMIIVpUYecKNe JIoKas3aTejIbCTBa ITPaBOMEPHOCTU
TaKOro yToTpeOsieHMs HemoCTaTo4HBL.» (B 117;
Kanrt, 2006, c. 185). HakoHel1, y Hac eCTb UMCThIe
VI alIpyOpHBble IOHATNS, TO ecTh KaTteropun. KaHt
TOBOPUT, UTO OHW «COBEPIIIEHHO HEe3aBUCVIMBI OT
OITBITa» WM YTO, OMHAKO, «HEeOOXOOMMO 3HaTh, Ka-
KM 00pa3oM 3TV MOHSATMS MOTYT OTHOCUTBCS K
obwexTam» (B 117; KanT, 2006, c. 185—187).

VIHTepecHO, 4YTO KaTeropmm JOJDKHBI OBITh
TTOJTHOCTBIO HE3aBVICUMBI OT OITbITa V1 BMECTe C TeM
IO/DKHBI OBITH K HeMmy IpuMmeHMMBL Kak Takoe
MoxeT ObITh? TpaHClleHIIeHTasIbHasl AelyKIIvs
KaTeropuyi IIpy3BaHa OTBETUTb MMEHHO Ha 3TOT
BOIIPOC.

TpaHCcieHIeHTaTPHOE 3HaHVe, KaK OOBSICHSIET
KanT B nyskTax B 26 (KaaT, 2006, c. 79—80) 1 B 80
(Tam xe, c. 143), uncTO M ANIPMOPHO (HE3ABUICVIMO
OT OIBITA) M JIeJlaeT OIBIT BO3MOXHBIM. 10 ecThb

* DrecTsinyro peKOHCTPYKIINIO IOPVINIECKOT OCHOBBI

TpaHCOeHOeHTabHON Hemykomm cM.: (Moeller, 2020,
p. 52—66 (11 3)).
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The proof of the former, i.e. the establishment
of a right’s legitimacy, is called deduction.?
Kant’s general idea of deduction is to be traced
back precisely to this juridical terminology.
More specifically, the deduction’s task is to es-
tablish the legitimacy of the categories’ right
to apply a priori to objects given in experience.
This demands, first of all, an answer to the
question: “What are categories?’

Kant explains that there are various kinds
of concepts: what he calls ‘empirical concepts’,
“usurped concepts’, and “pure a priori concepts’.
When we are asked to explain the meaning
of an empirical concept, say ‘yellow’, we do
not have any difficulty: experience is at hand,
and we can easily refer to it in order to make
the meaning and our use of the concept clear.
‘Usurped” concepts are, for example, ‘fortune’
or ‘fate’. We often use them and seem to know
what they mean. However, we face difficulties
when we are asked to define them or to explain
on what grounds we use them. In these cases,
we are challenged by the question ‘quid juris?’,
but it is difficult to answer it “because one can
adduce no clear legal ground for an entitlement
to their use either from experience or from rea-
son” (KrV A 85 / B 117; Kant, 1998, p. 220). Fi-
nally, we have pure and a priori concepts, the
categories. Kant says that they are “completely
independent from experience” and that, how-
ever, “one must know how these concepts can
be related to objects” (ibid.).

Interestingly, the categories are said to be
completely independent of experience — and at
the same time to apply to experience. How can
this be? The transcendental deduction of cate-
gories is meant to answer precisely this ques-
tion.

Transcendental knowledge — as Kant ex-
plains in A 12 / B 26 and A 56 / B 80 — is
pure and a priori (independent of experience)

* For a brilliant reconstruction of the juridical back-

ground of the transcendental deduction see Moeller
(2020, pp. 52-66 (ch. 3)).



TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHasl epCIeKTVBa He SIBJISeTCs
IIOJTHOCTBIO OIBITHO-TPAHCIIEHIEHTHOV, OHa CKO-
pee TpaHCIeHOVpPYyeT (BBIXOAUT 3a) OMHBIT «B CTO-
POHY» OIBITA, TO €CTh TPAHCIEHAMPYET ero It
TOTO, YTOOBI CIeJIaTh OIBIT (OOBEKTMBHOE 3HAHVIE)
Bo3MOXXHBIM'. OTBeT Ha Borpoc «Kakum obpasom
aIrpyropHBIe U YCThIE, TO €CTh OIBITHO-aBTOHOM-
Hble, CTPYKTYPbl MOT'YT IIPUMEHSITHCS K OIBITY?»
MOXXeT OBITh [IaH B CBeTe TOV )Ke IIPUpPOJIbl KaTe-
TOPWUIL, UYTO ¥ TpaHCIIeH/eHTaIbHble CTPYKTYPBL
OHM «He3aBUCHMBI OT» OIIbITa U «IIPUMEHUMBD K
HeMy B TOVI Mepe, B KaKOVl OHU /IeJIaf0T BO3MOX-
HBIM 3TOT OIIBIT (0OBeKTMBHOe 3HaHMe). CooTBeT-
crBeHHO, KaHT ompenerseT TpaHCIeHIeHTaIb-
HYIO IeyKIMIO KaTeropui KakK «0OBbsiCHeHe
TOT0, KaKMM 0Opa3oM TIOHSITUSI MOTYT a4 priori OT-
HOCUTbCA K IpeaMeTaM» (B 117, KanrT, 2006, c. 187).
DTo OOBSICHEHNME PacKpbIBaeTCsl B OTPBIBKax OT
A 85 / B 118 mo B 137 (s cienmyro marmHaumm Bo
BTOpOM M3AaHmM «KpUTMKI 4MCTOro pasyMar, KO-
TOpasi OTKJIOHSETCS OT MarvHauuy A, HadMHaro-
mievicst ¢ B 129) 1 coctout B ciremyrorem.

KanT ropoput mpexie Bcero o Ipupope Io-
HATUV (2 TaKXKe YMCTBIX M allpMOPHBIX cO3epIia-
HU) KaK (pOpM, a O UyBCTBEHHBIX BIIeYaTIIEHNISIX
(sinnliche Eindriicke) — xax o maTepum 11 cjtydarni-
o niprunHe (Gelegenheitsursache) BosHmkHOBe-
Hus popM. YncTble co3epliaHms 1 UMCTasl MBICIIb
KaK (POpMBI, YHOpPsI0UMBarolIe MaTepuio, Wc-
nomnb3ytoTest «no cayuarw» (Gelegenheitsursache —
cjIyuariHasl (OKKasMOHaJIbHasl) IIpUUMHA), KOTO-
PBITI TaeT MaTepus (TO eCTh YyBCTBEHHBIe BIleUuaT-
JIeHUs1) M «IpousBonsT IoHsaTus» (B 118; Kawnr,
2006, c. 187, xypcus Mont. — 3.@)). 3mech BaKeH BO-
IIPOC O reHesyice TIOHSTUM 13 OIBITHOM O0JIacTL.
[pyrvmMu cjioBamMy, OIIBIT — TO, YTO JIJaHO B OITBITE
1 BO3/IeVICTBYeT Ha Halllll UyBCTBa, — €CThb 1 MaTe-

4 TIpumeuatesrbHO, yTOo KaHT MCHOIB3yeT «OIIBIT» S
4 HJL

00o3HaueHMsT Kak 00BeKTUBHOIO 3HAHVS, TaK VI TOIO, UTO
HaM JIaHO, BO3[EVICTBMs peaIbHOCTM Ha Halllyl 4yBCTBa.
DTO IBOVIHOE 3Ha4YeHVe BaXKHO, IIOTOMY YTO OHO IT03BOJIS-
€T HaM IIOHSTH CIeIUUecKylo KPyroByIo CTPYKTYpY,
TUIWYHYIO IS TPaHCLeHAeHTaIbHOVI AeAyKLINY, HeKoe
OBVDKEHNME, KOTOPpOoe JIEXKUT B CaMOVI CYTU Te€reJIeBCKOVI
VIHTepIIpeTaly TPaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHOW JIedyKIIUM Kak
o pasyMeBaroIen AValleKTUKy Mexay Vorstellungen v
Begriffe (mpencTaBiieHVsIMY U HOHATHUAMM). S paccKaxy
00 2TOM B OCJIETHEV YaCTU CTaThA.

E. Ficara

and makes experience possible. That is, a tran-
scendental perspective is not fully experi-
ence-transcendent, it rather transcends (goes
beyond) experience “in the direction of” expe-
rience, i.e. it transcends it in order to make ex-
perience (objective knowledge) possible.* The
answer to the question: ‘how can a priori and
pure, ie. experience-autonomous, structures
apply to experience?’ can be given in the light
of the same nature of categories as transcenden-
tal structures. They are “independent from”
and “apply to” experience insofar as they make
experience (objective knowledge) possible.
Kant defines the transcendental deduction of
categories accordingly, as “explanation of the
way in which concepts can relate to objects a
priori” (KrV, A 85 / B 117; Kant, 1998, p. 220).
This explanation is deployed in the passages
from A 85 / B 118 to B 137 (I am following the
deduction in the second edition of the KrV,
which deviates from the A deduction beginning
at B 129) and runs as follows.

Kant refers first to the nature of concepts
(and of pure and a priori intuitions) as forms
and to the impressions of sense (sinnliche Ein-
driicke) as matter and as the occasional cause (Ge-
legenheitsursache) of the emergence of forms:
Pure intuitions and pure thought as forms that
order matter are called into use “on the occasion”
(Gelegenheitsursache — the occasional cause) giv-
en by matter (i.e. the sensible impressions) and
“bring forth concepts” (KrV, A 86 / B 118; Kant,
1998, p. 221; my emphasis — E.F.). The impor-
tant point here is the question about the genesis
of concepts from the experiential field. In oth-
er words: experience — what is given in experi-
ence and affects our senses — is both the matter

* Notably, Kant uses ‘experience’ to refer to both, ob-
jective knowledge and what is given to us, reality’s af-
fection on our senses. This double meaning is important
because it allows us to understand the specific circu-
lar structure typical of the transcendental deduction, a
movement which is at the very core of Hegel’s account
of the transcendental deduction as implying a dialectic
between Vorstellungen and Begriffe (representations and
concepts). I will address this in the last part of the paper.
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3. Guxapa

Py, KOTopasi Jo/KHa ObITh 0popMITeHa 1 yIIOpsi-
JI0YeHa KaTeropusMy, M IIPUYVHA 3apOXKIeHS U
yrnoTrpe0OiteHns Kateropuit. OOBeKTMBHOe 3HaHVe
BO3HMKAET M3 B3aVIMOEVICTBVISL MeXIy MaTepyiert
v opMovL. 311ech KaTeropuy OIpeeIsioTcs KakK
dopmBl OOBEKTMBHOrO 3HAHMS ¥, MOXHO J00a-
BUTH, KaK (POPMBI VICTUHBI.

Kax yrBepxxnaer Kanr B § 14, Korma Mb1 paccma-
TpVIBaeM OTHOITIEHVIe MeXITy MBICIIBIO / TIperiCTaB-
neavieM (Vorstellung) 1 oobexkrom (Gegenstand),
BO3HMKAIOT JIB€ BO3MOKHOCTH: JIMOO OOBEKT re-
JIaeT MBICJIb BO3MOXKHO, JINOO caMa MBICJTb CTaHO-
BUTCS 00beKTOM. Tak BBOAWTCS IIOHSTVIE YCIIOBVAS
BO3MOXHOCTM. HopMaTviBHasI cocTaBIIsIONIas MaeT
PyKa 00 pyKy ¢ IIpeficTaBIeHVeM O KaTeropusx He
TOJIBKO KaK 0 popMax 0OBEeKTMBHOIO 3HaHVIS, HO U
KaK 00 yCJIOBMSIX €0 BO3MOXKHOCTH. BMecTe ¢ 3TMM
PacKpeIBaeTCs IIPUPOJIA KaTerOpuit He TOIIBKO Kak
dopM, HO 1 KaK HOPM OOBEKTVBHOTO 3HAHWSI.

Harmre oObekTmBHOe (MCTMHHOE) IIO3HaHVE,
yTBepxaeT KaHT, cOmepXinT, TOMMMO HaIIMX CO-
3epIlaHMy, ITOCPEACTBOM KOTOPBIX OOBEKT IIaH,
emte roHsATHe (Begriff) (i mpiciie — Gedanke)
00 00bekTe, manHoM B onbiTe. COOTBETCTBEHHO,
HeOOXOIIVIMO, UTOOBI CYIIIeCTBOBAIN IOHSATMS 00
o0BeKTax BOODIIIe KaK 00 YCJIOBMSAX BO3SMOXKHOCTM
KaXk/IOVI e[IMHMIIBI OIBITHOro rosHanwms (B 126;
KanT, 2006, c. 196—197). D10 3HAYMUT, UTO XOTH
OITBIT KaK YyBCTBEHHBIV OIBIT (MaTepsl) sIBJISET-
cs ciyvanHon npuumHont (Gelegenheitsursache)
BO3HVMKHOBEHS KaTeropuy, KaTeropum — 3TO TO,
4TO JleJlaeT OIBIT (KaK 0ObeKTMBHOe 3HaHe) BO3-
MOYKHBIM.

> @aKT TOro, 4TO TpaHCIIEH/IeHTaIbHAS JIeTyKIINS SB-
JIeTcsl JIETUTMMAIIVEVT TIOHSTVS MCTWHBL Kak adaequa-
tio, — 9TO OTKPBITHE, KOTOPBIM MBI 00s3aHbL XWIBTIIEPY
(Hiltscher, 1993). Cm. Taxke 13 HemasHero bayaspa (Bau-
er, 2021, S. 172 —240 (1. 5)). 51 B 3HAUNTEJILHOV CTETIeHN
pasfersIro 3TO IIOHMMAaHWe, YYUTBIBas, YTO OOBEKTMUB-
HOe 3HaHVe MOXeT OBbITh BBIPa)XeHO B TepMMHaX (CBOETO
poma KOppecIoHIeHTHOV) MCTUHBL. O posm MCTUHBI KaK
COOTBETCTBVISL B TpaHCLleHAeHTalIbHOM jtormKe cM.: (Fic-
ara, 2006, S. 70—74); o IOBOAY TereJIeBCKOrO IIpoyTe-
Hua Kanara cm.: (Ficara, 2021, S. 61 —63). Takon momxor
K TpaHCIeHAeHTaJIbHON AeIyKIVV HaXOOUT IOATBePXK-
JleHVie B KaHTOBCKOM IIOHSITUV SMIIVPWYECKOV VICTVIHBI
II0 OTHOIIIEHMIO K TpaHCIleHeHTaIbHOM ncTrHe (B 185;
Kant, 2006, c. 265), K KOTOpoMy s 00pallaoch HIDKE, B
pasnerte 2.1.

that is to be shaped and ordered by the cate-
gories, and the cause of the categories” birth and
use. Objective knowledge emerges from the
interplay between matter and form. Here cat-
egories are defined as forms of objective knowl-
edge and, we could add, as forms of truth.

As Kant argues in § 14, when we consider
the relation between thought/representation
(Vorstellung) and object (Gegenstand), there are
two possibilities: either the object makes the
thought possible or the thought the object. The
notion of possibility condition is hereby intro-
duced. A normative component goes hand in
hand with the idea of categories not only as
the forms of objective knowledge but also as its
possibility conditions. With it, the nature of cate-
gories not only as forms but also as norms of objec-
tive knowledge can be highlighted.

Our objective (true) knowledge, Kant claims,
contains, besides our intuitions through which
the object is given, also a concept (Begriff) (or
a thought, Gedanke) of an object given in expe-
rience. Accordingly, it is necessary that there
are concepts of objects in general as possibility
conditions of every item of experiential knowl-
edge (KrV, A 93 / B 126; Kant, 1998, p. 224).
This means that while experience as sensible
experience (matter) is the occasional cause (Ge-
legenheitsursache) of the categories” genesis, the
categories are what makes experience (as objec-
tive knowledge) possible.

Hence categories can be forms of objec-
tive knowledge because, first, there is objective

> That the transcendental deduction is a legitimation
of a notion of truth as adaequatio is an insight we owe
to Hiltsher (1993). See also, more recently, Bauer (2021,
pp- 172-240 (ch. 5)). In highlighting that objective knowl-
edge can be spelled out in terms of (some sort of cor-
respondentistic) truth, I substantially share this insight.
For the role of truth as correspondence in transcendental
logic see Ficara (2006, pp. 70-74) and, in relation to the
Hegelian reading of Kant, Ficara (2021, pp. 61-63). This
approach to the transcendental deduction finds confir-
mation in Kant’s notion of empirical truth in relation
to transcendental truth (KrV, A 146 / B 185; Kant, 1998,
p- 276), to which I return in section 2.1. below.
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CrieoBaTesIbHO, KaTeropuu MOryT ObITh ¢op-
MaMV O0BeKTMBHOI'O 3HaHMs, IIOTOMY YTO, BO-TIep-
BBIX, OOBEKTVBHOE 3HaHWe (VI OOBEKT, VJIV TaK-
JKe «OITBIT») CYIIIeCTBYeT ¥, BO-BTOPBIX, KaTeropumn
SBJIAIOTCS YCJIOBUSIMYL BO3MOXKHOCTY 3TOTO O0BEK-
TVMBHOTO 3HaHWSI, MBI MOIJIV OBbI CKa3aTh, HOpMaMU
¥ KpuTepusiMy, 0e3 KOTOpbIX He ObUIO ObI 0OBEK-
TUBHOCTM. DTO IPUBOAUT K MBICJIV O TOM, UTO Ka-
TEropum HeOOXOIVIMBL.

B §14 Kant dopmynupyeT «[IpvHIMII TpaH-
CLIeH/IeHTaIbHOVI JeIyKIIU», OH IIUIIIeT, YTO
alpuoOpHBbIe TOHATHUS «CJleflyeT IIPU3HaTh YCJIo-
BUSIMU 4 priori BOSMOXXHOCTM OIBbITa... IloHsATNS,
CITy’Kalye OOBEKTMBHBIMM OCHOBAHMSMM BO3-
MOXHOCTM OIIbITa, VIMEHHO II03TOMY HeoOXOomu-
MbD» (B 126; Kant, 2006, c. 197). 3neck KanT cBS3BI-
BaeT IIOHSATVIe YCJIOBUIL BO3MOXXHOCTV C IIOHATVEM
HeoOxommmMocTi. OH SCHO IaeT IOHSTH, B KaKOM
CMBICJIE 3TU TIOHSATVS HeOOXOOMMBL 0e3 TakKoro
pora noHsATN He ObUIO OBl HMKAKOTO OIIBITA, HU-
KaKOro 0ObeKTMBHOro 3HaHMs. [10CKOIIBKY OITBIT-
HOoe / OOBeKTMBHOe 3HaHVe CYIIeCTBYeT, TO CY-
IIIeCTBYIOT VI TaKyie YMCThle allpMOpHble OHATU.
Kant BbIpakaeT TO, YTO MBI MOI/IM OBI Ha3BaTh
OrpaHMYEeHHOV HeOOXOOVIMOCTBIO, KOTopas Tu-
IVYHA 19 KaTerOpui VIV YMCTBIX allpYOPHBIX
noaaTuir’. Ee 0coO0eHHOCTh COCTOUT, Kak CIipa-
Be[yIMBO nomdepkHysl Maptun Ilymep, «B ToM,
YTO OHa He IIpefiCTaBjleHa IIO3UTMBHO, a CKOpee
OTpUIlaeTCs OTpuIlaTelTbHas JacTuiia “He™ (Pu-
der, 1974, S. 43). B tBopuectBe KanTa ecTp MHOTO
IIPVIMEPOB TaKOTO poja OTpaHMYEHHOV HeoOXo-
IVIMOCT: «...0H OOBSICHSIET HEOOXOIVMMOCTb CUH-
Te3a TAHHOIO B CO3€pIlaHMM MHOrooOpas3HOro, a
0e3 3TOro CMHTe3a HeJIb3S MBICIIUTD IIOJTHOE TOX-
ZecTBO camocosHaHms» (B 135; Kant, 2006, c. 207);
JIOTVIKa «COOEpPXXUT Oe3ycJIOBHO HeoOXonyMble
IIpaBWJIa MBIIUIEHVs, 0e3 KOTOPBIX HEBO3MOXXHO
HMKaKoe yrioTpebieHne paccypka...» (B 77; Kanr,
2006, c. 139). KaHT 00bscHseT, KaK KaTeropuiu je-
JIafOT BO3MOXXHBIM OOBEKTVBHOE IIO3HaHVeE, CChbI-
JlasiCh Ha TIOHATMSA a) eIVHCTBAa MHOIOOOpa3HOro,
JIAaHHOTO B OIIBITE; O) CMHTe3a KaK [IeVICTBIS CIIOH-
TAHHOCTVI MBICJIV; B) €IVHCTBA CO3HAHMS B CUHTe-

® OO6 orpaHMYEHHOV HEOOXOIMMOCTV KAaTErOPWUI CM.:

(Chiodi, 1961, p. 263).
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knowledge (or the object or also ‘experience’)
and, second, the categories are the possibili-
ty conditions of this objective knowledge, we
could say the norms and criteria without which
there would not be objectivity. This introduces
the idea that categories are necessary.

In § 14 Kant formulates the “principle of the
transcendental deduction”, namely that a prio-
ri concepts “must be recognized as a priori con-
ditions of the possibility of experiences [...].
Concepts that supply the objective ground of
the possibility of experience are necessary just
for that reason” (KrV, A 94 / B 126; Kant, 1998,
p- 225). Kant connects here the notion of possi-
bility conditions with the notion of necessity.
He makes the sense in which these concepts are
necessary explicit: they are that without which
there would not be any experience, any objec-
tive knowledge. Since there is experience/ob-
jective knowledge, there are such pure a priori
concepts. Kant gives voice to what we could
call a restricted kind of necessity, which is typ-
ical of categories or pure a priori concepts.® Its
peculiarity is, as Martin Puder (1974, p. 43)
rightly stressed, “that it is not presented posi-
tively, but rather that the negative preposition
‘not” is denied”. There are many examples of
this restricted kind of necessity in Kant’'s work:
“[This] declares as necessary a synthesis of the
manifold [...], without which that thoroughgo-
ing identity of self-consciousness could not be
thought” (KrV, B 135; Kant, 1998, p. 248); log-
ic “contains the absolutely necessary rules of
thinking, without which no use whatsoever of
the understanding takes place” (KrV, A 53 /
B 77; Kant, 1998, p. 194). Kant explains how
categories make objective knowledge possible,
referring to the concepts of a) the unity of the
manifold given in experience; b) the synthesis
as the operation of thought’s spontaneity; c) the
unity of the consciousness in the synthesis of

¢ On the categories’ restricted kind of necessity see
Chiodi (1961, p. 263).



3. Guxapa

3e MHOrooOpa3HOro KakK yCJIOBYs 3TOTO CMHTe3a 1,
CJIefIoBaTeIIbHO, YCJIOBVS OOBbeKTVBHON 3HAUMIMO-
ctu 3HaHuA. B B 137 Kant dpopmynmpyet csovi ap-
T'YMeHT CJIeAyFOIIM 00pa3oM:

Obsexm ecTb TO, B IIOHSATUM Y€TO 0060UHEHO
MHOT000pa3HOe, OXBaThbIBaeMoe JaHHBIM CO3ep-
maameM. Ho Bcgkoe oObenmHeHMe mIpercTaBIie-
HUI TpeOyeT eIMHCTBa CO3HAHNMA B CUHTe3e UX.
Taxvim 06pa3oM, eVHCTBO CO3HAHVIS €CTh TO, UTO
COCTaBJIsIeT OIHO JIVIIIb OTHOIIIeHWe IIpeJIcTaBIle-
HU K IIPeIMeTY, CTaJIO OBITh, X OOBEKTUBHYIO
3Ha4YMMOCTb, CJlefloBaTe/IbHO ITpeBpallieHne WX
B IIO3HAHN; Ha 3TOM €AMHCTBE, CTaJIO OBITH, OC-
HOBBIBAeTCs caMa BO3MOXKHOCTb paccyrika (B 137;
Kanr, 2006, c. 209).

EnamHCcTBO CO3HAHMS — 3TO BbICIIIee BO3MOXKHOe
ycjioBMe OOBeKTMBHOTO IIO3HaHMs. «S1 MBICITION,
VWJIV anreprieniins, Ui eIVHCTBO CO3HaHWs, —
3TO «TO, Ha YeM OCHOBBIBAeTCsI BO3MOXKHOCTB pac-
cyKar».

B 11e510M, pestomupyst ocHoBHYIO neto Kanra
O TpaHClLieHJeHTaJIbHO AeaykKuuu B B 116—137,
g TIo[TUepKMBalo cjlefiytomie MoMmeHThL: (1) ropu-
AVMYeCKUil CMBIC]T TPaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOM JIeTyK-
LIV, KOTOPBIV 3aKJII0UaeTcsl B YCTaHOBJIEHWN Jie-
TUTUMHOCTY ITpaBa (0ojlee KOHKPeTHO — B yCTa-
HOBJIEHMM ITpaBa Ha KaTeropuu [JIsi alpyOpPHO-
ro IIpUMeHeHMs K OOBbeKTaM OIIBITa); (2) TIOHSITIE
Kareropmum Kak ¢opM OOBeKTMBHOIO (MCTMHHO-
ro) 3HaHwus; (3) HOHATHEe KaTeropui Kak YCJIOBU
BO3MOXKHOCTY OOBEKTVBHOIO (MICTVHHOIO) ITO3Ha-
HsL; (4) HOHSTYE KaTeropii KaK HeOOXOIVIMBIX 1,
CJIefI0BaTeIIbHO, OCOOBIX HOPMATMBHBIX 3HAUEHNTA,
0e3 KOTOpPBIX He OBIJIO OBI HMKAKOIO 0ObeKTVBHO-
ro (MCTMHHOI0) 3HaHWs1; HaKoHell, (5) HOHATe Ka-
TEropum Kak (PYHKIIUIT «sI MBICIIIO», VIV €IVIH-
CTBa CO3HAHMSL.

2. Vlpes reresjieBCKOM OeayKIMN
2.1. T'eceaw 0 kaumoBcxoi udee
B cBoeit mMHTepripeTanuy TpaHCIEH/IEHTaIb-
Hom nenyknuy Kanra B «Hayke jtorvkm» Ieresb

oOCyXX/JaeT MMEHHO IIPOLUTVPOBAHHBIV BBIIIIE
orpbiBoK — B 137. 1 I'eresna nemykums Karero-

the manifold as condition of this synthesis and
therefore as the condition of knowledge’s objec-
tive validity. In B 137 Kant resumes the argu-
ment as follows:

An object, however, is that in the concept of
which the manifold of a given intuition is unit-
ed. Now, however, all unification of represen-
tations requires unity of consciousness in the
synthesis of them. Consequently the unity of
consciousness is that which alone constitutes
the relation of representations to an object, thus
their objective validity, and consequently is
that which makes them into cognitions and on
which even the possibility of the understanding
rests (KrV, B 137; Kant, 1998, p. 249).

The unity of consciousness is the supreme
possibility condition of objective knowledge.
The I-think or apperception or unity of con-
sciousness is what grounds “the possibility of
the understanding’.

In sum, in recapitulating Kant’s basic idea
of the transcendental deduction in B 116-137, 1
have stressed the following points: (1) the juridi-
cal meaning of the transcendental deduction is
the establishing of a right’s legitimacy (more
specifically: establishing the right of the cate-
gories to apply a priori to objects of experience);
(2) the notion of categories as forms of objective
(true) knowledge; (3) the notion of categories as
possibility conditions of objective (true) knowl-
edge; (4) the notion of categories as necessary
and hence their special normative meaning as
that without which there would not be any ob-
jective (true) knowledge; finally, (5) the notion
of categories as functions of the I-think or unity
of consciousness.

2. The Idea of Hegel’s Deduction

2.1. Hegel on Kant’s Idea

In his interpretation of Kant’s transcendental
deduction in the Science of Logic Hegel discuss-
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PWVI ABJISI€TCSI (’pyHnaMeHTaHbHor?[, IIOCKOJIBKY IIO-
3BOJIIET HaM YBUOETH IIPUPOAY VIV CYLIHOCTH
«rioHgTUs» (der Begriff g Obl mepeBesia Kak «KOH-
1lenTyasIbHast MBICIIb»).

l'erenp mmmer:

OnyH 13 caMbIX IyOOKMX U CaMbIX ITPaBWIb-
HBIX B3ITIAI0B, MMeromyxcs B «Kpurtuke [dncro-
ro] pasyma», — 3TO B3IVIAM, COIJIACHO KOTOPOMY
eduxcmbo, COCTABJISIONIEE CYUHOCHL NOHAMUS,
eCcTb  nepBoHAUANbHO-CUHIemUYeckoe — eIVIHCTBO
annepyenyuu, eqUHCTBO «s MBICJIIO», VIV CaMO-
CO3HAHMSI. — ODTO IIOJIOKEeHVe COCTABJISIeT TakK
Ha3bIBAEMYIO MPAHCYEHOCHMAALHYI0 TeTyKIINIO
KaTeropuv; HO 3Ta OeOyKIMs VM3gaBHaA CYnMTa-
JIach OJIHOWI M3 CaMBIX TPYAHBIX YacTell KaHTOB-
CKOM cpvmococpvm, — TOXaJIy¥, TOJIBKO II0 TOV
IpUYVHe, YTO OHA TpedyeT BO3BBICUTHCS Hafl
IIPOCTBIM npedcmabierlieM 00 OTHOIIEHWN, B KO-
TOpOM S ¥ paccydok VIV NOHAMUSA HaAXOOATCI K
BeIlIl 11 ee CBOVICTBAM WJIV aKIVIEHIIVSM, U I1e-
pentit Xk moicau (Ierens, 1972, c. 17).

T'eresib moTYepKMBaeT, UTO B AeAYKIIUN PasiIv-
YaloT [Ba BuIa MbIMUeHUI — M1 u M2. M1 —
3TO CyOBeKTMBHOe pellpe3eHTaTBHOe MBbIIIIe-
HVe, OCYILIEeCTBJIsieMOe pacCyIKOM, B KOTOPOM
MBI MBICJIVIM S MJ1V1 TIOHSITMSL C OITHOVI CTOPOHBI 1
Belllb 1 ee CBOVICTBa — c Agpyron. M2 — 3To TO,
uro [erenrs HaswiBaeT der Gedanke, TO ecTh TpaHC-
IIeH/IeHTaJIbHOe / AajieKTideckoe / palyioHaIb-
HO€ MBIIIIEHVIE, MBIIIIIeHVIE 00 OTHOIIIEHAVI MEX-
Iy «Sl», VIV paccyZIKOM, U BeIpio, KOTopas fesia-
eT BO3MOXXHBIM 3TO caMoe oTHolreHue. [eress ro-
BOPUT, UYTO TpaHCIeHJeHTaJIbHasl JIeTyKIIMs Ka-
TEropuil HaCTOJIBKO TPYAHA, YTO 3acTaBJIsieT Hac
orcTtynnTh oT M1 Kk M2. CoOcTBeHHO TOBOPS, ap-
rymeHTanus KaHTa B TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV fe-
IyKIIUW TIpeIiosaraeT BbIXO/, 3a IIpefiesIbl OTHO-
mIeHus: Mexy S / paccykoM M BelIbio (paccy-
IIoK Kak Verstand — 3To HepedJieKCMBHOE MBIIII-
nenne) k Mpiciin (der Gedanke), To ecTb K TOMY,
YTO [ejlaeT BO3MOXHBIM 3TO CaMO€ OTHOIIIEHUE.
CrnenoBaTesibHO, MbI MMeeM M1: oTHOIIIeHMe co-
oTBeTcTBUA MeXy S, i paccynkom (Verstand),
u Berbio, 1 M2: Bup mbiciu (Gedanke), KoTopeint
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es precisely the last quoted passage: B 137. For
Hegel the deduction of categories is fundamen-
tal insofar as it lets us see the nature or essence
of ‘the concept’ (der Begriff — I would translate
it as ‘conceptual thought’).

Hegel (2010 p. 515) writes:

It is one of the profoundest and truest in-
sights to be found in the Critique of Reason that
the unity which constitutes the essence of the con-
cept is recognised as the original synthetic unity
of apperception, the unity of the “I think,” or of
self-consciousness. — This proposition is all
that there is to the so-called transcendental de-
duction of categories, which, from the begin-
ning, has however been regarded as the most
difficult piece of Kantian philosophy — no
doubt only because it demands that we should
transcend the mere representation [Vorstellung]
of the relation of the “I” and the understanding
[Ich und der Verstand], or of the concepts [die Be-
griffe], to a thing and its properties or accidents,
and advance to the thought [Gedanke] of it.

Hegel highlights that, in the deduction, two
kinds of thought, T1 and T2, are distinguished.
T1 is the subjective representational thought
practiced by the understanding, in which we
have thought or the I or the concepts on one
side, and the thing and its properties on the
other; T2 is what Hegel calls der Gedanke, i.e.
transcendental / dialectical / rational thought,
the thought about the relation between the I or
understanding and the thing, which makes this
very relation possible. Hegel says that the tran-
scendental deduction of categories is so diffi-
cult because it forces us to step back from T1
to T2. As a matter of fact, Kant’s argumentation
in the transcendental deduction implies going
beyond the relation between the I/the under-
standing and the thing (the understanding as
Verstand is non-reflexive thought) towards the
thought (der Gedanke), i.e. towards what makes
this very relation possible. Hence we have T1:
the correspondence relation between the I or
the understanding/ Verstand and thing, and



3. Guxapa

IesTaeT BO3MOXKHOV MICTMHY KaK COOTBeTCTBIe. Be-
Jgariiiee mpospeHvie Kanra, mo mueHmto lerers,
COCTOUT B CJIEAYIOIIEM: TO, YTO JieJIaeT BO3MOX-
HOVI MICTVMHY KaK COOTBETCTBIE (OTHOIIIEHVIe MeX-
Iy «SI» 11 BeIbIO), — 3TO camopedrekcubroe Moiui-
/eHue, KOTopoe, B TepMmHax KaHTa, ecTh TO e
camMoe, U4TO U «IepBOHa4Ya/IbHOe CUHTEeTUYecKoe
eIVHCTBO alIeplLelnn», WIN caMOCO3HaHMe, a
B TepMuHax leresrsi — nongrue (der Begriff v
smeck: der Gedankey’.

CrrenoBaresibHO, AemyKIyst KaTteropuii 11 T'e-
reJjist eCTh IIPOsIBJIIEHVIE CAMOVI IPUPOIbI IIOHATUVI-
Horo MbinuteHus (der Gedanke vy der Begriff).
Terens oroxnmectsisger der Gedanke wmm der
Begriff ¢ McxomHBIM CMHTETMYECKUM eIMHCTBOM
amnreprenimyl — CHeKYJISTUBHOM CTPYKTY POV,
KOTOpas BKJIIOYaeT B ceOst pedprieKcuio 1 pedriek-
cuto o pedpirekcumn. IenmanbHas unes Kanra, o
Tl'eresto, cocTOUT B TOM, YTO MBIC/ISAIIAS caMa ceOs
MBICJIb (CAaMOCO3HaHMe, IlepBOHaYaIbHOe CUHTe-
TUYeCcKoe eIMHCTBO alllleplieniini) odpasyeT TOT
CaMBIVI TOPU30HT, Oe3 KOTOpOro He ObLIO ObI HMKA-
KOT'O COOTBETCTBUS MBIC/IV C AeVICTBUTEIBHOCTHIO
(BO3MOYKHOE YCJIOBVIE VICTVHBI KaK COOTBETCTBIIA)®.

T'erertp Tak>Ke IIMIIIET, YTO KAHTOBCKOE M3JIOXKeE-
Hue B «IpaHCIieHIeHTaIbHON OelyKIIUW» IIpel-
[oJjIaraeT, u4To «IIOHSATHE eCTh TO, YTO 00sexmub-
HO B TIO3HAHWM, CTaJIO OBITH, ecTb ucmuna» (le-
resib, 1972, c. 19). dpyrumm cjioBamu, TO, YTO KOH-
LIeNITya/IbHOE CIIeKYJISITUBHOe caMopedIeKCHB-

7 VlHTeprperanms «51 MBICIIIO» KaK «IIOHATMS» B rereieB-
CKMUX TepMMHaX SBJII€TCS CHOPHOW. AHaIW3 pas3iIinduil
MeXy TeM, uTo ['eresib meraeT M3 KaHTOBCKOW TEOPUN
aTImeprieny, 1 Teopuent camoro Kanra cM. B pabore
rosuura: (Diising, 2013, S. 143 —180).

8 OO0 acmextax B Teopum KanTa, KacaroIuxcs CBS3M
AQHAINTIYECKOTO ¥ CHHTETMYECKOrO eIVHCTBa aIlep-
LIV, KOTOPbIe TaKXKe IPeIBOCXMIIAIOT I'ereIeBCKYIO
KoHermmro mousaTms, cM.: y lledepa (Schifer, 2011,
S. 267). O npourtenum Jioruku I'eresisi Kak peaymsarm
TpaHCHeHIeHTalIbHOM (ruiocodckon mporpaMMbl Kan-
Ta ¥ MOYIMHHOV KpuTtndeckont dpvtocodpum cm.: (Steke-
ler-Weithofer, 1992). O TpancuenagenTansMe 'ererrs cm.:
(Horstmann, 2006; Pippin, 2015; Houlgate, 2015). I'aga-
Mep (Gadamer, 1971) mtokasbiBaetr, 4to 1IpoekT [erens B
«Hayxke sormkm» obwvenmaser muero driocodpum Kanra
n Duxre KakK TpaHCLeHOeHTaIbHOV druiocodnn ¢ aH-
TUYHOW Vzieent 1iepBon prrocodm Kak MeTadm3MKIA.
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T2: the kind of thought (Gedanke) that makes
truth as correspondence possible. Kant’s great
insight is, for Hegel, that what makes truth as
correspondence (the relation between the I and
the thing) possible is self-reflexive thought, which
is one and the same as, in Kantian terms: ‘the
original synthetic unity of apperception” or
self-consciousness, and, in Hegelian terms: the
concept (der Begriff or here: der Gedanke).”

Hence the deduction of categories for Hegel
is the manifestation of the very nature of con-
ceptual thought (der Gedanke or der Begriff). He-
gel identifies der Gedanke or der Begriff with the
original synthetic unity of apperception — a
speculative structure, which involves reflection
and reflection about reflection. Kant’s inge-
nious idea is, for Hegel, that the thought that
thinks itself (self-consciousness, the original
synthetic unity of apperception) constitutes the
very horizon without which there would not
be any correspondence of thought with reality
(the possibility condition of truth as correspon-
dence).?

Hegel (2010, p. 516) also writes that the
Kantian exposition in the “Transcendental De-
duction” entails that “the concept is given as
the objective element of cognition, consequently
as the truth”. In other words: that conceptual
speculative self-reflexive thought is “the truth’

7 The interpretation of the I-think as “the concept” in
Hegel’s terms is controversial. For an analysis of the
differences between what Hegel makes of Kant’s theory
of the apperception and Kant’s own theory see Diising
(2013, pp. 143-180).

8 On the aspects in Kant’s theory of the connection be-
tween analytical and synthetic unity of apperception
that anticipate Hegel’s concept of concept see Schiifer
(2011, p. 267). For a reading of Hegel’s logic as ac-
complishment of Kant’s transcendental philosophical
programme and genuine critical philosophy see Ste-
keler-Weithofer (1992). On Hegel’s transcendentalism
see Horstmann (2006, pp. 9-50), Pippin (2015, pp. 159-
172) and Houlgate (2015, pp. 173-194). Gadamer (1971,
pp- 49-70) shows that Hegel’s project in the Wissenschaft
der Logik is uniting Kant’s and Fichte’s idea of philoso-
phy as transcendental philosophy with the ancient idea
of first philosophy as metaphysics.



HOe MBIIIIJIEHVIE eCTh «MCTUHAa», O3HaYaeT, YTO OHO
eCcThb yCJIOBMe BO3MOXXHOCTY, HOpMa 1 dpopmMa ¥c-
TUHBL. TO, YTO MOHSTHE eCTh WCTWHA, O3HadaerT,
YTO 3TO TO, uTO caM KaHT HasbIBajI «TpaHCIlIeH-
OEHTAJIBHOV VICTVIHOVI», IIOHpa3syMeBasi IIOH Hevi
yCJIOBVIE BO3MOXKHOCTY MCTVHBI KaK COOTBETCTBUSA
(«Die transzendentale Wahrheit, die vor aller
empirischen vorhergeht, und siemoglichmacht»)’.

2.2. Tezenebckasn udes dedyxyuu

Obparumcs Teriepb K camom mpee lerens o
TpaHCLeHIeHTaJIbHOM  JenyKimn. B «Puioco-
vt mpaBa» leresrs nuimet, yTo B HayKax (Hedu-
JI0cOPCKMIX) TIEPBBIM 1pobesoM, KOmopsiil Heobxo-
OuUMO B0CNOAHUMD, SIBIISIETCS TIOVICK I HAXOXKJIEHVIE
orpenenenui. B dumocodnn, HanpoTns, Hayd-
Hasi IIpolielypa MHasl 1 CKopee IIoxoXa Ha Ty, KO-
TOpasi paclpocTpaHeHa B IOPUIMYECKMX HayKax.
IOpuamueckme HayKy JOJDKHBI OIIpeesIsaTh, YTO
IIPaBWIIBHO, a YTO 3aKOHHO U 3a7aBaThCs BOIIPO-
COM, IIPVMMEHVMBI JIV IIpeiyIaraeMble OITperiesie-
HMs (3aKOHBI) K KOHKPeTHBIM CJIydasM. DTO Co-
NpsDKeHO ¢ psaoM TpyaHocTen. [lostomy ropu-
CTBI 3HAIOT, YTO K OOIIen IIpolieype oIrpemesie-
HMA CJIeAyeT HOOXOOUTE C OCTOPOXKHOCTBIO; «...TTO-
3TOMY ¥ OBUIO IIpefocTeperalolle CKa3aHo: omnis
definitio in jure civili periculosa. V1 B camom fieste,
ueM OeccBsI3Hee ¥ CaMOIIPOTHMBOpeunBee OIpe-
ZlelleHNs IIpaBa, TeM MeHee BO3MOXXHBL B HeM [ie-
duaMIMN..» (lererts, 1990, c. 60). leress Hameka-
€T 37Iecb Ha TPYAHOCTD TOBeNeHNsI KOHKPeTHOM
IOpUAMYecKort cutyaumnu (paxToB fAesta) Hof 00-
Iyt 3aKoH. HOPHCTBI XOPOITIO TIOHMMAIOT, YTO
KOHKPETHBIV aHa/IVM3VUPYEMBbIVI CJIy4an 3a4acTyro
oIrpoBepraet od1riee onpenereHe. OnpeneneHns,
KaK IToJuepKrBaeT [eresib, «IOJDKHBI COIep>KaThb
o0rTite orrperiesieHVIs], a B OOIIVIX OITpeIesIeHNsIX

9 Cwm.: (B 185; Kanut, 2006, c. 265), rme Kaut mmirrer, uro
TpaHCLeHIeHTaJIbHas VICTMHA COCTOUT B OOIIeM OTHO-
IIEHMV K TOTAJIGHOCTY HAIIero OIIBITa, VI YTOYHSET, YTO
OHa IIPEJIIIECTBYeT BCSKOV SMITMPITIECKOlt (KOHKPETHOTI)
VICTUHE U1 JIejiaeT ee Bo3MOKHOM. s 'ererst camopedp-
JIEKCUBHOCTB IIOHSTUS — 3TO TOTaJIbHOE 3HaHMe, TOUHee,
IIYTb K HEMY.

E. Ficara

means that it is the possibility condition, the
norm and form of truth. That the concept is
truth means that it is what Kant himself called
‘transcendental truth’, intending it as the pos-
sibility condition of truth as correspondence
(“Die transzendentale Wahrheit, die vor aller em-
pirischen vorhergeht, und sie moglich macht”).?

2.2. Hegel’s Idea of the Deduction

Let us now turn to Hegel’s own idea of the
transcendental deduction. In the Philosophy of
Right Hegel writes that in the (non-philosoph-
ical) sciences the first desideratum is to look for
and find definitions. In philosophy, by con-
trast, the scientific procedure is different, and
rather similar to the one common in the juridi-
cal sciences. The juridical sciences have to de-
termine what is right and what is just, and to
ask whether the determinations (the laws) they
propose hold for the particular cases. This in-
volves a series of difficulties. Therefore jurists
know that the common definition procedure
is to be handled with care. “For this reason it
has been said as a warning, omnis definitio in
jure civili periculosa and in fact the more discon-
nected and contradictory the determinations
of a right are, the less possible is a definition
of it” (Hegel, 2001, p. 22). Hegel hints here at
the difficulty of subsuming a particular jurid-
ical situation (the facts of a case) under a gen-
eral law. The legal experts are well aware that
the specific case under analysis often refutes
the general definition. A definition, as Hegel
stresses, “should contain only universal fea-
tures; but these forthwith bring to light contra-
dictions, which in the case of law are injustice,

% See KrV, A 146 / B 185 (Kant, 1998, p. 276), where
Kant writes that transcendental truth consists in the
general relation to the totality of our experience and
specifies that it precedes all empirical (particular) truth
and makes it possible. For Hegel the self-reflexivity of
the concept is (the path towards) total knowledge.
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HeIIOCPeZICTBeHHO OOHapy XMBaeTCs IPOTUBOpe-
4MBOe, 37IeCh — HeITpaBOBOE BO BCEV €r0 OYeBU/I-
HocTi. Tak, HamipuMep, B pUMCKOM IIpaBe HeBO3-
MOXHa AedpmHMINS uesoBeka, nOO paba Heb3s
OBLIO OIBECTM TIOf], 3TO IIOHSTHE, KOTOpOe CKopee
HapyIIaeTcs ero MoJIoKeHVeM; CTOJIb JKe OITacHO
OKasaJiach ObI BO MHOTMIX OTHOIIEHMSIX AepVHM-
1y coOCTBEHHOCTM M coOcTBeHHMKa» (Tam xe).
To ecTb pyMCKIe IOPUCTHI ITPEKPACHO OCO3HABAIN,
YTO, KOIJIa MBI OIIpefiesisieM JIIofieVl KaK HOCUTesIen
IpaB 11 00s3aHHOCTEVI, caMO CyIIleCTBOBaHMe pa-
00B IPOTMBOPEUNT HallleMy OIlpefieJIeHIIO U 3a-
CTaBJIsIeT HaC IIepecMOTPeTh ero WUIM IIPWU3HAaTh
HeCIIpaBe/JIMBOCTh HaIIleV IIPaBOBOVI M COILMasIb-
HOV CHICTEMBI.

Yro KacaeTcs IIpenesioB OOBIYHOro, Hedwmto-
codCcKoro MeTofia «BbIBe[IeH Vs OIlpesiesleHn I, [e-
reJIb TOBOPUT CIIeyIoIIlee:

Henynupyercs xe medvHMINMS OOBIYHO U3
STUMOJIOTUY, ITPEVMYIIECTBEHHO ITOCPEe/ICTBOM
abcTparmpoBaHus OT OCOOBIX CITydaes, IIpudeM
OCHOBOVI CJTy>KaT UyBCTBa ¥ TIpesICTaB/IeHIs JIIO-
ment. ITpaBWwIbHOCTE JTePUHUITNY OIpeJIeIsSIoT
3aTeM B 3aBVICIMOCTV OT e COOTBETCTBY CyIlle-
CTBYIOILMM HpefcTaBieHnsM. [Ipu sTom meToe
OTOIBUTAETCS Ha 3aJHWMI IUIaH TO, UTO €IMH-
CTBEHHO CYIIeCTBEHHO B Hay4YHOM OTHOIIIEHWU,
B OTHOIIEHUM COTEPKaHWMs, — Heobxo0umocns
npeomema B cebe m I cebs (37ech Ipasa), B
OTHOIIIEeHMI Xe qDOpMBI — IIpupoda ITOHATVIA
(Tam xe).

Oronpuraercsi, BO-IIepBbIX, Ujes O HeoOXomu-
MOCTY HOHSATUV, C KOTOPBIMM CTaJIKMBaeTcs u-
socodms (1 ropuUCHpyaeHIns) (CM. IIyHKTHI (3) U
(4) BBIIIIE O HEOOXOMMMOCTM YMCTBIX M arIpuop-
HbIX NOoHATHUV KaHTa Kak BO3MOXHBIX YCJIOBU
O0BEKTMBHOI'O MO3HAHWS), TO €CTh OHW SIBJISIIOTCS
dopmamyt 1 HOpMaMM HaIllero MCTMHHOIO MBbIIII-
JIeHMsl, ¥, BO-BTOPBIX, M/iesd O TOM, 4TO TaKue IIO-
HATUS IMEIOT caMopedIeKCHMBHYIO IIPUPOLY (CM.
IYHKT (5) 0 camopedsIeKCVBHOV IIPUpOfIe CUHTe-
TMUYECKOTO e/IHCTBA allllepleninn KaK yCIoBus
BBICIIIEVI BO3MOXKHOCTV M KaK OCHOBHOWV (POPMBI
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in all their nakedness. Thus in Roman law, for
instance, no definition of man was possible,
because it excluded the slave. The conception
of man was destroyed by the fact of slavery”
(ibid.). That is, the Roman jurists were well
aware that, when we define human beings as
bearers of rights and duties, the very existence
of slaves clashes against our definition, and
forces us to revise it, or to recognise the injus-
tice of our legal and social system.

As to the limits of the normal, non-philo-
sophical method of ‘deducing definitions’
Hegel (2001, p. 22; cf. 1969, p. 31) has this to
say:

The deduction of a definition is usually
traced back to the following: the definition
is intended as procedure through which we
abstract from the particular cases, and, in doing
so, we have our feelings and representation
[Vorstellung] about the matter at stake as our
basis. The correctness of the definition would
thus consist in its agreement with our present
representations. By such a method everything
essentially scientific is cast aside. As regards
the content what is cast aside is the necessity
of the object (here: the law), and, as regards the
form, the nature of the concept.’

What is cast aside is first the idea that the
concepts philosophy (and jurisprudence) deal
with are necessary (see points (3) and (4) above,
about the necessity of Kant’s pure and a prio-
ri concepts as possibility conditions of objec-
tive knowledge), i.e. they are forms and norms
of our true thought and, second, that such con-
cepts have a self-reflexive nature (see point (5)
about the self-reflexive nature of the synthetic
unity of apperception as the highest possibil-
ity condition, and as the basic form of every
pure a priori concept). By contrast, “In philo-

1 Here and in the following quotations from Hegel

(1969) I have diverged slightly from the published
translations in the interests of greater clarity.



BCSIKOT'O UVICTOTO allpropHOro moHsTus). Hampo-
TUB, «B (PMIIOCOPCKOM ITO3HAHWMM IJIaBHBIM SIB-
JISIETCST HeoOX00UMOCHb TIOHSTUS, a JIBVDKEHVE, B
XofIe KOTOPOIr'o OHO CTaHOBUTCH pe3YyAbmaniom, co-
CTaBJIgeT ero J0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO 1 AeflyKiyio» (Tam
xe). Dutocodpckas OenyKIys, VI MeTor, JeyK-
M (VI JeMOHCTpanmm) B pviocodnm, TaKuM
00pa3oM, 3aBUICUT OT HEOOXOIVIMOVI IIPUPOLIBI ee
IIpeIMeTa (IBOVIHOVI HETaTVBHBIV CMBICTT HEOOXO-
OVMOCTY KaXKIIOV TPaHCIeHIEHTAIBHON CTPYK-
Typel KakK Toro, Oe3 yero To, 4To cyuecrsyer /
BO3MOXXHO, He CyIIlecTBOBajio / He ObIIO ObI BO3-
MOYKHBIM) I COCTOUT B PaCKPBITVIM CMBIC/Ia TaKMX
TpaHCILIeHIeHTaJIbHBIX CTPYKTYp. «[IBVDKeHUE, B
XofIe KOTOPOTr'O OHO CTAaHOBUTCS pe3yAbianiom, co-
CTaBJIgeT ero JoKa3aTesIbCTBO U IeAyKIIMIOo» O3Ha-
YaeT, UTO JeyKIINs VIMeeT IeCKPUIITUBHYIO CTO-
POHY: 3TO aHa/IN3 IIPUPOIBI KATETOPUI KaK TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIBHBIX CTPYKTYP (YCIIOBU BO3MOXHO-
¢t ¥ PopM OOBEKTMBHOIO 3HaHMS / VICTVHBI).
Cam KanTt nmmer B «[Iporeromenax» (AA 04,
S. 324; Kanr, 1994, c. 85), uTo AenyKIIus ecThb IOo-
HVIMaHVe CAaMOVI ITPUPOIIBI YMCTHIX IIOHSITUN (CM.:
Puder, 1974, S. 41)°. Terernp 1IporoyKaeT KOHKpe-
TU3MPOBaTh PVIIOCOPCKMTI Hay UHBI METOJ;

ITocKOIBKY TakuM 0OpasoM ero codeparie
st cebsi HeOOXOMMMO, TOIIBPKO 3aTeM CilelyeT
o0paTnTh BHMMaHME Ha TO, YTO COOTBETCTBYET
€My B IIpe€ICTaBJ/IEHVISAX 1 A3bIKE. OHHaKO ITOH-

10 Tounee, KaHT mmImeT O IIOCTVOKEHUNM IIPUPOLIBI
KaTeropuil d4epe3 IIOCTVDKEHME WX IMIPUPOIOBI KakK
dyukouir. OHM «CIyXaT TOJIBKO I TOTO, YTOOBI
ompenessATh B OTHOIIEHMM BceX (PYHKUMUI Cy>KAeHVIs
SMIMPUYECKIe IIOJIOKEHMS... COODIIaTh WM TeM
CaMbIM OOIIe3HAYMMOCTh W IIOCPEIACTBOM HWX [ejlaTb
BO3MOXXHBIMU ClokOeHUsA onbima BooOrre» (AA 04, S. 324;
KanT, 1994, c. 85). baym nomuepkuBaeT, 94TO AeTyKIINS
Kanra mpencrasisier cobort ocoObIt BUI OLpenesIeHys
(Baum, 1986). Mnes Kaxra, nogTBep x/ieHe KOTOPOVI MbI
yBUIAMM Yy ['eresisi, COCTOUT B TOM, UTO eCIIV OIIpeJieIIeHvie
HOHMMAaTh CTaHHAPTHO, KaK IOMBITKY «M3HadaJIbHO
J1aBaTh II0POOHO-00CTOSITEIIPHOE W3JIOXKEHNe IIOHSTIE
Bemy B ee rpanumax» (B 755; Kamt, 2006, c. 921),
TO oOIpefesleHVe TaKMX alpVOPHBIX IOHSTUI, KakK
«cybcTaHIys», «IIpUYrHa» U «IipaBo» (B 756; Kant, 2006,
c. 923), HeBO3MOXHO (CM. OJIECTHINYI0 PEKOHCTPYKIIVIO
noaxona KaHTa K ompepesieHnsIM B CjIydae arpUIOPHBIX
HIOHSTIIL 1 nent pasyMma: Jlesun, 2021, c. 103 —104).

85

E. Ficara

sophic knowledge the necessity of a concept
is the main thing, and the process, by which it,
as a result, has come into being is its proof and
deduction” (Hegel, 2001, pp. 22-23; cf. 1969,
pp. 31-32). The philosophical deduction, or
the method of deduction (or demonstration) in
philosophy thus depends on the necessary na-
ture of its subject matter (the double negative
meaning of the necessity of every transcenden-
tal structure as that without which something
that exists/is possible would not exist/be pos-
sible) and consists in unfolding the meaning of
such transcendental structures. “The process by
which the transcendental structure has come
into being is its deduction” means that the de-
duction has a descriptive side: it is the analy-
sis of the nature of categories as transcendental
structures (possibility conditions and forms
of objective knowledge/truth). Kant himself
writes in the Prolegomena (AA 04, p. 324; Kant,
2004, p. 76) that the deduction is the insight
into pure concepts’ very nature (cf. Puder, 1974,
p. 41)." Hegel (2001, pp. 22-23; cf. 1969, p. 32)
goes on specifying the philosophical scientific
method:

After the content is seen to be necessary
independently, the second point is to look about
for that which corresponds to it in existing

" More specifically, Kant is writing about the insight
into the nature of the categories in terms of an insight
into their nature as functions. They “serve only to de-
termine empirical judgments [...] with respect to those
functions [of judging], so as to procure universal valid-
ity for these judgments, and thereby to make judgments
of experience possible in general” (Prol, AA 04, p. 324;
Kant, 2004, p. 76). That Kant’s deduction is a specific
kind of definition is stressed by Baum (1986). Kant's
idea, which we will see confirmed in Hegel, is that, if
the definition is understood standardly as an attempt
“to exhibit originally the exhaustive concept of a thing
within its boundaries” (KrV, A 727 / B 755; Kant, 1998,
p. 637) then a definition of a priori concepts such as “sub-
stance”, “cause” and “right” (KrV, A 728 / B 756; Kant,
1998, p. 638) is not possible (see Lewin, 2021, pp. 103-
104 for a brilliant reconstruction of Kant’s approach to
definitions in the case of a priori concepts and ideas of
reason).



3. Guxapa

Tve T ce0si B CBOeW UCHIUHe VI 3TO Xe TIOHSTIE
B npedcmabenul He TOJIBKO MOTYT, HO VI TOJDKHBI
OT/IMYAThCS APYT OT Apyra 1mo ¢opme n obpa-
3y. Ecrin, ogHako, mpepcrasiieHe He JIOXKHO U
II0 CBOEMY COHEP>KaHMIO, TO MOXKHO IIOKa3aThb,
YTO IIOHATVE U II0 CBOeV CYIIHOCTVY HaJIM4HO B
HeM, T.e. IIpefiCTaB/IeHie MOXKeT OBITh BO3BEIEHO
B dopmy nonsATHA. OFHAKO TaKoe IpescTaBIe-
HIle HaCTOJIBKO He eCTb MepWIO M KPUTePUIL I
caMmoro cebs HeoOXOIMMOro ¥ MCTMHHOTO TTOHS-
TV, 9YTO OHO, HAIIPOTWMB, JOJDKHO OpaTh M3 Hero
CBOIO WICTVMHHOCTB, IIOIIPaB/ISITh ¥ IIO3HABaTh
ce0s, mexoms n3 Hero (I'erestw, 1990, c. 60—61).

B dwtocodckoM mosHaHUM «HEOOXOIVMOCTD
TIOHSTHUS eCTh ITIaBHOe»: 371ech [erenb yTBepKia-
€T, UTO CTPYKTYPBI, M€ 1 T.1., C KOTOPBIMU VIMe-
eT 11es10 prtocodris, He SMIVIPUUHEI («KeJIThIe»),
a HeoOXoMMBL. VI Mx JeyKIns viIn JeMOHCTpa-
LIVsl eCTh OIlpaBlaHue 3To HeobxommmocTu. VIx
AeIyKIus IIpefiosaraeT IIpexie Bcero paccMo-
TpeHue OIbITa, KOTOpbIN 1y lereis sBiisgercs
JIVHTBUCTUYECKM apTUKYJIMPOBaHHO 00JIacThbiO
HaIyX OOIIVX ITpeICTaB/IeHNI 00 3TUX IIOHATH-
sx. [Tpencrasienns Bcerga HelIpaBMJIbHBI 110 POp-
Me (OHV SIBJISIOTCS BhIpakeHVieM ITIOHVIMaH s VI
HepedIIeKCYBHOV MBICIIM), a 3HAa4WUT, BCerjaa Ofl-
HocTopoHHM. HO 0HM MOryT OBITh ITpaBVJIBHBIMY,
TO eCTh BbIpakaTb 4YTO-TO MCTMHHOe (XOTd ¥ Ya-
CTUYHOE) OTHOCUTEJILHO pacCMaTprBaeMbIX ITOHSI-
TV, Y1 €CJI OHY BepHBI, TO MOXKHO I10Ka3aTh, YTO
B HVX COAEPXKUTCS MOHATHE, VI X MOXXHO ITpVBe-
CTU K (camopedeperTHOM) popme moHATIS. [Tpn
3TOM JIOJDKHO OBITH SICHO, YTO KPUTEPVIeM VCTVIHBI
gBJIsieTCs IIOHSATe, a He IIpeJicTaB/IeHe.

Taxum oGpasom, Teresrr momuepkmuBaeT OTIIN-
uye JieyKInMy Kak MeTofia prtocodmm oT oObId-
HOW Hay4HOVI IIpouefypbl QOpMyIMpOBaHs
orpesiesIeHNsl U JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBa ero IIpaBUJIbHO-
ctut. B Hedpmtocodckort mporiey pe Mbl orpeesis-
eM TIOHSTHS (CKakeM, IIOHSITIe CIIpaBe[lJIBOCTH),
paccMaTpvBasi Hally OOBIYHBIE IIOBCETHEBHBIE
TpeJicTaBJleHNs (HalpyMep, Hallle MHeHIe O TOM,
YTO CIIPaBeJIMBOCTh — 3TO IIpaBo OoJIee CYIILHO-
TO, WIV YTO 3aKOH CIIOCOOCTBYeT PaBeHCTBY, VIV
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representations [Vorstellungen] and modes of
speech. But the way in which a concept [Begriff]
exists in its truth, and the way it presents itself
in random representations not only is but
must be different in form and structure. If a
representation [ Vorstellung] is not in its content
false, the concept [Begriff] can be shown to be
contained in it and the representation may
thus be raised to the form of the concept. But
so little is any representation the measure and
criterion of an independently necessary and
true concept, that it must derive its truth from
the concept, be rectified and known through it.

In philosophical knowledge ‘the necessity
of the concept is the main thing”: Hegel is here
claiming that the structures, ideas etc. philoso-
phy deals with are not empirical (“yellow”) but
necessary. And their deduction or demonstra-
tion is the justification of this necessity. Their
deduction involves first of all the considera-
tion of experience, which for Hegel is the lin-
guistically articulated field of our common
representations about these concepts. Rep-
resentations are always wrong as to their form
(they are expression of the understanding or
non-reflexive thought), which means that they
are always one-sided. But they can be correct,
i.e. they can express something true (though
partial) about the concepts at stake, and if they
are correct then it is possible to show that the
concept is contained in them, and they can be
brought to the (self-referential) form of the con-
cept. Hereby it must be clear that the concept,
and not the representation, is the criterion of
truth.

Thus Hegel highlights the difference be-
tween the deduction as the method of philos-
ophy and the normal scientific procedure of
giving a definition and demonstrating its cor-
rectness. In the non-philosophical procedure
we define concepts (say, the concept of jus-
tice) by considering our normal everyday rep-



YTO CIPaBeJIMBOCTD BJIeYeT 3a coOOVI CBOOOMY 1
T.7J1.), abcTparupysch OT KOHKPeTHBIX ITpeJiCTaB-
JIHUT M COCPeIoTOuMBasACh Ha OOIIMX IIOBTOPS-
IOIIMXCS YepTax IOHATHU. JloKa3aTesIbcTBO KOp-
PEKTHOCTM OIpefiesIeH sl COCTOUT B IIPOBEPKe ero
COOTBETCTBYS HaIlIVIM IIpeZICTaBJIeHsIM. DTOT Me-
TOI, HeV30eXXHO COMEePXKUT 3JIeMeHT YNCTOV IIpo-
M3BOJIBHOCTY, IIOCKOJIBKY KpUTepieM IIpaBIbHO-
CTU OIlpefiesieHNsi CTAaHOBUTCS Hallle JIMYHOe MHe-
Hue. Harmpotus, dpuitocodckast aemyKiins mogpa-
3yMeBaeT, 4YTO IIOHSTMe KaK camopedrieKcrBHas
MBICJIb (TO €CTh TaK)ke KaK KpPUTMUYeCcKoe pasMblIl-
JIeHVie 0 HOpMaJIbHOM pellpe3eHTaTBHOM 3Haue-
HUM pacCMaTpMBaeMOro IIOHATWS) IIPM3HAeTCs
KaK BO3MOYKHO€ YCJIOBME VICTMHHOCTW ITpeJiCcTaB-
nenus. [Tpeacrasienyis, TnyHble MHEHVS paccMa-
TPUBAIOTCA C TOYKM 3peHUs] «[IOHATWSA», TO eCTb
camMopedIeKCBHOV ¥ CKeIITUYeCKOV MBICIN, a
3TO O3HayaeT, YTO OHM MofjieXaT KPUTUKe U OT-
putanmio. TakmuM obpasom, mporeaypa «ompe-
JleJyleHVs M JIeNyKIUY OIpefieleHNs» 3aMeHseT-
Csl TPaHCIeH/IeHTAJIBHBIM U IVaJIeKTIYeCcKM fie-
IOyKTUBHBIM MeTofoM. IToHsTHe mIpeBpaliiaeTcs B
KPUTUYECKYI0 pedJleKCrIo Hajl IpescTaBIeHNs-
MU ¥ JIMYHBIMY MHEHUSIMY, B CKeIITYeCKyIO MH-
CTaHIIVIO, OTPUIIAIONIYIO IIpesicTaBleHle, U B TO
e BpeMsi B 000CHOBBIBAIOITYIO MHCTAHIINIO, ai0-
ITYI0 IIPeICTaBIIeH s B VIX MICTVHHOCTA

OnunM crtoBoM, Ajist [ereris TpaHCIIeHIeHTa Ib-
Hasl JIeyKIVsl KaTeropuii sIBJIsieTcsl MeToIoM -
nococpun. Terens nuitet: «B uem cocTrouT Hayu-
HBII MeTOq1, pvtocodum, IIpeArioaraeTcs 3ech
M3BECTHBIM 13 rtocodckont jtornkm» (leress,
1990, c. 61). Otcrona cienyer, uto y leress ctaHo-
BUTCSI OYeBUIIHON nyes AelyKIMM KaK VcciIeioBa-
HUS VICTUHBI (ee POpM 1 yCITOBUT BO3MOXKHOCTM).
IlepBoHavaIbHOE €MHCTBO aMIlepLeNIINy CTaHO-
BUTCS CIIEKYJISSTMBHBIM, TO eCTh caMopedIeKCHB-
HBIM, CKeITWYeCKMM MBIIUIeHeM KakK dyHa-
MeHTaJIbHOM (POPMOVI ¥ HOPMOV MCTMHHOIO IO-
3HaHUSL.

E. Ficara

resentations (for example our view that justice
is the right of the stronger, or that to be just
means to promote equality, or that justice en-
tails freedom etc.) and by abstracting from the
specific representations, focusing on the gener-
al recurrent traits of the concept. The proof of
the definition’s correctness consists in checking
whether it corresponds to our representations.
This method inevitably contains an element of
pure arbitrariness, insofar as our personal opin-
ions become the criterion of the definition’s
correctness. In contrast, the philosophical de-
duction implies that the concept as self-reflex-
ive thought (i.e. also as critical reflection about
the normal representational meaning of the
concept at stake) is recognised as the possibil-
ity condition of the truth of the representation.
Representations, personal opinions are con-
sidered from the perspective of ‘the concept’,
i.e. of self-reflexive and sceptical thought, and
this means that they are to be criticised and
negated. Thus the procedure of the “definition
and deduction of the definition” is replaced by
the transcendental and dialectical deductive
method. The concept turns into a critical re-
flection on representations and personal opin-
ions, into a sceptical instance, which negates
the representation, and at the same time into
a grounding instance, which places the rep-
resentations in their truth.

In sum, for Hegel the transcendental de-
duction of categories is the method of philos-
ophy. Hegel (2001, p. 23; cf. 1969, p. 32) writes
“This is the scientific method of philosophy,
which we derive from the philosophical logic”.
This implies that, in Hegel, the idea of the de-
duction as an inquiry into truth (its forms and
possibility conditions) becomes evident. The
original unity of apperception becomes specu-
lative — i.e. self-reflexive, sceptical thought as
the fundamental form and norm of true knowl-
edge.
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3. @opma TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHOM AeyKIIMN

Kant n I'erenb cBsI3BpIBAIOT 3a/4a4y TpaHCIIeH-
IeHTaJIbHOV TeAyKLIMM C 3azadell OObsICHEeHVIS
0COOBIX TIOHATWI, IPUpPOAa KOTOPBIX TPaHCIEH-
IleHTaJIbHa, TO eCThb OHM SBJISIOTCS YCIIOBUSIMU
BO3MOXXHOCTY OOBEKTMBHOIO IO3HaHMS, POpM U
HOPM WMCTMHBL [leIyKIns mMeeT IOpUANYecKU
CMBICJI, TO €CTh KaTerOpu IIPeJICTaB/ISIOT COO0
BO3MOXHBIE YCJIOBMS OOBEeKTMBHOIO IIO3HAHMS
(MCTMHBI), OHM IIpeTeHAYIOT Ha poJIb TaKUX HOP-
MaTMBHBIX 11 HeOOXOAMMBIX CTPYKTYyp. VI 1x mpe-
TeH3MV HYXXIAIoTcs B obocHoBaHMM. VIX memyk-
g Heobxommma'l.

ITo mueHuio XeHpuxa, TOT paKT, YTO JIeAyK-
LVs YIMeeT IopuandecKkoe 3HadeHwe, IofpasyMe-
BaeT, uyTo OHa HeyornmyHa (Henrich, 1989, p. 46).
Harmpotus, Ha Mo B3IJIsiA, (M s coriacHa ¢ Més-
sepom (Moeller, 2020, p. 59)), To, 4TO HmemyKLMA
IOpUAMYHA, He O3Ha4YaeT, YTO OHa HeslornmyHa. [la-
BaliTe PacCMOTPUM CTPYKTYpy HAeOyKIIMM, Kak
oHa onmcata Karnrom u ['eresrem. Kak Mu1 Bumesnv,
B oTpeiBKe B 137 maerca xparTkoe msjiokeHMe OC-
HOBHBIX IIaroB JIeAYKIIVIM, KOTOpble HaxOO4dTCsd B
neHTpe nHTeprperanuu leresrss. KanT HaunHaeT
C paccMOTpeHVIs 00beKTa ITOJIMHHOTO (MCTMHHO-
ro, 0OBEKTVBHOIO) IIO3HAHMS ¥ II0Ka3bIBAET, YTO
(ITOCKOJIBKY OOBEKT ITO3HAHMS eIVH, HO TIO3HaHVIe
Ha4lHaeTCs ¢ YyBCTBEHHOI'O OITBITa, a Yyepe3 UyB-
CTBEHHBIVI OIBIT MBI IOJIy4aeM MHOXXeCTBeHHBIe
BIleYaT/IeHNs) Oe3 CMHTe3a MHOrooOpasHOro He
6bU10 OBI OOBEKTa. [ToaToMy, ecrn

B moeM anamse mpen nepykoum Kanrta m Terers

s TIIOKasblBalo, 4YTO B KAHTOBCKON apryMeHTalluu
COCTaBJISUIO OCHOBY ISl COOCTBEHHOVI VHTepIIpeTallni
u TpaHcopmarnum leremrss. Ilpm sToM s Takke
IIOIUEePKMBAIO, YTO SABJISETCS «KPACHOV HUTBIO» MEXIY
IBYMS MIII€SIMU TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO fAeny K. OmHaKo
9TO He O3HAYaeT, YTO MCXOIHOE eIMHCTBO aIlllepLeIIiA
KaHTa HOCKT CITeKyJISTMBHBIN XapaKTep (IIPY IIPOYTeHNN
rerejieBCKOTO vyieaansMa Kak abCOTIOTHOTO Miean3Ma).
Ckopee, peub MIET O TOM, YTOOBI II0Ka3aTh KaHTOBCKIE
MOTWVBBI C TOUKM 3peHus l'eresis, To ecTb rereieBCKOro
TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIN3Ma, U POjIb, KOTOPYIO UTPaeT OIIBIT,
IJAHHBIV B VaJIeKTIYeCKOM U CIIEKYJISTVBHOM ITOIIXOIIE.
O nomo6HOM IIpOUYTEHMM VI IIPOLOJDKEHNVL FereIeBCKOTo
rpoekra cM.: (Gadamer, 1976; Lukacs, 1973).
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3. The Form
of the Transcendental Deduction

Both Kant and Hegel connect the task of
the transcendental deduction to that of giving
an account of special concepts, whose nature is
transcendental, i.e. they are: possibility condi-
tions of objective knowledge, forms and norms
of truth. The deduction has a juridical meaning,
i.e. the categories present themselves as possibil-
ity conditions of objective knowledge (truth),
they make the claim to be such normative and
necessary structures. And their claim needs jus-
tification. Their deduction is needed."

For Henrich (1989, 46) that the deduction has
a juridical meaning implies that it is not logi-
cal. In contrast, in my view (and I agree with
Moeller (2020, pp. 59) that the deduction is ju-
ridical does not mean that it is not logical. Let
us consider the structure of the deduction as
it is described by Kant and Hegel. As we have
seen, the passage B 137 gives us a summary of
the deduction’s basic steps that are at the cen-
tre of Hegel’s interpretation. Kant starts by con-
sidering the object of genuine (true, objective)
knowledge and shows that (since the object of
knowledge is unitary, but knowledge starts
with sense experience and through sense expe-
rience we receive multiple impressions) with-
out a synthesis of the manifold there would not
be an object. Thus, if

2 In my analysis of Kant’s and Hegel’s idea of the de-
duction I show what, in the Kantian argumentation,
constituted the basis for Hegel's own interpretation
and transformation. In so doing, I also highlight what
is a ‘red thread” between the two ideas of the transcen-
dental deduction. However, this does not imply taking
Kant’s original unity of apperception to be speculative
(on a reading of Hegelian idealism as absolute ideal-
ism). Rather, it implies showing the Kantian motives in
Hegel's view, i.e. the Hegelian transcendentalism and
the role played by the experiential given in the dialecti-
cal and speculative approach. On a similar reading and
continuation of the Hegelian project see Gadamer (1976)
and Lukacs (1973).



O = uMeroTcst OOBEKTHI OIIBITa,

S = nmeeTcs cMHTe3 MHOrOOOpa3HOTO,

TOoIIa

ecJIM y Hac HeT CUHTe3a, TO HeT M OOBbeKTa
OIIBITHOI'O II03HaHMS = ecyin He-S, To He-O.

Ho ectb 00BexT = O.

CremoBaTesIbHO, €CTh CMHTEe3 = S.

3areM, paccmaTpuBasg cuHTe3, KaHT yTBepX/ia-
eT, yTo 0e3 eamMHCTBa B OCHOBe CHMHTe3a He ObLIO
ObI HUKakoro cuHTesa. CiieoBaTe/IbHO, HAHO, YTO
U = cymiecTByeT eIMHCTBO B cHTe3e. MBI MeeM
cIleyoIee:

Ecim Obl He ObUIO eamHCTBa, TO He ObLIO OBl
cmHTe3a = eciiv He-U, To He-S.

Ho cymectsyet cuaTe3 = O.

CrrenoBaTesIbHO, CyIecTByeT enHcTBo = U.

Haxowner, nccrrenys envHcTBo, KaHT mokasbl-
BaeT, UTO He ObUIO OBI HMKAKOI'O eIMHCTBA, eCiIn
Ob1 y Hac He ObUIO «f MBICITIO». TakuM oOpasoMm,
IIpU yCJIOBUM, UTO I = cylllecTByeT caMoco3HaHMe,
y Hac TI0JTy 9aeTcs:

Ecm Obl He OBUIO caMOCO3HAHMS, TO He OBLIO
Obl enuHcTBa = ecsiv He-1, To He-U.

Ho cymectsyet enuncTBo = U.

CrienoBaTeIbHO, CYIIeCTBYeT «5l MbICiTIO» / ca-
Moco3HaHue = I.

TakM oOpa3zoM, MOXHO cKas3aTb, YTO apry-
MeHTalys KaHTa B JeIyKIMM COCTOUT M3 11eTI0U-
K yMO3aK/IIOUeHWV, MOguMHLIonxcs modus
tollens, a Tounee:

1. °S—~=0O,0FS (mym ~S—~0,~~OF=75).

2. “U—--S, SFU (i ~U——S, ==Sk——-U).

3. “I->-U, UH (wm —I-~U, ~~Ur—-"I).

OpHako 171 3aBepIIieHNs BbIBOIa CJIeAyeT J10-
0GaBUTH ellle OIMH IIIar, a UMEHHO: aKT «S MBICITIO»
i1 KaHTa siBJIsleTcsl He TOJIBKO YCJIOBMEM BBIC-
ey BO3MOXXHOCTV OOBEKTMBHOIO IIO3HAHWUS W
00BbeKTa OIIBITHOTO IIO3HAHWMS, HO, B CBOIO OYe-
penb, YKOpeHeHHBIM B TOM e oOBbeKTe (cM.: B 118;
Kanr, 2006, c. 999—1001, rme roBopuTcs, 4TO 4m-
CTasi MBICJIb BBI3bIBaeTCA K yIIpaKHEHMIO B CJIy4ae,
ITAaHHOM MaTepyer, a TaKXXe 3aKJTF0UnTeTbHbIe al-
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O = there are objects of experience

S = there is synthesis of the manifold

Then we have

If there was not synthesis there would not be
an object of experiential knowledge = If not-S
then not-O

But there is the object = O

Therefore, there is synthesis =S

Then, by considering the synthesis, Kant
states that without a unity at the basis of the
synthesis there would not be any synthesis.
Hence, given that U = there is unity in the syn-
thesis. We have

If there was not unity there would not be
synthesis = if not-U then not-S

But there is synthesis=S

Therefore, there is unity=U

Finally, by examining the unity, Kant
shows that there would not be any unity had
we not the I-think. Thus, given that I = there is
self-consciousness. We have

If there was not self-consciousness there
would not be unity = if not-I then not-U

But there is unity = U

Therefore, there is the I-think / self-con-
sciousness = |

Thus, we can say that Kant’s argument in
the deduction consists of a chain of inferences
that are ruled by modus tollens, more specifi-
cally:

1. 75—-=0,0+S (or “S—~0,~~OF=7S)

2. 7U—--S, SFU (or "U—"S, ==Sk~—U)

3. 7I-=U, UHI (or ~I->~U, =~Ur—"I)

Yet there is a further step to be added for
the completion of the deduction, namely: the
I-think is, for Kant, not only the highest possi-
bility condition of objective knowledge and of
the object of experiential knowledge, but, in
turn, rooted in the same object (see KrV, B 118,
where pure thought is said to be called into ex-
ercise on occasion given by matter, as well as
the final paragraphs of the deduction about the
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3anbl «/lemyKium» 00 orpaHUYeHUN KaTeropui
TeM, UTO JIaHO B OITbITe). TakmMm oOpasom,

4. ~O—-"L IFO (wm ~O—~1, ~~I=0).

Y Teresnst MbI MMeeM HOHSITHE =(KOTOpOe eCThb
MBICJIb, MBICIISAIIAS O cebe, 1 paccMaTpuBaeTcs le-
rejieM KaK 3KBMBaJIEHT KaHTOBCKOTO «SI MBICITIO»)
KaK HOPMY WJIM KpPUTepuil WCTMHHOCTU IIpe-
CTaBJIeHUTL. B TO e BpeMms IIpeCTaBIIeHIs SIBIIS-
IOTCSL TeMV o0pasiiaMi, KOTOpbIe 3aCTaBJIsIOT Hac
IIepecMOTpeTh PpaboTy MOHSTHUS (TOJIBKO B CBe-
Te IIpe/ICTaBJIeHN Mbl MOXKeM OLIeHUTh a/ieKBaT-
HOCTb IOHATNSA). VITaK, MBI IMeeM CUTYalLVIo, ITie
MBICJIb O MBIC/IV (ITIOHSATVM) MCTVMHHA TOJIBKO B TOM
cjIydae, ecjIvi OHa COOTBETCTBYET MBIC/IV O peasib-
HOCTU (IIpeficTaB/IeHMM), a MBICJIb O PeayIbHOCTU
VICTVIHHA TOJIBKO B TOM CJly4ae, ecjIii OHa COOTBeT-
cTByeT MbIc/IM O MbIciIN. Kopode rosops, ¢ yueTom
Toro, uro C — 3TO HOHSATHe (KaK MBICIIb O MBICJIV,
camopedepeHTHas MBICITb), a R — 3To mpericTas-
JleHVe (KaK MBICJIb O peasIbHOCTH), Y Hac eCTb OT-
HOIIleHVie B3aMHOV nMIUIiKarmm Mexay C n R,
KOTOPO€e MBI MOIJIVI OBbI BBIPA3UTh TaK:

CoR.

B obomnx ciryuasix (kak B KaHTOBCKOVI, TaK U B
rereJIeBCKOVI Mjiee IeMyKIIVV) IeIyKIINs IIPerIo-
JaraeT NUKIMYHOCTh. OHaKo, KakK IIoT9epKiBa-
7M. MHOTMe MHTepIIpeTaTophl (cpeay HUX baywm
(Baum, 1986) un I'pyraman (Grundmann, 2003)),
3TO He MOPOYHAs IIUKINYIHOCTE. [Iporre roBops,
€ro 3ajladya COCTOUT B TOM, UTOOBI VICCIIE[IOBATh yC-
JIOBVISI BO3MOKHOCTVI HaIIlero viccylerioBaHms. Ecim
MBI TIOIBITaEMCSI BBIPA3UTh 3Ty OCHOBHYIO dep-
Ty TPaHCIEHJIeHTAJIBHON HeIyKIuy ¢opMalb-
HO, HaM TI0TpelyeTcs cBoero pora camopedepeH-
LIVISL VI IVIKJIMYHOCTB, KOTOPbIe, BOSMOXKHO, OyzieT
TPYAHO JONYCTUTH B KJIACCHYECKOV JIOTMTYeCKOV
CTpyKType. Bo3MOXXHO, MEHHO 0 3TOVI IPUYM-
He XeHpUX yTBepXXIaeT, YTO 00OCHOBAaHHOCTH ap-
ryMeHTa J0JKHA OLIeHMBAThCS B COOTBETCTBUM CO
CTaHJAPTaMM IOPUINYECKOTO PacCyXAeHs, a He
dopmabHBIX JIOrMYecKMX JI0KasaTesabcTB (Hen-
rich, 1989, S. 46) 1 uTO nIpyrue MHTEPIIPETaTOPH,
Takne Kak baym (Baum, 1986), ckjioHHBEI MHTep-
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categories’ restriction to what is given in expe-
rience). Thus

4. ~O—"L IFO (or ~O—~1, = I-=0)

In Hegel we have the concept (which is
thought thinking about itself and seen by He-
gel as the equivalent of the Kantian I-think) as
the norm or criterion of the truth of representa-
tions. At the same time, the representations are
the instance that forces us to revise the work
of the concept (it is only in the light of the rep-
resentations that we can assess whether the
concept is adequate). So we have the situation
that thought about thought (the concept) is
true only if it conforms to thought about real-
ity (the representation), and thought about re-
ality is true only if it conforms to thought about
thought. In short, given that C is the concept (as
thought about thought, self-referential thought)
and R is the representation (as thought about
reality), we have a relation of reciprocal impli-
cation between C and R, which we could ex-
press as:

CoR

In both cases (in the Kantian as well as in
the Hegelian idea of deduction) the deduction
involves circularity. Yet it is a non-vicious cir-
cularity, as many interpreters have stressed
(among them Baum (1986) and Grundmann
(2003)). To put it in very elementary terms, its
task is to examine the possibility conditions of
our examination. If we try to express this basic
trait of the transcendental deduction formally,
we will require some sort of self-referentiality
and circularity, which might be difficult to ad-
mit in a classical logical framework. It is per-
haps for this reason that Henrich (1989, p. 46)
claims that the validity of the argument should
be evaluated according to the standards of legal
reasoning rather than according to the stand-
ards of formal logical proofs, and that other
interpreters, such as Baum (1986), tend to in-
terpret the transcendental deduction as an ex-
ercise in conceptual analysis rather than as a



IIpeTUpPOoBaTh TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHYIO JIeyKIIVIO
KaK yIIpaXHeHMe B KOHIeNTyaJIbHOM aHaJIl3e,
a He Kak dopMasibHOe JIorMYeckoe JoKasaTellb-
crBo'?. TeM He MeHee HaumHas ¢ 1970-x IT. ObUIN
pa3paboTaHbl KOHKpeTHBIe (POpMaIbHO-JIOrIIUe-
CKVe WMHCTPYMEHTHI IjIg OOpBOBI C IIMKJINIHO-
CTBIO 1 caMOopedepeHIaIbHOCTBIO, KOTOpPbIe TH-
IIWYHBI 171 MHOTUX POPM pacCy XaeHWs, IIpexie
BCETO U151 pacCyKaeHuit B pvtocodpmm™.

Mnes KaHTa 0 TOM, 4TO Kareropmm orpaHmide-
HBI OITBITOM, UTO VX VICIIOJTB30BaHE JI0JKHO OBITH
OorpaHNYeHO YyYBCTBEHHO JIaHHBIM V1 4YTO OHU B TO
JKe BpeMs SIBJISIOTCS. HOPMOVL 11 (POPMOVI OIIBITa, Y
T'eresist cTaHOBUTCS BOSMOXXHOCTBIO PACCMOTPEHS
nvanekTuky Mexay Vorstellung v Begriff. Katero-
pUM — 3TO HOPMBI, POPMBI, YCIIOBUS BO3MOXHO-
CTU OIIbITa, 3aJI0)KeHHbIe B onbiTe. 1o I'eresto, yc-
JIOBVSL BO3MOXKHOCTM 3aJIOKEHBI B SI3bIKe U VCTO-
pUM, B HAIIIMX B3IJIsFax Ha BCE (IIpecTaBiIeHNS:
Vorstellungen). 11t KanTa onu onmparores (B ca-
MOM CBOEM IIPOVICXOXIIEHWM) Ha MHorooOpasue,

2 Cornacuo baymy, nuxmmunocts penmykumm Kaxrta

He 4BJIIeTCA MPOOJIEMOVI, IIOCKOJIBKY [JIS Hero AemdyK-
LMl — 3TO He JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO, a OCOOBIN B, KOHIIEII-
TyasbHOTO aHaym3a (Baum, 1986). IlITekenep-Bentrodep
(Stekeler-Weithofer, 1992, cm., Hatp., S. 8, 40) uuTepHIpe-
TUpyeT JIOTUKY ['eresid Kak KOHIIENITYaIbHBIN aHaIN3 U
KaK peayM3alyio TPaHCLIEHAEHTaIbHOIO (PrIocodcKo-
ro mmpoekTa KanTa. Mos 11e1b B HacTodIen ctaTbe — He
9K3ereTmdecKkasl, TO eCTb He COCTOUT B TOM, UYTOOBI ITOKa-
3aTh BEPHOCTb WIV HEBEPHOCTH I'eTeJIeBCKOVI MHTepIIpe-
tarym. CKopee s CTpeMIIOCh IIPOAEMOHCTPUPOBATD, UTO,
BO-TIEPBbIX, B MHTepIpeTaliuu ['ereyiss HeKOTOpbIe MeTa-
dwtocodckme acrieKTbl KAHTOBCKOV MM TPaHCLIeHIeH-
TaJIBHOV OeAyKIMM IIOAYEepPKMBAIOTCSI TaKUM OOpasoM,
YTO JeIyKIIVs CTAaHOBITCS CAMMM METOOM VIV JIOT KOV
dwtocodun B rereJIeBCKOM CMBICIIE. BO-BTOPBIX, 5 IIOA-
YepKMBalo, UTO 3Ta MHTeplpeTamyst / TpaHchopMalys
IpeIaraeT IIPOCTOV OTBET Ha BOIIPOC O TOM, KaKOBa 3Ha-
YMMOCTh TPAHCLIEH/IEHTAJIPHOW [OeNyKIUM KaTeropuit
IIJISL HaC CETOMIHS.

B s Havama cm.: (Priest, 1979). Ouesnzro, Bompoc o
dopmarM3an TpaHCLeHIEHTIBHOM AeIyKIIUI KaTe-
TOpUV 3aciIyXXvBaeT OoJiee [eTalbHOIO PacCMOTPEHVIS.
Hacrosimast paboTta mpofyKToBaHa MBICIIBIO O TOM, UTO
HeoOxomyMa orrepais CyIIecTBEHHOTO O0OOIIeHms u
YIIPOLIEHNMS, €CII MBI XOTVM IIOHSTH VI OLIeHUTh 3HA4l-
MOCTh TpaHCIIeH[IeHTaIbHOV HeyKIN KaTeropum (om-
HOVI M3 caMBbIX TPYAHBIX IJIaB B MicTopum dvotocodmm).
DTO O3HayYaeT, YTO HEKOTOpPble MOMEHTHI JIMIIb CJIeTKa
00o03HaYeHBI B XOJIe VX Pa3sBUTI B apryMeHTallIA.
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formal logical proof.”® Yet, specific formal log-
ical tools have been developed, starting from
the 1970s, for dealing with the circularity and
self-referentiality that is typical for many forms
of reasoning, first of all: for reasoning in philos-
ophy.*

Kant’s idea that the categories are bounded
by experience, that their use is to be restricted
to the sensible given, and that they are, at the
same time, the norm and form of experience,
becomes, in Hegel, the view about the dialec-
tic between Vorstellung and Begriff. The catego-
ries are norms, forms, possibility conditions of
experience, which are deposited in experience.
The possibility conditions are for Hegel de-
posited in language and history, in our views
about everything (the representations: Vorstel-
lungen). For Kant they are reliant (for their very
genesis) on the manifold given in the forms
of sensibility. For Kant all knowledge — also
pure knowledge — starts from experience, even
if not all knowledge depends on experience.

 According to Baum (1986) the circularity of Kant's
deduction is not a problem because the deduction, for
him, is not a proof but a special kind of conceptual
analysis. Stekeler-Weithofer (1992, e.g. p. 8 and p. 40)
interprets Hegel’s logic as conceptual analysis, and
as the fulfilment of Kant’s transcendental philosoph-
ical project. My aim in the present paper is not pri-
marily exegetical, i.e. it is not to show that Hegel was
right or that he was wrong in his interpretation. Rather,
my aim is to show, first, that in Hegel’s interpretation
some metaphilosophical aspects of the Kantian idea of
the transcendental deduction are emphasised in a way
that makes of the deduction the very method or logic of
philosophy in the Hegelian sense. Secondly, I stress that
this interpretation/transformation is useful for propos-
ing a simple answer to the question: what is the rele-
vance of the transcendental deduction of categories for
us, today?

* For a first approach see Priest (1979). Evidently, the
question about the formalisation of the transcendental
deduction of categories would deserve a more detailed
consideration. The present paper is motivated by the in-
sight that an operation of great generalisation and sim-
plification is needed if we wish to understand and assess
the relevance for us of the transcendental deduction of
categories (one of the most difficult chapters in the his-
tory of philosophy). This implies that some points are
merely hinted at in their lines of development in the ar-
gument.
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HmaHHOe B (popMax uyBCcTBeHHOCTH. Bce mosHaHme,
ro Mpicau KaHTa, B TOM 4riciie M 4ucTOe TIO03Ha-
HVle, Ha4MHaeTCs C OITBITa, [Jake eciIy He Bce IOo-
3HaHVe 3aBUCUT OT OIbITa. TakmM oOpa3oM, TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaIbHOe pacCy’KIIeHWe, eCyIn CJIeoBaTh
rerejleBCKOVI VIHTepIIpeTalyiy KaHTOBCKOV Ve
HemyKIINK, XapaKTepu3yeTcs JBOVIHBIM JBVDKeH V-
eM: OT OIbITa K TOMY, UTO JeJIaeT OIBIT BO3MOX-
HBIM, V1 OT TOTO, YTO JieJIaeT OIIBIT BO3MOXXHBIM, 00-
PaTHO K OIBITY. YCIIOBVISI BOSMOXKHOCTY SIBJISIFOTCS
KpUTepreM 3MIIVIPUYECKOrO ITO3HAHMS, OIBIT —
3TO TOT oOpasell, KOTOPBIN 3acTaB/IsgeT Hac Iepe-
CMOTPeTb U YJIYYIINTh HAIll B3IJISAL, Ha YCIOBUS /
HOPMBI / (POPMBI BOSMOKHOCTI™.

Haxoner1, mpupona 3Tux ¢opM TakoBa, 4TO
OHM CITIOCOOHBI cfiejlaTh OOBeKTMBHOe IO3HaHUe
BO3MOYKHBIM JIUIIIb TIOCTOJIBKY, TIOCKOJIBKY OHU SIB-
JIAIOTCS (PYHKYUAMYU CUuHmMe3a «5 MblcA10», CKITOH-
HocTell camMopedIeKCUBHOV, CaMOKPUTUYECKO
HesiTeJIbHOCTY MBIIIUIeHNs. B cBoro odepens, ca-
MopedteKcrBHas eI TeJIBHOCTb MBICJIVI CTIOCOOHA
cllesiaTh BOSMOXKHBIM VICTMIHHOE TIO3HaHWe JINIIIb
IIOCTOJIBKY, IIOCKOJIBKY OHO OTHECEHO K OITBITY.

CoOTBeTCTBEHHO, TpaHCIIeHIeHTa/IbHas  le-
OyKIVIS VIMeeT IBOVIHYIO CKeIITUYeCKYIo 3a1aqy’.

14 KaHT [ercTBuUTe/IbHO corviaceH ¢ ['eresileM B TOM, 4TO
OIBIT «IIOPOXIaeT» JIEVICTBME KaTeropmi, HO KauT He
CYMTaeT, 9YTO MBI IlepecMaTpvBaeM WJIM yJIydlllaeM Harll
B3IVIAZ] Ha KaTeropun (Kak allpMOPHO BO3MOYKHBIE yCJIO-
BVIS1 OIIBITA) B CBETE TOTO, KAKOVI OIIBIT (KOTOPBIV SIBJISIETCS
arroctepropm) mokasbeiBaeTcst Ham (B 147, a Taxoke B 165;
Kanrt, 2006, c. 221, a Taxxe c. 241 —243). 3a 310 3aMevaHMe
s Oy1arojlapHa aHOHVIMHOMY pelleH3eHTY.

» Cramwidopa crpaBeIMBo IOgYepKMUBaeT, 9To Aeba-
TBI O TPaHCIEeHIEeHTAJIbHBIX apryMeHTaX He II03BOJILIOT
YIJIOBUTDH VICXOIHYIO KaHTOBCKYIO MIIEI0 TpaHCIIeHIeHTa-
JM3Ma 1 KpUTudeckon gpwiocodpnn KaKk HaydHOM pop-
™Mbl ckerrrmrmsMma (Stapleford, 2008, p. 16, 25, 130). Cm. 06
stoMm Takxke: (Ferrari, 2013, p. 255). B A 761/B 789 Kant
TOBOPWUT, YTO «B BOIIPOCAaX YMCTOTO pasyMa» IIePBBIV
Iar — JOrMaTHUYeCcKI, BTOPOM IIIar — CKEIITUYeCKU, a
3aTeM TPeTWII IIar, KOTOPBIV V1 BOIUIOIIAET B ceOe rrepBast
«KpT/ITT/IKa», — JTO «KpUTHUKa pasyMa». Xotst TpeTT/IT7I Imar
y>Ke He gBJISIeTCsl CKeNTUYeCKM B TaKOM JKe CMBICIIe, KaK
¥ BTOPOVI IIIar, KOTOPBIV 311ech oocyxmaer Kant, — cMm.,
Harp. paboty Marikima ®opcrepa o auckyccusim Kan-
ta 1 'erens o ckenrrmimsme (Forster, 2008), a Taxxe 110-
ste3HyI0 cTaThio Popcrepa «Ckentnimsm» (Forster, 2021);
MOXXHO yTBepXXHaTbh, UYTO KaHTOBCKMV IIOIXOM, IIOBJIV-
sUI Ha BKJIFOYeHMe cKenTuimsMa B dwtocodmro I'ererrst
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Transcendental reasoning, if we are prepared to
follow Hegel’s interpretation of Kant’s idea of
the deduction, is thus characterised by a dou-
ble movement: from experience towards what
makes experience possible, and from what
makes experience possible back to experience.
The possibility conditions are the criterion of
experiential knowledge, experience is the in-
stance that forces us to revise and improve our
view about the possibility conditions/norms/
forms.

Finally, the nature of these forms is such
that they are able to make objective knowledge
possible only insofar as they are functions of the
synthesis of the I-think, declinations of the self-re-
flexive, self-critical activity of thought. In turn,
the self-reflexive activity of thought is able to
make true knowledge possible only insofar as it
is referred to experience.

Accordingly, the transcendental deduction
has a double sceptical task.' First, it is scepti-
cal towards experience insofar as the catego-

> Kant does agree with Hegel that experience “gives
rise to” the operation of the categories, but Kant does
not hold that we revise or improve our view of the cate-
gories (as a priori possibility conditions of experience) in
the light of what experience (which is a posteriori) shows
us (KrV, B 147 as well as B 165; Kant, 1998, p. 254 as well
as pp. 263-264). I am grateful to an anonymous referee
for this remark.

16 Stapleford (2008, pp. 16, 25, 130) rightly stresses that
the debates on transcendental arguments fail to grasp
the original Kantian idea of transcendentalism and crit-
ical philosophy as a scientific form of scepticism. See on
this also Ferrari (2013, p. 255). In A 761 / B 789 Kant
says that “in matters of pure reason”, the first step is
dogmatic, the second step is sceptical, and then the
third step, which the first Critique itself embodies, is
“the criticism of reason”. Although the third step is no
longer sceptical in the second-step sense that Kant is
here discussing — see e.g. Michael Forster’s work on
Kant’s and Hegel’s discussions of scepticism (Forster,
2008) as well as Forster’s helpful article “Skepticism”
(Forster, 2021) — it can be argued that the Kantian ap-
proach influenced Hegel’s incorporation of scepticism
into philosophy (which, in Hegel, becomes dialectical
and speculative philosophy and, as such, departs from
Kant’s original idea). See on this Ficara (2012; 2013). I
thank an anonymous referee for the insights on the dif-
ference between the Kantian and the Hegelian approach
to scepticism.



Bo-miepBbIX, meayKims CKenTWYecKr OTHOCUTCS
K OHBITy, HOCKOJ'IBKy KaTeFOpVIV[ KakK CPYHKLIT/H/[
S-MBICJTIO Pa3/INYaioT M KPUTUYECKI YIIOPSI0oUVI-
BalOT MHOroo0Opasue, JaHHOe YyBCTBaM. Bo-BTO-
PBIX, OHa CKeIITUMYeCKM OTHOCUTCS K caMMM Ka-
TEropusIM, IOCKOJIBKY CBSI3bIBaeT X YIIOTpeOIte-
HIe C TeM, YTO JaHO B ombiTe. HepasmenpHOCTD
CKeNTuLM3Ma 1 PyHIaMeHTaIn3Ma, y>ke IIPUCyT-
cTByIomas B geaykuyy KaHra, crTaHOBUTCA Cylle-
CTBEHHOV YepTOW pPeleriny JeAyKIIUM B HeMell-
KOM WJIeasl3Me 11 oOHapyX1BaeTcd B mpee [eresis
O [IMaJIeKTMKe KaK Hay4YHOM CKenTuimsMe. Vimes
KaHTa 0 OBOVIHOV HEraTMBHOV HEOOXOOVMMOCTM
YCJIOBUV BO3MOXXHOCTM ITpeoOpasyetcst y leres
B IMaJIEKTIYeCKOe JJBOVIHOe OTpUIlaHMe KaK co0-
CTBEHHO MeToJ1, prI0codCKOro J10KasaTesIbCTha.

Bbaazodapnocmu. B smoii cmamve paccmampu-
Batomces 3HAUUMblE POpMAbHbLE U Memagduaocogp-
ckue MomeHmul 00KkAa0a, npedcmaBieHHo20 MHOTL
Ha koHgpeperyuu no meme «Jedykyus kameeopui
6 nemeyxoi Kaaccuueckoil gpusocopuu» 6 bonne 6
2017 e. 3a noae3wvie 3ameuanus s baaeodapra Kaa-
yey Hiwsuney, Mapxycy Tabpusato, Jlapcy Xexenpo-
my, Paiunxapdy Xuavmuepy, Upen Ileaxa, Patiine-
py Llegpepy u yuacmuuxam xonpepernyuu. 5 max-
e eayboxo npusnamesvna Muxauay JleGuny, Hune
Jmumpueboii u aHOHUMHOMY peyeH3eHmy 3a ux
upe3BuiuaiiHo nosesHbvle KOMMEHMAPUU K 1peosloy-
wetl Gepcui 3mMoi CMamvi.

Crmcok mureparypsl

T'ezess I'B.®. Hayka noruxu : B 3 T. M. : Mbicie, 1972.
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(n3-3a wero, o I'eremo, dpwtocodmst craHoBUTCA AMa-
JIEKTIYEeCKOV V1 CIIEKYJIITUBHO VI, KaK TaKOBasi, OTXOINUT
ot ntepoHavasibHOM Men Kaxra). Cm. 00 arom: (Ficara,
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IIOJIXOIaMM K CKeIITUIIN3MY.

E. Ficara

ries as functions of the I-think distinguish and
critically order the manifold given to the sens-
es. Second, it is sceptical towards the categories
themselves, insofar as it binds their use back to
what is given in experience. The inseparability
of scepticism and foundationalism, which is al-
ready present in Kant’s deduction, becomes an
essential trait of the deduction’s reception in
German idealism and can be found in Hegel’s
idea of dialectics as scientific scepticism. Kant’s
idea of the double negative necessity of the
possibility conditions becomes, in Hegel, dia-
lectical double negation as the very method of
philosophical proof.
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