CTATBU

OMAOCOONMA KAHTA

YOK 1(091):165.65:165.12:165.24

ITAPAJOKC KAHTOBCKOI'O
TPAHCHEHOEHTAJIBHOI'O CYBBEKTA
B HEMEIIKOM ®NJIOCODPUN
KOHIIA XVIII BEKA

M.B. PoB60"

Obpawenue x «nepBoii Boane» peaxyuu Ha «Kpumuxy vu-
cmoeo pasyma» 6 Lepmanuu co 6moponi nosoBunst 1780-x ee. do
nauasa XIX 6. 0aem Bosmosxnocms BviA6ums napadokcassHbLil
cmamyc kanmoBckozo mpancyeHoeHmaibHoeo cydvexma. He-
ocnopumocmy cyuecmBobanus mpaHcyeHOeHmaIbHo20 Clos-
ekma, cBA3AHHAA C CAMOU CYUyHOCTbIO KPUMu1eckotl ¢huao-
cogpuu BHe 3aBucumocniL O 111020, UIMO 100 HUM HOHUMAIMID,
cmasxubaemcs ¢ HepeOKUMU YmMBepKOeHUAMU O Helycmouti-
Bocmu smoeo cybvexma. Kaxywasca oueBuonocns sHaueHus
NOHAMUA MpaHcyeHoeHmaibHoeo cydvexma (xkax cybvexma
NO3HAHUS, HOCUTNEAS MPAHCUEHOCHMAABHBIX YCA0BUIL ONbiima)
pacnadaemcs Ha pasiuynsle e2o mpaxmobku. Iis peasusayuu
nocmabaeHHoll yeAu npousBoouNncs mexcmos0euteckuii ana-
AU3 COUUHEHU T CAMBIX PAHHUX ONNOHEeHN08 1 nocaedobameetl
KAHMOBCK020 KPUMUYUSMA U PEKOHCIPYUPYENICA UX KoHyen-
myaavHoe nose, 8 Komopoe 0bLA0 NOMeleHO NOHAMUE MPAHC-
yeHOeHmabHo20 cybrexma. B uacmuocmu, npubiexaromes pa-
bomvr maxux abmopob, kax 4.C. bex, A. Baticxaynm, W.I. T'a-
man, C. Maimon, K.JI. Petineoavo, I.D. Illyasye, V.A. Dbep-
xap0 u @D.I. fxobu. Abmopwl paccmampubaemoeo nepuooa
cepynnupobarsl Ha ocrobe obuux mem u 60npocob, ucxoos u3
KOIMOpbIX OHU 00PAUANUCE K NOHAMUI0 IMPAHCYEHOCHINAAHO20
cybrekma, Xoms pesyAbmansl UX pasMbliiAeHU MoeAU NpU
amom daxe npomubopeuunms opye opyey. Tpancyendenmans-
Holil cybsexm Y amux abmopo8 memamusupyemcs 6 coomHo-
WeHUL C MPAHCUeHOeHMAAbHbIM 006eKIOM, UAU «HEUNo = X»,
a makoke 6 pamkax omuouleHusa npedcmabienus k obveximy u
XApAKMepUsYemcs mo Kax Heurmo NpUHYUNUAALHO 1YCoe, 10
KaK NoAHOMA UCMUHHOU peassHocmu. TpancyendenmarsHoMy
cybsexmy npunucwvibaemcs cmamyc mo Bewsu camorl no cede,
mo «npocmoti» udeu. Haxoney, Hapady ¢ mem, umo kanmob-
CKUTL MpAHCUeHOeHMAAbHbIIL CYOBeK Moe pacyeHubanvca Kkax
Heu1mo, uimo 00AxHo bbb 1pe0doeHo, e20 MO2AU NOAARAIb U
Kak beckoHeuHyt0o 3a0auy 044 paccyoxa.

KatoueBoie caoBa: mparcyenoeHmanstblii cydsekni, mparc-
yendenmarvHuiil 00vekm, Bewyd cama no cebe, npedcmabierue,
cybsexim npedcmabaenis, 00sexim npedcmabeniis.

! BestopyccKuvt rocyiapCTBeHHEIVI YHUBEPCUTET.
220030, Pecriy6rmka Beapycs, MuHCK,

npocrr. Hesasucumoctw, m. 4.

Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuio: 26.02.2020 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2020-2-1

© Pos6o M.B., 2020.

ARTICLES

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

THE PARADOX
OF KANT’S TRANSCENDENTAL SUBJECT
IN GERMAN PHILOSOPHY
IN THE LATE EIGHTEENTH CENTURY

M.V. Rouba!

The study of the “first wave” of reactions to the Critique
of Pure Reason in Germany from the second half of the
1780s until the beginning of the nineteenth century reveals
the paradoxical status of the Kantian transcendental subject.
While the existence of the transcendental subject, whatever
the term means, is not open to question since it arises from the
very essence of critical philosophy, the fundamental status of
the subject is sometimes questioned in this period. Although
the meaning of the concept of transcendental subject seems
obvious today (the subject of cognition, bearer of transcen-
dental conditions of experience) it lends itself to various inter-
pretations in the late eighteenth century. To achieve my goal
I have undertaken a textological analysis of the works of the
earliest opponents and followers of the Kantian critique and
a reconstruction of the conceptual field in the midst of which
the transcendental subject has been planted. Among others
Idraw on the works of |.S. Beck, J.A. Eberhard, ].G. Hamann,
F.H. Jacobi, S. Maimon, K.L. Reinhold, G.E. Schulze and
A. Weishaupt. The authors of the period are grouped depend-
ing on the common themes and questions that prompted them
to turn to the concept of the transcendental subject, even
though the results of their reflections did not always coin-
cide. These authors think of the transcendental subject in its
relationship to the transcendental object, or as “something =
x”, and in terms of the relationship of representation to the
object. It is characterised sometimes as something absolutely
hollow, and sometimes as the fullness of true reality. The sta-
tus ascribed to the transcendental subject is sometimes that of
a thing-in-itself and sometimes that of a “mere” idea. Finally,
Kant’s transcendental subject was sometimes seen as some-
thing to be overcome and sometimes as an infinite challenge
to understanding.

Keywords: transcendental subject, transcendental ob-
ject, thing-in-itself, representation, subject of representation,
object of representation.
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BBenenmue

OpuuM 13 Hamboslee 3HAYMMBIX MTOrOB KaHTOB-
CKMX PasMBIIIUIEHUV, MpefcTaBlIeHHbIX B «Kputu-
Ke YJCTOro pasyMa», TpaJUIIVIOHHO ITpU3HaeTcd KaH-
TOBCKUV «KOIEPHUKaHCKWUII IlepeBopoT». Ero HasbIBa-
IOT JIeTeHJIapHbIM, M3MEeHUBIINM Bech ITOC/Iey oI
xof, uctopum duiocodnns; B 4ecTb 3TOro IIepeBopo-
Ta VIMEHYIOT Hay4Hble MepOIpUsATHs, HOCBSIIeHHbIe
KaHTOBCKOV pvstocodmyt, KoTopasi O3HaMeHOBajIa CO-
©0V1 rpaHAMO3HYIO PEBOIIOIINIO B CIIOCO0E MBIITIIEHTIS.
CyTp «KOIepHMKaHCKOrO IIepeBOpOTa» Obljla KpaTKO
cchopmynuposara Karnrom B «l IpenviciioBun Ko BTOpo-
My M3IaHUI0» «KPUTUKM 41CTOro pasyMan:

...ClIenoBaIo OBl creslaTh IIOIBITKY BBIICHUTH, He
PpasperviM JIv MBI 3aaun MeTadm3mKy Oojlee yCIIel-
HO, ecyt OyImeM VICXOOUTH M3 IIPEIIIONIOKEHMS, UTO
IIpeaMeThl JOJDKHBI COO0pa3oBaThCsl C HAIllMM II03Ha-
HMeM, — a 3TO JIy4llle CoIjlacyeTcs ¢ TpeOyeMort Bo3-
MOYKHOCTBIO IIO3HAHWS 4 Priori, KOTOpOe JOJDKHO yCTa-
HOBUTb HEUYTO O IIpeIMeTax IIpexie, YeM OHM HaM
OynmyT maue! (B XVI; Kant, 20060, c. 17).

Kpurnuecknil «KolepHMKaHCKUI IepeBOpOT» 03-
HavaJl HeIOCpe[ICTBeHHBIV IIepecMOTp 3HadeHWs U
COOTHOIIIEHMSI 3JIEMEHTOB TI'HOCEOJIOIMTYECKOV ITaphbl
«cyOBeKT — 00BeKT». Kak oTMeuart elre COBeTCKMTI C-
crreposarent K.H. JIio6ytna, «KaHT mocTaBwil mper-
IIeCTBYIOIIee X 3HaYeHe C TOJIoBbl Ha Horu» (JIoby-
tiH, 1980, c. 5), mojpasymeBast BO3BbIIlIEHE CyObeKTa
OT IIPOCTOro Mojiyca OBITVS [I0 IleHTpa OBITHS, OT Te-
TepoHOMMM 70 aBToHOMUM. IloroOHas akiieHTyaIs
cyOBeKTa IoBJIeKIIa 3a COOOVI KOpeHHOe ITepeoCMbICiIe-
HVIe caMOVI CYIITHOCTY IO3HaBaTeJIbHOTO IIporiecca, a B
IIpakxTidecKon dpvtocodnn — Oraromapsi mjee aBTo-
HOMWM BOJIM — IIpeofoJiesia paMKu duiocodpum Teo-
peTuyeckor.

YTBepK/ieHMe NOMMHAHTHI CyOBbeKTa HalllIo IIpo-
IIOJDKEHVe B 3TOJIOTMYHOV HaIlpaBJIEHHOCTV IIOCIIe-
KaHTOBCKOTO HEMEIIKOTO Vijleasn3Ma, KOTOPYIO MOXKHO
YCMOTpPETh B MpeannsMe He ToibKo VI.I. duxre, HO n
@.B.V. lleyumara u I.B.®. Teres, IpyAaBaBIIVIX BaXK-
HOe 3HaueHVie IOHATUAM S1 1 11yxa, BEIpaKaloIM ak-
TUBHYI0 CyOBeKTHOCTB. B srororum cyObekT Kax S pac-
IIPWII CBOV (PYHKLIVOHA 0 CO3JaHMs TakxXe Mypa
He-fl, cTaB MICTOYHVIKOM He TOJIBKO (POPMBI, HO U BCETO
corepkaHMs TI03HAHWMS — YTO HaxOAUT IIOATBEpKie-
HVIe B TOXIECTBE «B cebe» 1 «IJIsI ceOs», «ObITrs B cebe»
" «OBITHA 171 Apyroro». HecMoTpst Ha ocyIiiecTBiieH-
Hyo KaHTOM KpUTHUKY pallMOHaJIbHOM IICHXOJIOTHW,

Introduction

A Copernican revolution is traditionally de-
scribed as one of the most significant outcomes of
Kant’s reflections presented in the Critique of Pure
Reason. It was a legendary paradigm shift that
changed the entire course of the history of philoso-
phy. Often enough, the scientific events due to Kant-
ian philosophy and signifying a grandiose change in
the mode of thinking, are named after this revolu-
tion. Kant summed up the essence of the Copernican
revolution in the “Preface to the Second Edition” of
the Critique of Pure Reason: “Hence let us once try
whether we do not get farther with the problems of
metaphysics by assuming that the objects must con-
form to our cognition, which would agree better
with the requested possibility of an a priori cogni-
tion of them, which is to establish something about
objects before they are given to us” (KrV, B XVI;
Kant, 1998, p. 110). The critical Copernican revo-
lution meant a direct revision of the meaning and
correlation of elements in the “subject-object” epis-
temological pair. As the Soviet scholar Konstan-
tin N. Lyubutin (1980, p. 5) put it in his time, “Kant
turned their previous meaning around completely”
referring to the elevation of the subject from the sim-
ple mode of being to that of the centre of being, from
heteronomy to autonomy. The emphasis on the sub-
ject led to a drastic revision of the very essence of
the cognitive process and in practical philosophy —
owing to the idea of autonomous will — transcend-
ed the framework of theoretical philosophy.

The assertion of the dominance of the subject
accounts for the egological character of post-Kant-
ian German idealism not only in J.G. Fichte, but
also in F.W.]. Schelling and G.W.F. Hegel who at-
tached great importance to the concepts of I and
the spirit as manifestations of an active subject. In
egology the subject as I broadened its functionality
to the creation of a non-I world, providing not only
the form but also the content of cognition as man-
ifested in the identity of “in itself” and “for itself”,
“being-in-itself” and “being-for-others”. In spite of
Kant’s critique of rational psychology, subsequent
transcendental-critical philosophy of the late eigh-
teenth and the first third of the nineteenth century
invested the subject with the status of substance.

Later, in the twentieth century, the establish-
ment of the dominant position of the subject in
Kantian philosophy provoked the emergence of
radical-constructivist interpretations of Kant’s crit-




B IIOCJIENYIONIEV TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHO-KPUTUYIECKO
dmnocodpun xonra XVIII B. — mepsont Tpetn XIX B.
CyObeKT HajlesIsyIcs CTaTyCoOM CyOCTaHIINA.

Yxe B XX B. yTBepXKJieHMe JTOMVUHUPYIOIIEN M031-
nun cyObeKkTa B KaHTOBCKOVI PMII0copmIt CITIPOBOLIV-
poBajio  TIOsIBJIEHVE  Pa/ivKaIbHO-KOHCTPYKTUBICT-
CKVIX MHTepIIpeTaluy KaHTOBCKOIO KPUTUIIM3Ma (CM.:
Watzlawick, 1992; Glasersfeld, 1981). 1151 KOHCTpPyKTH-
BIVICTOB OCHOBOITOJIArafOIIVM CTal IIPVMHITAI aKTUBHO-
rO, OPraHM3yOLIero OIbIT CyObeKTa, [1JIs MX TOIX0Aa
TaK>Xe XapaKTepHO BhITeCHeHVIe OHTOJIOT MM SIVCTEMO-
norvent. I'locsiesiHee HaxOAMT OIOPY B IIPOM3BEIEHHOM
eme KaHTOM «CKpOMHOM» OIIpeliesIeHU OHTOJIOTMU
KaK aHaJIMTVKM YMCTOro paccyrka (cm.: A 247 / B 303;
Kamnr, 200606, c. 401).

Hacrosiiiee BBefieHMe MMeeT LIeJIbI0 He IIpOu3He-
CTVI OUepPeTHOV ITaHerMPUK CyObeKTy B TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
taipHON rutocodmm KanTa (9acro obozHagwaeMomy
B VICCJIe/IOBATeIILCKOVI JINTepaType TePMUHOM «TpaHC-
LIeHIeHTaJIbHBI CyOBEeKT»?) — KaK 3TO Y4acTo IIPOVIC-
XOIWT C y9eTOM TOTO, UTO POiIb CyOBbeKTa AeiCTBITE Ib-
HO CTaJIa ellle perlbedHee IIOMUePKIUBATHCS BO BTOPOM

2 CremyeT IpMHMMAaTh BO BHUMAaHWE pasjIndrie MeX/y cyObek-
TOM B TpaHCLeHeHTaIbHOI dptocodpun Kanra mn coberen-
HBIM KaHTOBCKVM T€PMVHOM «TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHEIV CyOBbeKT»,
KOTOPBIM BIIOCJIEZICTBUV HEPEOKO 0003HaYaM CyOBeKT I103Ha-
HWUS B KaHTOBCKOW TeopeTmdeckon dwiocodpum (cMm., Hamp.:
JlexTopckmir, 1980, c. 93—102; Kapmmm, 1983; Azeri, 2010;
Baumann, 2017, p. 595—596; Zoller, 2015, S. 2071). Ecrm ot-
BJIEYBCS OT ITOCJIEYIOIINX VMHTEPIIPETaINil STUX IIOHSTII, TO
MOXHO OOHapy>KWUTb, UTO CyOBeKT B KAHTOBCKOV TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOV Pry1ocodmm ecTb Cyry0o JIOTMYecKmil CyObeKT MBbIIII-
JleHNs (TO ecThb OH He MOXeT ObITh cyOcTaHIMer), Giaromaps
dopMaIbHOVI CTPYKType KOTOPOro obdecriednBaeTcst BCeoOII
v HeoOxoaumbIt xapakTep 3Hanwus (B XXIIL B 59, B 164; Kawnr,
20066, c. 25, 119, 241). B T0 ke BpeMs O «TpaHCIIEHAEeHTaTbHOM
cyObeKTe» B TePMMHOJIOTMYECKOM OTHOIIEHUM HU pa3y He ro-
BOPWTCS HM KaK O HOCUTeJIe allpUOPHBIX (POPM, HI KaK O CyOb-
eKTe TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHOTO eJIMHCTBa arreprenty. TepMuH
«TpaHCIIEH/IEHTaJIbHBINT CyOBeKT» B COOCTBEHHO KaHTOBCKOM
ynoTpebiieHny, KOTopoe s 1 Oepy 3a OCHOBY B JIaHHOV CTaTbe,
O3HauaeT CyOCTaHIIMaIbHOE (HO He CyOCTaHIIVIO) B HAC caMMX,
HeJIOCTYIIHOE JIJIsi ITIO3HaHWs HeYTo BOOOIle = X, KOTOpoe Mo-
KeT 00O3HauaThCs IIpercTaBleHreM 5, HO 3TO HMKAKMX 3Ha-
HUIT 0 HeM He j1aeT (A 355; Kanr, 2006a, c. 449; A 346 / B 404,
B 427, A 478 / B 506; Kaur, 20060, c. 517, 543, 635). TpaHcrieH-
JIeHTaJIbHBIV CYOBeKT CjleflyeT OTIMYaTh KaK OT SMIIMpude-
CKVIX TIPE/ICTABJIEHNVI O CyObeKTe, TaK M OT €IVHCTBA CO3HAHVIS
(B 427; Kanr, 20060, c. 543). B crs1y HEKOTOPBIX IPU3HAKOB, C I10-
MOIIIBIO KOTOPBIX MI0cod XapaKTepm3yeT TpaHCIEH/IeHTalIb-
HBIVI CyOBeKT, paccMaTpuBaeMble B cTaThe coppeMeHHMKY KanTa
MOTIJIM OIIEHVBAaTh €ro KakK HeYTO BeCbMa HeHaJleXXHOoe JIIs CTa-
Tyca OCHOBaHWS CyOBeKTMBHOCTM (K TOMY Ke OHM He Bcerja
cobsrofan yKasaHHOe pasjindie MeX[y CyOBeKTOM B TpaHC-
IeHIeHTaIbHOVI PryI0codmY ¥ TEPMUHOM «TpaHCIIeH/IeHTalIb-
HBIVI CyOBEKT», KaK ¥ MHOTYE II0CIIeYIOIIVe MHTEPIPETaTOPEI
u uccnenosarenn dgpuiocodnn Kanra, npejicrasisioniye Tpad-
CLIEH/IEHTaJIbHBIN CyOBEKT IIEHTPOM «KOIIEPHMKAHCKOTO IIepe-
BOPOTa»).

M.V. Rouba

icism (cf. Watzlawick, 1992; Glasersfeld, 1981). The
key principle for constructivists was the principle of
an active subject that organises experience. Anoth-
er feature of their approach was the displacement
of ontology by epistemology. The latter also owes
something to Kant’s “modest” definition of ontology
as analytics of pure understanding (cf. KrV, A 247 /
B 303; Kant, 1998, p. 345).

This introduction is not intended to be yet an-
other panegyric on the subject in Kant’s tran-
scendental philosophy (often referred to as
“transcendental subject” in the literature?), under-
standable as that might be when one considers that
the role of the subject stands out in bolder relief in
the second edition of the Critique of Pure Reason. The
intention rather is to highlight the strange situation
in which the transcendental subject finds itself in the
earliest reactions to Kant’s criticism (from around
the second half of the 1780s to the beginning of the
nineteenth century). First, it may seem surprising
that the “first-wave” reaction to the Critique of Pure
Reason assessed the existence of Kant’s transcenden-
tal subject as rather shaky and dubious. The early
followers and early “opponents” of Kantian critique
put the blame entirely on Kant himself, sometimes
seeing him as the author of a kind of subjectless phi-

2 One should bear in mind the distinction between the subject
in Kant’s transcendental philosophy and Kant’s own term
“transcendental subject” which was later often used to refer
to the subject of cognition in Kant’s theoretical philosophy
(cf. Lektorskiy, 1980, pp. 93-102; Karmin, 1983; Azeri, 2010;
Baumann, 2017, pp. 595-596; Zoller, 2015, p. 2071). Leaving aside
the subsequent interpretations of these concepts one discovers
that the subject in Kant’s transcendental philosophy is a strictly
logical subject of thought (i.e. it cannot be substance), whose
formal structure ensures the universal and necessary character
of knowledge (KrV, B XXIII, B 59, B 164; Kant, 1998, p. 113, 168,
263). At the same time, terminologically the “transcendental
subject” is never mentioned as the bearer of a pirori forms or
as a subject of transcendental unity of apperception. The term
“transcendental subject” in Kantian usage which I adopt in this
article means the substantial (and not substance) in ourselves,
something in general = x that defies cognition, which may be
indicated by the representation of I but gives no idea about
the I (KrV, A 355, A 346 / B 404, B 427, A 478 / B 506; Kant,
1998, p. 419, 414, 455, 504). The transcendental subject should
be distinguished from empirical representations about the
subject and from the unity of consciousness (KrV, B 427; Kant,
1998, p. 455). Because of the way the philosopher describes the
transcendental subject Kant's contemporaries considered in
this article might have felt that it was unfit to be a foundation
of subjectivity (besides, they did not always observe the
distinction between the subject in transcendental philosophy
and the term “transcendental subject” like many later
interpreters and researchers of Kant’s philosophy, representing
the transcendental subject as the centre of the “Copernican
revolution”).
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vsgaauy «KpUTHUKM 91CTOro pasyMa», — HO BBISIBUTB
HECKOJIBKO CTPaHHYIO CUTYalMIO, B KOTOPOW OKa3bl-
BAeTCs TPaHCIIEH/IEHTAIbHBIN CYObEKT B CaMBIX PaH-
HVX PeLIeMIMSIX KaHTOBCKOro KpuUTuiiM3Ma (rrpuliim-
3UTEIBHO CO BTOpOU I10j10BMHBI 1780-x IT. 1O Hauasa
XIX B.). Bo-TiepBEIX, MOXKET ITOKA3aThCS YAMBUTEILHBIM,
YTO B «IIEPBOV BOJIHE» peaKIny Ha «KpuUTuKy dmcToro
pasyMa» CyIIecTBOBaHVE KaHTOBCKOTO TPaHCIIEHIIEeH-
TaJIBHOTO CyO'BeKTa OLIeHMBaIOCh KaK BechbMa IIIaTKOe I
COMHUTeIbHOe. By 3a 2TO paHHMe ITocieqoBaTei 1
[IepBbIe «OIIIO3MUINOHEPb KaHTOBCKOTO KPUTUIIM3MA
IepeKJIaibIBa/IV 1IeJIMKOM Ha camoro KanTa, mHorma
ycMaTpumBas B HEM JlaXke aBTopa CBOero popa deccyOb-
exTHOM puriocodmm. Bo-BTOPBIX, €CiTi O TpaHCIIeH IeH-
TaJIbHOM CyObeKTe BO MHOTIX VICCIIeOBAHSIX TOBOPSIT
KaK O YeM-TO OJHO3HAYHOM W CaMO COOOVI pasyMero-
memMcst (mofpobHee 00 3TOM mpobiieme cm.: Kpyrrios,
2005), To B paMKax pacCMaTpMBaeMOro Ieproza Mbl He
OOHapy>XVBaeM e/IVHOV TPAaKTOBKM 3TOTO IIOHSI TS

IIpenBapuTenbHO CileyeT OTMETWUTB, UTO IIOHS-
TUVIHOE TIOJIE, 113 KOTOPOIo MHTEPeCyollie Hac aBTo-
PpBI OOpaIaanch K TpaHCIEHAEHTAIBHOMY CyOBeKTy,
3aJ1aeTCs MHBIMY OPVIEHTVPaMU, HEXEJIV ITPUBBIYHBIN
7T PYyCCKOSI3BIYHOTO YMTaTesIsl BOKaOyJsIsap arvcTeMo-
JIOTMYECKMX TPAKTOBOK KAHTOBCKOI'O TpPaHCIIEH/IeH-
TaJIBHOTO CyOBekTa. Tak, B COBETCKVIX VICCIIEOBAHISIX
KaHTOBCKOV (pryiocodpmyt TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIBHBIV CYO'b-
eKT B 3HaYeHMV CyObeKTa ITo3HaHM (CyOBbeKTa TpaHc-
LeHeHTaIbHON (brIocodni) TeMaTu3npoBasIcs B CO-
OTHOIIIEHNN C IOHSTUSAMMU SMIIMPUIECKOro CyOBeK-
Ta, TPaHCIIEHIEHTAJIFHOTO €IVHCTBA AaTIMepIIeTII,
aTpUMOPHBIX POPM UYBCTBEHHOCTM ¥ paccyaKa ¥ T.[I.
Y aBTOpOB Xe paHHMX penenumit driocodprn Kanra
TPpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIN CYOBEKT COOTHOCWIICS C IIOHS-
TUSAMU TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHOro obbekra (Oymyum ero
aHaJIOrOM B CyOBEKTMBHOCTM) VIV TPaHCIIeHAeHTaIIb-
HOTO IIPeIMeTa, «HEeUTO = X», a TAKXe C IIPO0IeMo1 OT-
HOIIIEHWS ITPe/ICTaBIeHNs K CBOeMY 00beKTy. JaHHoe
0OCTOSITETIBCTBO MOXKET IIOCITYXKWUTE OTKPBITUIO «3a-
ITaCHOTO» ITyTU B IIOHMMAaHMY KaHTOBCKOTO TPaHCIIeH-
IeHTaJIbHOTO CyOBeKTa, aJIbTepPHATMBHOIO HOBOJILHO
YCTOVIUMBOV U TIO CeVl [IeHb, HECMOTPS Ha BbICKa3bIBae-
MBIe B ee aflpec COMHEeHWIS, SIVCTeMOJIOr MTUeCcKOVI Tpak-
ToBKe (cM.: Pobo, 2019).

Amnanus no3uuumi IpencraBuTesiell «1epBoVl BOJI-
HbD» pertentm «Kputnkm uncroro pasyma» (41.C. bek,
A. Banicxaynt, VLI Taman, C.Manmon, K.JI Penn-
rone, [.O. Mymere, V.A. D6epxapn, @.I. SIkobu) s
IIPEeICTaBIISAIO 371eCh B COOTBETCTBUVI C TEMM VICXOIHBI-
MM BOIIPOCaMV, KOTOpble ObUIV ITPEIMETOM Pa3MBbIIII-
JIEHUVI 3TVIX aBTOPOB TPV OOpaIeHNN K TpaHCIeHIeH-
TasipHOMY cyOBexTy V. KanTa.

losophy. Secondly, while many current authors take
the transcendental subject for granted (for more de-
tail on this problem see Krouglov, 2005), there is no
unanimity in the interpretation of the concept in the
period under review.

Before we go any further it has to be noted that
the conceptual field from which the authors that in-
terest us here proceeded in discussing the transcen-
dental subject is different from the vocabulary of
epistemological interpretations of Kantian transcen-
dental subject which Russian-speaking readers are
used to. Thus, in Soviet studies of Kantian philoso-
phy the transcendental subject, meaning the subject
of cognition (the subject of transcendental philoso-
phy), was defined in terms of the relationship to the
concept of empirical subject, transcendental unity of
apperception, a priori form of sensibility and intelli-
gence, etc. For the authors of the early followers and
critics of Kant’s philosophy the transcendental sub-
ject was related to the concepts of the transcenden-
tal object (Objekt) — as if the transcendental subject
were its analogue in subjectivity — or to the tran-
scendental object (Gegenstand) as “something = x”,
as well as to the problem of the relationship between
the representation and its object. This circumstance
may point to an alternative way of interpreting the
Kantian transcendental subject, departing from the
epistemological interpretation still current today in
spite of the doubts expressed about it (cf. Rouba,
2019).

My analysis of the positions of the representa-
tives of the first wave of reactions to the Critique of
Pure Reason (J.S. Beck, J.A. Eberhard, ].G. Hamann,
F.H. Jacobi, S. Maimon, K.L. Reinhold, G.E. Schulze
and A. Weishaupt) proceeds from the initial ques-
tions which engaged the minds of these authors
when they wrote about Kant’s transcendental sub-
ject.

J.A. Eberhard and A. Weishaupt:
in Search of Solidity

Before analysing the ideas of the first two au-
thors a short digression concerning Kant’s concept
of the transcendental object is in order. It would
be wrong to think of it as a companion piece to the
transcendental subject, as presented in the tradi-
tional epistemological subject-object relationship
which implied their one-directedness or mutual di-
rectedness. The transcendental object which Kant
distinguishes from the noumenon in the Critigue of
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M.A. D6epxapn n A. Baricxaynr:
B IIOMCKaX YCTOMYIMBOCTH

ITpexne yem nepenT K aHaJIN3y UAev IepBbIX IBYX
aBTOPOB, 5 CIeJIai0 HeOOJIbIIIoe OTCTYIIIeH e K KaHTOB-
CKOMY IIOHSITUIO TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOro oowvexra. Ilo-
CJIEAHUN He CJIeAyeT CUMTaTh Mapovl TPaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJILHOTO CyOBeKTa, KaK 3TO ObUIO B TpaaMIIVIOHHOM
THOCEOJIOTYECKOM CyOBeKT-00beKTHOM OTHOIIEHW,
I7le TorpasyMeBaslach MX OHO- VUIV B3aMIMOHAIIpaB-
7ieHHOCTh. TpaHCIieHIeHTa/IbHbI 00BeKT, B «KpuTnke
YMCTOro pasyMa» oTiandaeMbii KaHTOM oT HOyMeHa,
CITyXuUT dprstocody AjIs peasalliy IIpUMeHeHWs Ka-
Teropum K cosepraHuam (A 250; Kaxt, 2006a, c. 327), a
TaKKe 1711 0003HAYeHVIs UMCTO YMOIIOCTTaeMOVE IIP-
4MHBI sBJIeHNT BooOIe (A 494 / B 522; Kant, 20060,
c. 653)’. TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHBIVI OOBEKT VI TpaHCIEH-

3 Kpome moOHSATMS TpaHCIeHeHTalbHOro obbekra (das
transzendentale Objekt) B «KpuTnke umcroro pasyma» Taxxke
BCTpeYaeTcsl IOHSTVE TpaHCIeHIIeHTaJIbHOro IpernMera (der
transzendentale Gegenstand). YTBepxueHne mx CMHOHMMMY-
HOCTM MBI HaXO[IVIM y HEKOTOPBIX TOJIKOBaTesler prtocodpmm
Kanra (cm., Hanp.: Kapmus, 1983, c. 43), Torma Kak, Hampumep, y
T. Korena ato pasusle nonstust (Koren, 2012, c. 390). B «Kpurn-
Ke UlCTOr0 pasyMa» TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHbIV OObEKT, B IIO3HAHNN
KOPPeCITOHIMPYIOIINI C 9yBCTBeHHOCTBIO (A 494 / B 522; Kawnr,
20066, c. 653) 11 KOppeMPYIOIINTL C eVHCTBOM aIlTepIIeTIIN
(A 250; Kanr, 2006a, c. 327), nMeeT ¢ TpaHCIIEHIEHTaIbHBIM
IIPEeIMETOM CXOXMe XapaKTepuCTHKM. Tak, o0a yrnorpebisror-
Cs1 B e[IVIHCTBEHHOM 4viciIe; HasbiBatoTcest = x (A 109, A 250; Kawnr,
2006a, c. 159, 327), Hem3BeCTHOM ¥ HEIOCTYITHOW VCCIIe0Ba-
HUIO ocHOBOM siBleHMt (A 358, A 372—373, A 379—380; Kanr,
2006a, c. 451, 469, 477; A 538 / B 566, A 540 / B 568, A 613 —
614 / B 641 —642; Kanr, 20060, c. 703, 705, 789); ipyamHoO IIpe-
CTaBJIeHNVI, He SIBJISTIONITVIXCS ITPeJICTaBIeHVISIMI TTPeICTaBIIeH
(A 108—109, A 393; Kawnr, 20064, c. 159, 477; A 494 / B 522; Kanr,
20060, c. 653); 0ba He MOTYT OBITb HEIIOCPEICTBEHHO MBICJIVIMBI
B KaTeropwsX, IIOCKOJIBKY JUIS 3TOrO HeOOXOIMMBI UyBCTBEH-
Hble popmbI 1 MHOTOOOpasHoe (A 250 —251; KanT, 20064, c. 327;
B 344, A 679 / B 707; Kanr, 20060, c. 449, 867); He SBIISIIOTCS OHU
TaKXKe IIpeMeTaMI II03HAHMS CaMUMM 110 ce0e, OJIHAKO JaioT
HaM SMIMpUYecKre IIOHSATUS M 00ecriedmBaroT MX OTHOIIIe-
HMe K HEKOeMY IIpeIMeTy, TeM CaMbIM IIpuaBas M OObeKTB-
HyI0 peasbHOCTB (A 109, A 380; Kant, 20064, c. 159, 477; A 566 /
B 594; Kanr, 200606, c. 733 —735). Tem He MeHee TTOHSTIE «TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIV IIPeIMeT» OKa3bIBaeTCs Bee ke Oortee oOIIM.
B "acTHOCTM, OHO MOXeT yIIOTPeOIISAThCS B 3HAUEHNM KaK TpaH-
crieHzIeHTasIbHOrO oObekTa (A 358, A 372, A 393; Kanr, 2006a,
c. 451, 469, 491; A 557 / B 585; Kanr, 20060, c. 725), Tak 1 TpaHC-
IIeH/IeHTaJIbHOrO CyObeKTa — OCHOBaHW BCeX BHYTPEHHVIX sIB-
menmit (A 361, A 372; Kant, 2006a, c. 455, 469; A 479 / B 507;
Kanr, 200606, c. 635). Bosiee Toro, OHO MCIOJIB3yeTCs JlaXe OTHO-
CUTETBHO TIepBOOCHOBBI Muposfganms (A 679 / B 707, A 698 /
B 726; Kanur, 20066, c. 865—867, 887). TpaHclieHIeHTaIbHBIV
ke 0OBeKT 3asiBJIeH KaK OCHOBaHIE TOJIBKO BHEIIHUX SIBJICHVIIL
(A 366, A 379; Kanrrt, 20064, c. 461, 477; B 333; Kanr, 20060, c. 435).
Taxoke 3amedy, 4TO BOIIPOC O COOTHOIITEHUV TIOHATVIS TPAHCITeH-
JIeHTAJIBHOTO IIpefMeTa C IOHSTUSMI Bellly caMoVl 110 cebe m
HOYMeHa JJOCTaTOYHO IOIPOOHO PACCMOTPEH B MCCIIeN0BATEIIb-
cKovt mTepaType (cM., Harp.: Nitzan, 2014, p. 252 —262).

M.V. Rouba

Pure Reason, serves the purpose of applying catego-
ries to intuitions (KrV, A 250; Kant, 1998, pp. 347-
348), as well as to refer to the intelligible cause of
appearances in general (KrV, A 494 / B 522; Kant,
1998, p. 513).> According to Kant, the transcenden-
tal object and the transcendental subject are one in
having common features (they are inscrutable; are
outside empirical intuitions as “something = x”; are
impossible to capture when separated from sensible
intuition and have the function of the basis of ap-
pearances), which suggests that the transcendental
subject is an analogue of the transcendental object
in subjectivity.* Even in terms of the frequency of
its use in the Critiqgue of Pure Reason the concept of
the transcendental object is as marginal and in lit-
tle demand as the concept of the transcendental sub-
ject. Yet the transcendental subject has an important
distinctive feature. Whereas one cannot be sure of

* In addition to the concept of the transcendental object (das
transzendentale Objekt) the Critique of Pure Reason occasional-
ly uses the concept of der transzendentale Gegenstand. Some
interpreters of Kant’s philosophy take the two terms to be syn-
onyms (Karmin, 1983, p. 43), whereas Hermann Cohen, for
example, believes these are different concepts (Cohen, 1885,
p- 363). In the Critique of Pure Reason the transcendental object
corresponding to sensibility in cognition (KrV, A 494 / B 522;
Kant, 1998, p. 513) and correlating with the unity of appercep-
tion (KrV, A 250; Kant, 1998, p. 348) has common characteris-
tics with der transzendentale Gegenstand. Thus, both are used in
the singular and referred to as x (KrV, A 109, A 250; Kant, 1998,
p- 233, 348), the basis of phenomena unknown and unknow-
able (KrV, A 358, A 372-373, A 379-380, A 538 / B 566, A 540 /
B 568, A 613-614 / B 641-642; Kant, 1998, p. 421, 428, 431, 536,
574); the cause of representations that are not representations
of representations (KrV, A 108-109, A 393, A 494 / B 522; Kant,
1998, p. 233, 438, 513); neither can be thought of directly in cat-
egories because that calls for sensible forms and for manifold
(KrV, A 250-251, B 344, A 679 / B 707; Kant, 1998, p. 348, 381,
610); nor are they objects of cognition in themselves; however,
they provide us with empirical concepts and support their re-
lationship to a certain object thus conferring objective reality on
them (KrV, A 109, A 380, A 566 / B 594; Kant, 1998, p. 233, 431,
550). Even so, the concept of der transzendentale Gegenstand ap-
pears to be more general. Thus, it can be used in the meaning of
transcendental object (KrV, A 358, A 372, A 393, A 557 / B 585;
Kant, 1998, p. 421, 428, 438, 545), and transcendental subject as
the foundation of all internal phenomena (KrV, A 361, A 372,
A 479 / B 507; Kant, 1998, p. 422, 428, 504). Moreover, it is even
used to refer to the primordial (KrV, A 679 / B 707, A 698 /
B 726; Kant, 1998, p. 610, 619). By contrast, the transcendental
object is declared to be the foundation of external phenomena
only (KrV, A 366, A 379, B 333; Kant, 1998, p. 424, 431, 375). It is
worth noting that the question of the relationship between the
concept of the transcendental object (der transzendentale Gegen-
stand) and the concepts of thing-in-itself and noumenon have
been thoroughly discussed in the literature (cf. Nitzan, 2014,
Pp. 252-262).

* We are looking here at subjectivity in the meaning of subjec-
tive reality in the unity of its manifestations and functions and
not as the opposite of objectivity.
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M.B. Pos6o

HeHTaJIbHBIV CyOBEeKT B KaHTOBCKOV XapaKTePVCTVIKE
eIMHBI B HAJIMYMM OOLINX IPU3HAKOB (HEAOCTYITHOCTD
IUIsL VICCJIeOBaHMsT; HaXOX/IeHVe BHe 3MITMPUYecKIX
Co3epLiaHMI KaK «HEYTO = X»; HeYJIOBVMOCTB IIpM 000-
co0JIeHVM OT UyBCTBEHHBIX CO3epIIaHMIL; (PYHKITNS OC-
HOBaHWSL SIBJIEHUI), I 3TO IIO3BOJISIET IIPENTIONIOKUTE,
YTO TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHBIVI CYOBEKT eCTh aHaJIOT TpaH-
CIIeHJIEHTaJIBHOrO 00beKTa B CyObekTrBHOCTI?. [ToHS-
TVe TpaHCLEeH/eHTaIbHOrO 00beKTa yxe fJaxe I0 Ja-
cToTe ero yrorpebnenns B «Kpurnke dmctoro pasy-
Ma» 3aHWMMaeT TaKOe >Ke MaprMHaIbHOe IIOJIOKeHWE,
KaK ¥ IOHsTHe TpaHCIleH/IeHTaIbHOro cyobexTa. Bme-
CTe C TeM TpPaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHBIV CyOBeKT Bce ke 0bia-
JaeT BayKHOVI OTJIMYMTEIBHOV YePTOV: eCiIn B COXPaH-
HOCTW TpaHCLEH/IeHTaJIbHOrO OOBeKTa Hesb3si ObITh
YBEpPEeHHBIM PV YCJIOBUM OTCYTCTBUS UyBCTBEHHO-
CTW, TO TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHEIVI CyOBeKT caM BBICTYIIaeT
HpeeIbHBIM HOCUTeJIeM 4yBCTBEHHOCTY, 0 ueM KaHT
ynomuHaeT B0 dparmente A 492 / B 520 «Kpurtnkm
HCTOrO pasyMan.

Kpurnueckyto  mHTepnpeTanuio  KaHTOBCKOTO
TpaHCLIeH/IeHTaIbHOIO CyObeKTa — KaK TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOTO OOBeKkTa (IpermMeTa) B CyOBEeKTMBHOCTM —
MOXKHO HaOJII0[laTh B MOJIEMWYECKIX TeKCTaX II03[He-
ro Boibduaniia VoranHa Asrycra D6epxapna (1739—
1809), ony6rmKoBaHHBEIX B BhITycKax «dDusiocodpckoro
XypHasna» (Philosophisches Magazin) 3a 1788—1789 rr.
[anHasg KpUTHKa MOJIydYnsia OTBETHYIO peakIuIio ca-
Moro KaHTa, uTo B HEKOTOpOM CMBICIIe YHVKaJIBHO, I10-
CKOJIBKY, KaK M3BeCTHO, KaHT He Xeslasl TepsITh CVIIBL 11
BpeMsI Ha «caMOOOOpOHY» B yIepO fasIbHeNIer pas-
paboTke KpuTHdeckoro mpoekra. Ha crpanuriax «Dn-
710cOPCKOTO XKy pHasIa» D0epxapyt BbICKa3bIBaeT COMHe-
HVe OTHOCWUTEIPHO HeOIpeIeIeHHOCT IS pasyMa
TOro, 4ro obo3HauaeTcsi KaHTOM TpaHCIieHIeHTaIIb-
HBIM IIpeIMeTOM, paBHBIM X. 1o ero MHeHMIO, B KaH-
TOBCKOVI (pryTocopmm MOHSTMS OHTOJIOIMY IIPOM3BO-
IHBI OT (PYHKIINI MBIIIIEHWS], OJJHAKO y HYX JIOJDKHA
ObITE MaTepIsl, B KOTOPOV YeJIOBEUeCKI PacCyIOK MO-
JKeT OOHApPYXUTb TOJIBKO CPaBHUTEIIFHO BHYTpPEHHeEE,
HO He 0e3ycsIoBHO BHyTpeHHee (cM. dpparmenT B 333
«Kputykn amcToro pasyma).

Wraxk, 31eck ecTh HEYTO, KOTOPOE, COITIACHO CBOe-
My pOIOBOMY IIOHSITVIO, COIEPKIUT MHOXKECTBO peaJlb-
HBIX ITpeIMKaToOB; HEYTO, K 4eMy OTHOCHMO MHOXe-
CTBO BEUHBIX VCTMH, HO MHIVBWIYaIbHOCTh KOTOPOTO
Hey3BecTHa KOHeYHOMY paccyaky. VI pamy aTovt Tem-

4 Peup 3/1eCb 1J1eT O Cy6'[>eKTVIBHOCTVI B3HaYeHUM Cy6'[>eKTV[BHOI7I
peasIbHOCTV B €OVIHCTBE ee HpOﬂBHeHVIVI mn quHKLU/IVI, a He B
3Ha4YeHN IIPOTVBOIIOJIOKHOCTU 00BEKTUBHOCTA.

the endurance of the transcendental object in the
absence of sensibility, the transcendental subject is
itself the ultimate bearer of sensibility, as Kant men-
tions in fragment KrV, A 492 / B 520.

A critical interpretation of the Kantian tran-
scendental subject — as a transcendental object
(Gegenstand) in subjectivity — is to be found in the
polemical texts of the later Wolffian Johann August
Eberhard (1739—1809), published in the Philoso-
phisches Magazin for 1788 —1789. This critique was
granted a reaction from Kant himself, which is in
a way unique because Kant did not want to waste
time and effort on “self-defence” at the expense of
his work on his critical project. In the Philosophisches
Magazin Eberhard questions the uncertainty for
reason of what Kant designates as a transcenden-
tal object equal to x. In his opinion, in Kant’s phi-
losophy the concepts of ontology are derived from
the functions of thought, but they must have matter
in which human understanding can discover only
what is comparatively and not absolutely internal
(see fragment KrV, B 333).

Thus, here there is something that, according
to its generic concept, contains a multitude of real
predicates; something to which many eternal truths
may be referred, but of which the individuality is
unknown to the finite understanding. And for the
sake of this dark part critical idealism casts away all
the rest that is cognised by the finite understanding;
it declares this something to be totally unknowable
for human understanding, totally = x. Kant asserts
this in a tone which one would not expect in the ex-
amining philosophy of a German critique of pure
reason’ (Eberhard, 1789, pp. 283-284).

In turn, Eberhard himself reinstates the
transcendental object in a new capacity investing the
subject of representation with the status of substance,
which cannot be considered a phenomenon.
Meanwhile the thinking subject itself cannot be a
phenomenon, but only a thing-in-itself.

[...] otherwise, if the representation and the

> “Es ist also hier ein Etwas, das seinem Gattungsbegriffe nach

viele reelle Pridikate enthilt, ein Etwas, wovon eine grofie Menge
ewiger Wahrheiten gelten, dessen Individualitit aber dem endlichen
Verstande unbekannt ist. Und um dieses dunkeln Theils willen
verwirft der kritische Idealismus alles iibrige dem endlichen Verstande
erkennbare; er erklirt das ganze Etwas fiir vollig dem menschlichen
Verstande unerkennbar, fiir vollig = x. Hr. Kant driickt sich dariiber
in einem Tone aus, den man kaum in der untersuchenden Philosophie
einer deutschen Kritik der reinen Vernunft erwarten sollte.”
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HOVI YaCTV KPUTUYIECKUV MIeaIvi3M 0T6paCbIBaeT BCe
OCTaJIPHOE, II03HaBaeMOe KOHEUYHBIM PacCygKOM; OH
IIpV3HAeT 3TO HEYTO COBEPIIEHHO HeIlO3HaBaeMbIM
71 9eJI0BeYecKOTo paccyKa, Beerlesio = x. ['ocmogma
KanT BBIpakaercss 00 3TOM TaKMM TOHOM, KOTOPOTO
efIBa JIVI MOXKHO OXW/IAaTh B MccIlemyeMont prtocodrm
HeMeIIKoV KpuTnkn amcroro pasyma (Eberhard, 1789,
S. 283 —284).

Cam D0epxapy, B CBOIO O4eperb, BOCCTaHABIIVBAET
TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHBIV ITpeMeT B HOBOM KadecTBe, Ha-
Tiesisisg CyObeKT IpecTaBIeH s CTaTyCOM CyOCcTaHIINY,
KOTOpasi He MOXeT cumuTaTbcs siBjleHueM. lIpu sToM
MBICJIAIINTL CYOBEKT caM He MOXEeT OBITh SBJICHUEM, a
TOJIBKO BEIIIbIO CaMOV 110 cebe.

...B mpormBHOM citydae, ecim OBl caMoO IIpef-
CTaBjIeHVe ¥ IPeACTaBILIOIINY CyObeKT ObUIM elre
sIBJIEHVEM, IIPUIIUIOCh Obl CHOBa IIPWM3HABATH IIPErl-
CTaBJIeHVe ¥ IIPeICTaBIIIONIero CyObeKTa (3a HiM. —
M.P.) — u TaKk 5o OeckoneunHocTy. CiieioBaTeIIbHO,
VICTVIHHBIE Belll, BEIIV caMi 110 ceOe, KOTOpbIe CyTh
He SIBJIEHVS], €CThb IIPeCTaBIISIOIINE CYIIBL, ITPOCThIE
cyOcTaHIIMM, aKIMAEHINY KOTOPBIX CyTh ITpeJicTaB-
JleHMs. B caMoM Tieste, OHM He MOT'yT OBITB SIBJIEHVISIMIAL
ITosHaBaThcsl OHM MOTYT TOJIBKO paccyakoM. OmHako
OHVI CyTh VICTUHHBIE TPAHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHbIE ITPeIMEeTHI
(BBIpaskasich s13bIKOM r-Ha KaHTa) 11 He SIBJISIFOTCSI HEeO-
nperereHHbIM HeuTo... (Eberhard, 1789, S. 281 —282).

V3 maHHOTO OTpBIBKA $ICHO, UTO IJIst DOepxapra,
BO-TIEPBBIX, Belllb caMa I10 cebe M TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
HBIVI OOBEKT CYTb OITHO ¥ TO Ke (4TO JOCTaTOYHO CIIOP-
HO, VUMTBIBasg MX pasrpaHudeHue camMmM KaHTom).
Bo-BTOpBIX, Bemu camm 110 cebe BBICTYIAIOT IIpeaMe-
TOM JIJIl pacCyika. B-TpeTbux, 6e30 BCSIKOro IIocpell-
CTBa UYyBCTBEHHOI'O CO3epliaHMsl M CXeMaTusMa K Be-
ImaM caMuM IIo cebe IIpMMeHSeTCS KaTeropusi Cyo-
CTaHIMM (TIOCTIETHSIS TIOHVIMAETCS KaK ITPeJICTaBIIsIo-
Iasi CuIa).

Otseuas D0epxapny, KanT orMedaeT, uTo JoKa3aTh
PeaTbHOCTb ITOHSTVS CYITBI KaK UMCTOV KaTeropmm 0e3
OpVIMeHeHMs ee K Ipe/iMeTaM 4yBCTBEHHOIO co3eplia-
HWs Ipo0JIeMaTaHO, He TOBOPS YKe O TOM, YTOOBI A0~
Ka3aThb ee 3HaUMMOCTD U JIJI5 CBepXUyBCTBEHHBIX CYIII-
HocTert (cM.: AA 08, S. 210—212; KanT, 1993, c. 131—132).
be30 BesAxov ke oropbl Ha 4yBCTBEHHOe 3a KaTreropuen
cybcraHy B «KpuUTHKe 4CTOroO pasyMa» COXpaHseT-
Cs1 TOJIBKO JIOTMYECKOe 3HaYeHMe: CyOCTaHINS eCTh TO,
YTO CYIIIECTBYET TOJILKO KaK CyOBEeKT V1 He MOXeT OBbITh
npenukaroM. Tak B 3Tux BozpakeHnax Kant crpemmt-
CSI COXPAHWTH OrpaHMUeH e TTO3HaHVS 00JIaCThIO OITbI-
Ta 1 pasjingvie JIOTMIeCKOro U peasIbHOTO.

M.V. Rouba

representing subject were also a phenomenon one
would have to again recognise representation and
the representing subject [behind it — M.R.] — and
so ad infinitum. Consequently, true things, things-in-
themselves, things which are not phenomena, are
representing forces, simple substances, accidences
of which are representations. Indeed, they cannot be
phenomena. They can be cognised only by under-
standing. But they are true transcendental objects (to
use Kant’s term) and are not an indeterminate some-
thing [...]° (Eberhard, 1789, pp. 281-282).

It is clear from this extract that for Eberhard,
first, the thing-in-itself and the transcendental ob-
ject are the same (which is debatable, considering
the distinction drawn by Kant himself). Second,
things-in-themselves are the object of understand-
ing. Third, the category of substance (understood as
the representing force) is applied to things-in-them-
selves without any mediation of sensible intuition
and schematicism.

In his reply to Eberhard Kant notes that it is
problematical to prove the reality of the concept
of force as a pure category without applying it to
the objects of sensible intuition, let alone to prove
its significance also for supersensible entities (UE,
AA 08, pp. 210-212; Kant, 2002, pp. 302-304). With-
out relying on the sensible, the category of sub-
stance in the Critique of Pure Reason retains only its
logical meaning: substance is what exists only as the
subject and cannot be a predicate. Thus, in his re-
sponse Kant seeks to limit cognition to the domain
of experience and preserve the distinction between
the logical and the real.

Kant’s other opponent, Adam Weishaupt
(1748 —1830), represents the functional analogy of
the transcendental subject and transcendental ob-
ject more clearly. He uses the term “transcendental
subject” in relation to the issue of limiting cognition
to phenomena (Weishaupt, 1788b, p. 13), citing frag-
ment KrV, A 492 / B 520. Weishaupt then makes the
following claim:

¢ “[...]sonstwiirde, wenn die Vorstellung selbst und das vorstellende
Subjekt noch Erscheinung wire, wieder von neuem Vorstellung und
vorstellendes Subjekt, und so ins unendliche, miissen angenommen
werden. Also sind die wahren Dinge, die Dinge an sich, die Dinge, die
keine Erscheinungen sind, vorstellende Krifte, einfache Substanzen,
deren Accidenzen Vorstellungen sind. Denn diese kinnen keine
Erscheinungen seyn; sie kinnen blof§ durch den Verstand erkannt
werden. Sie sind aber wahre transzendentale Gegenstinde (nach Hrn.
Kants Sprache); sie sind kein unbestimmtes Etwas |[...].”
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Y npyroro ommonenta Kanra, Agama Baricxayiira
(1748—1830), dyHKIMOHAIBHAS aHAJIOIMS TPaHCIeH-
IeHTaJIbHOrO CyOBbeKTa M TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIBHOIO 00h-
eKTa pernpeseHTHpoBaHa Oosiee oTuersiso. Cam OH
YIIOMVHaET TEPMUH «TPaHCIIeHAeHTAIBHBIVI CYObEKT»
B KOHTEKCTe BOITpoca 00 OorpaHMYeHUN ITO3HAHW SIB-
meavissmm (Weishaupt, 17880, S. 13), ccputasics Ha dpar-
MeHT A 492 / B 520 n3 «Kpurumkm amicroro pasyma». [la-
Jlee BaricxayniT yTBepKaaeT:

XoTs MBI 1 MIIIEM B COOTBETCTBUM C KaHTOBCKO
CUCTEMOV1 y BCeX sIBJIeHUII He4TO, YTO He 4BJIsSeTcs
sIBJIEHVIEM, VI JIEVICTBUTEIBHO IT03HaeM OBITMe TaKMX
BeTIIeT, HO MBI fieJlaeM BCE 3TO TOJTBKO C TTOMOITTBIO CO-
BepIIeHHO CyOBeKTMBHOIO IIpaBIIa paccyaKa, YToObI
HIPVBHECTV eIVMHCTBO ¥ CB43b B MHOIOOOpas3HbIe SIB-
merns. OHaKO Ha OCHOBAHWV 3TOTO IpaBIIa MBI He
VIMeeM HUKaKOoVi OOBeKTVBHOM TOCTOBEPHOCTI Peahb-
Horo ObrTre 3Tmx Bemeit (Ibid., S. 16).

BarnicxaynT pacrieHnBaeT KaHTOBCKUM KPUTUIIV3M
KaK IO3MIIMIO TOTJIBHOIO CKENTMIIN3Ma, B KOTOPOM
«Hallle 3HaHMEe He VMeeT HI CyObeKTa, HU 0OBbeKTa»,
ITOCKOJIBKY «MBI He 3HaeM, OCHOBaHBI JIV 3T SBJIEHMS
Ha 4eM-TO peasIbHOM, cyOcTaHImaibHoM» (Weishaupt,
1788a, S. 132), mycTb gake 3TO sIBJIeHMS ceOs caMoro: «...
MBI, CJIeIOBaTeIbHO, CaMI He 3HaeM, eCTh JIV MBI HEUTO,
€CTb JIVI MBI HeUTO OOJIblliee, YeM SIBJIEHVIE, IMEEeTCS JIN
y Ka’KIOro 3HaHMS CyOBeKT, KOTOpbIv mo3HaeT» (Ibid.,
S. 133). Orpuiiaame cyObeKkTa O3HaHWMS OBUIO CBOVI-
creenHo yxe [I. JOMy — Ha uto Barcxaynr mryTimso
3aMedaeT, UYTO He 3HaeT, KOMY aJpecoBaTh CBOIO KPUTVI-
Ky, BeZlb cyObekTa IOma He cymiectsyeT. UTo Kacaercs
KaHTa, TO ero He criacaeT naxe IIOHATVE TPaHCLIEH/IeH-
TaJIBHOr0 00'beKTa, KOTOPBIV JIOJKEH ObLJI, BO-IIEPBBIX,
CIIy>KUTh €IVHCTBY MHOrooOpasus 1, BO-BTOPBIX, BBI-
CTyIIaTh HEUyBCTBEHHOVI IIPUYMHON sABIeHn: «VITaK,
3TOT HEeW3BECTHBIN OOBEKT, KOTOPBIVI CUMTAeTCsl OCHO-
BOVI SIBJIEHNV, 3a IIpeielaMM paccyjiKa He eCTh HeuTo
peasibHOe. DTO OfTHA TOJIBKO Mfiesl, O KOTOPOV Mbl BOOO-
IIle HMYero He MOXKEM 3HaTh, COOTBETCTBYET JIVI eV pe-
aJIBHBIVI ITPEeIMeT, He3aBUCUMBIVI OT HaIllero paccyy-
Ka. DTO BCETro JIMIIb CYOBEKTMBHOE IPaBUIIO PacCy-
ka» (Ibid., S. 137). 3mech MOXXHO BUAeTh, Kak Baricxaymt
HaMedaeT BeKTOp 3a IIpefesIbl TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOIO
00BeKTa K HEKOeMy «peajIbHOMy OOBeKTy», eIle pas
yaBavBasi OObeKTHYIO peaIbHOCTh (dBJleHUe — TpaH-
CLeHIIeHTAJIbHBIV 00BEKT, TPaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHBIV 00'b-
€KT — peasIbHBIVI OOBEKT).

3amgauy myist pvstocodpunt cam BaricxaynT BUOUT B
IIOVICKE YCTOVIYMBOIO ITYHKTa, <K KOTOPOMY BCE OTHO-
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According to Kant's system, although we look in
all phenomena for something that is not a phenom-
enon and really cognise the being of such things,
we do all this using a thoroughly subjective rule of
understanding in order to bring unity and connect-
edness to diverse phenomena. However, under this
rule, we have no objective certainty of the real being
of these things’ (ibid., p. 16).

Weishaupt (1788a, p. 132) considers Kant’s crit-
icism to be a position of total scepticism in which
“our cognition has neither a subject nor an object”®
because “we do not know whether these phenom-
ena are based on something real, substantial”,’
even if these are phenomena of oneself: “And so we
ourselves do not know whether we are something
more than a phenomenon, whether every cognition
has a subject that cognises”? (ibid., p. 133). Already
David Hume denied the subject, which drew a jo-
cose comment from Weishaupt to the effect that he
did not know to whom to address his critique since
Hume had no subject. As for Kant, even the con-
cept of transcendental object which should have ex-
plained, first, the unity of the manifold and, second,
be a non-sensible cause of phenomena, is no excuse:
“Thus this unknown object, considered to be the
basis of phenomena, is not something real outside
the confines of understanding. It is merely an idea
of which we cannot know anything at all whether
it has a corresponding real object independent from
our understanding. It is merely a subjective rule of
understanding”"* (ibid., p. 137). Here we can see how
Weishaupt charts the path beyond the transcenden-
tal object to some “real object” doubling objective
reality once again (phenomenon — transcendental
object, transcendental object — real object).

7 “Nach dem Kantischen System suchen wir zwar bey allen
Erscheinungen etwas, das keine Erscheinung ist, wir erkennen
wirklich das Daseyn solcher Dinge: aber dies alles thun wir blof$ kraft
einer ganz subjektiven Verstandesregel, um in die so mannigfaltigen
Erscheinungen Einheit und Zusammenhang zu bringen: wir haben
aber kraft dieser Regel keine objektive GewifSheit von dem reellen
Daseyn dieser Dinge.”

8 “[...] unsere Erkenntnify weder Subject noch Object hat [...].”
 “[...] wir nicht wissen, ob diesen Erscheinungen etwas reelles,
substantielles zum Grund liegt.”

10 “Wir wissen also selbst nicht, ob wir etwas, ob wir mehr als
Erscheinung sind, ob jede Erkenntnif ein Subject hat, welches
erkennt.”

" “Dieses unbekannte Object also, welches den Erscheinungen
als zum Grund liegend angenommen wird, ist auser dem Verstand
nichts reelles; es ist eine blosse Idee, von welcher wir gar nicht wissen
kénnen, ob ihr ein reeller, von unserm Verstand unabhingiger
Gegenstand entspricht; es ist eine blosse subjective Verstandesregel.”



cuTcs M OJtarofmapsi KOTOpOMY Bce oOpeTaeT sICHOCTB,
IIOCTOBEPHOCTH, COITIACOBAHHOCTH 11 yOemMTeIbHOCTE»
(Ibid., S. 203). BmecTe ¢ TeM 3TOT yCTOMYMBBIN ITyHKT
BUAUTCS VIM He B peaJIbHOCTV CaMOCO3HaHMs, Kak 3a-
TeMm 310 npemyiokut V.I. Duxre, a B «cyOcTaHIMaIb-
HOM ObITHM Belrlent BHe Hac» (Ibid., S. 204).

HeomnpenesreHHOE «HEUTO = X»
B dumocodpmunu VN.I. Tamana u @.I. JIkoon

OnuH 13 TIepBLIX CJIy4yaeB KPUTWYeCKOro OTHOLIe-
HMS K KaHTOBCKOMY TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOMY CyOb-
eKTy MOKHO OOHapYy>XMTh B paMKax OOIIer KpUTUKM
nypmsMa uncroro pasyma (VLI T'epnep, VI.I. aman), B
KOTOPOVI II0f], COMHeHMe CTaBUTCS caMa BO3MOXKHOCTB
YMCTOTHI PasyMa BBULY HeW30eXKHOV IOrPy KeHHOCTH
g3blKa B Ipupony. KaHT xe, 1o MHeHMIO KPUTWKOB IIy-
pv3Ma, IyTaeT CBOVX 4YMTaTelIell MICKYCCTBeHHOV Tep-
MIHOJIOTVIEVT, IIOCJIeflOBaTeIbHO albCTparmpysich OT
TpaguIInY, OIbITa, A3bIKa. Ha MecTo JevicTBUTe ILHOM
Bemy KaHT cTaBUT mycThle MOHSATUS paccyiKa, Ipu
9TOM caM MoMajiaeT B JIOBYIIKY IMIIOCTa3VpOBaHMs,
TIOCTY/IMPYsl CaMOJIOCTaTOYHYIO HOyMeHaJIbHYIO pe-
aJIBHOCTB, 0ObEKTHI KOTOPOVI IIPEICTaBIISIOT COOOVT He-
M3BECTHBIN [1J14 Hac X.

Kax ytBepxmaer ®penepuk baisep, To, 4uTo, co-
rtacHo Vloranny leopry I'amany (1730—1788), ocTtaert-
Cs1 B pesyJIbTaTe yKa3aHHOT'O KaHTOBCKOI'O abCTparmpo-
BaHWs, — 3TO TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHEIN CyOBeKT (Beiser,
1987, p. 39). Ilpu aTom barsep, oueBnaHO, MMeeT B BUILY
CJIeAy IOV TTaccaXk U3 coumHeHns lamaHa:

...MeTadM3MKa HEBEPHO VCIOJIb3yeT BCe CII0Bec-
Hble 3HaKV 1 PUTYPBI peduy Halllero SMIIPITIECKOTo
IIO3HAHMS, JIeJ1asl VIX OIHVIMU JIUIIb eporMdaMm u
TUIIaMU MaeasIbHbIX oTHoIleHuit. [TocpencTBoM 3TOM
3ay4eHHOV [IyIIOCTY OHa IlepepabaThiBaeT YeCTHOCTD
sI3bIKa B TaKoe OecCMBICIIEHHOe, HeyIIpaBsiisieMoe, He-
OIIpe[ieJIeHHOe HeUYTO = X, UTO He OCTaeTCs HWYero,
KpOMe CBVICTa BeTpa, BOJIIIeOHOI UTPEI TeHe — ca-
Moe ODojiblliee, Kak TOBOPUT «MYHPBIVI» TenpBerinii,
obeper 1 4eTKM TPaHCIeH/IeHTaIIBHO JIOXKHOW BEPHI
B entia rationis, ee mycteie Mexa u mpm3biB (Hamann,
1825, S. 8).

B «Kpwnruke yncroro pasyma» KaHT fgericTBUTe IbHO
HasblBaeT TPaHCIEHIEHTAIbHBIV CyOBeKT HEeKVM «He-
uTo BooOrte» (A 355; KanT, 20064, c. 449), «= x» (A 346 /
B 404; KanT, 20060, c. 517), 0 KOTOpOM HET HUKAKOrO
3HaHMd. Ba)kHo, 4TO X 37ech — He HeuTO CBOOOIHO 3a-
MellfaeMoe IV BapMaTMBHOE, a TO, UTO B IIPUHIIVIIE
HEBO3MOXKHO 3aMEHMTDb HMKAKMM COIep)KaHVEeM.
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Weishaupt believes that the task of philosophy
is to search for a solid standpoint “to which every-
thing refers and which confers clarity, certainty,
agreement and conviction on everything”' (ibid.,
p- 203). At the same time he sees this solid point not
in the reality of self-consciousness, as J.G. Fichte
would later propose, but in “substantial being of
things outside us”* (ibid., p. 204).

The Indeterminate “Something = X”
in the Philosophy of J.G. Hamann and F.G. Jacobi

One of the early cases of a critical attitude
to Kant’s transcendental subject can be found in
the general critique of pure reason (J.G. Herder,
J.G. Hamann) which calls into question the very
possibility of pure reason because language is inev-
itably immersed in nature. Meanwhile Kant, in the
opinion of the critics of purism, confuses his readers
by his artificial terminology, successively jettisoning
tradition, experience and language. In place of real
things Kant puts hollow concepts of understanding
and in the process himself falls into the hypostatis-
ing trap by positing a self-sufficient noumenal reali-
ty in which the objects are an x unknown to us.

Frederick Beiser (1987, p. 39) notes that accord-
ing to Johann Georg Hamann (1730—1788), what
remains as a result of Kant’s above-mentioned ab-
straction is the transcendental subject. Beiser is
probably referring to the following passage of
Hamann’s work:

[...] metaphysics abuses the word-signs and fig-
ures of speech of our empirical knowledge by treat-
ing them as nothing but hieroglyphs and types of
ideal relations. Through this learned troublemaking
it works the honest decency of language into such
a meaningless, rutting, unstable, indefinite some-
thing = x that nothing is left but a windy sough, a
magic shadow play, at most, as the wise Helvétius
says, the talisman and rosary of a transcendental su-
perstitious belief in entia rationis, their empty sacks
and slogans (Hamann, 2007, p. 210).

In the Critigue of Pure Reason Kant does indeed
refer to the transcendental subject as a “something
in general” (KrV, A 355; Kant, 1998, p. 419), "= x”
(A 346 / B 404; Kant, 1998, p. 414), about which
nothing is known. It is important that here x is not
something variable that can be substituted, but
something that is impossible to replace by any con-
tent in principle.

12 “[...] auf welchen sich alles bezieht, durch welchen alles Klarheit,
GewifSheit, Uebereinstimmung und Ueberzeugung erhilt.”
15 “I...] das substantielle Daseyn der Dinge auser uns.”



M.B. Pos6o

Xorst mspectHemmmum KpuTuk Kanra @Ppuagpnx
Terpux SIkobu (1743—1819) n He ymorpebiseT Tep-
MWH «TpaHCIeHIEeHTaIbHBIN CYOBeKT», OIHAKO SIIpPO
SIKOOVIAaHCKOVI KPUTWMKV HEMBICJIIMO Oe3 yKa3aHMs Ha
TPpaHCIIeH/IEHTHBIN XapaKTep Toro, uto KaHT HasbIBa-
€T «TpaHCIIeH[IeHTa/IbHBIM IIpefiMeToM». TpaHcIieH-
HeHTaJIbHBIV IIpefMeT (00beKT) OTOKAeCTBIIgeTcs SIko-
Ou ¢ BeIIbIo caMoii T10 cebde.

B mebomemon crathe «O TpaHCIIEHAEHTaIEHOM
nneanm3me» (1786), mpriaraemMont K coumHeHMIo 1787 T.
«seum FOM o Bepe, mnu Vpeamsm n peanmsMm. Be-
cera», SIkobmu xpurukyer Kanra ¢ mosmumm peasyms-
Ma. Kant, o muenmro fkobw, Havas cBoro duioco-
umro Kak peasnicT (yueHue O IIaCCHBHOV UyBCTBEHHO-
CTV), HO «3aKOHYMII» ee KaK MIAeasIVCT (IIpeIMeThI CyTh
HpencTaBrieHs). TpaHcIieHIeHTaIBHBIV IIPeAMeT IIpH
3TOM PpacriojlaraeTcsi Ha pPealVICTIYeCKO «CTOPOHe»
KaHTOBCKOVI MeTapu3VIKy, Torga Kak Ha CTOpOHe Vzie-
alv3Ma — SMIVPUYECKUT IpeaMeT. Paccyok B mpo-
IIecce TIO3HAHVIS CBSI3bIBa€T MHOT0OOOpasve co3epIiaHs
B OJHOM CO3HAHWUW W CO3/JaeT CHHTETMYeCKOe eIIVH-
CTBO MHOrooOpasus. «...[lonamue amoeo edurcmba ecmo
npedcmabarenue o npedmeme = X. D1o [HeuTo] = X He ecTh,
OHAKO MIPAHCUeHOeHMAAbHbIT npedMent; 0O O TpaHC-
IIeHIeHTa/IbHOM IIpeJIMeTe MEI JTaKe VI CTOJIBKO He 3Ha-
eM...», — yTBepxaaeT SIxobm (Flxobu, 2006, c. 202). Tpan-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIV IIPEIMET €CTh He TOT IIpeIMeT, KOTO-
PBIVL TIOJIaraeTcst 107, IIperiCTaBIIeHsIMI MaTepU VTN
MBICJISIIIETO CyITiecTBa (OTChIJIKA K pparmeHTy A 614 /
B 642 «KpuTHKM 4MCTOro pasyMa»), a HeUTo elrle Oojlee
[JTyOMHHOE, HedTo ITpo0IeMaTIHOe, 9TO XOTS 1 Hem3-
BECTHO, HO IIOJIpa3yMeBaeTcs KaK OCHOBA BHEITHWX W
BHYTPeHHVX sIBJIEHUVI, VX MHTeIUINT1OeIIbHas Ipyyn-
Ha V1 ICTOYHVIK OIITyITleHnVL. B nTore KaHTOBCKIII zie-
ayM3M JiernaeT KakK OOBeKT, TaK M caM CyOBeKT IO3Ha-
HVISL JIVIIIIB BUAVIMOCTBIO, JIMIMUHMPYS TIOTHOTY 1 KOH-
KPeTHOCTB JImaHoro Ob1Tis (Wesenheit).

B pabore «O mombITKe KpUTHITM3MA CBECTU PasyM K
paccynKy m naTh drtocodmy BoobIIie HOBoe Harlpas-
nerve» (1802) SIkoOu HamMIIET O KAHTOBCKOM CYOheK-
Te = X 11 00BeKTe = X, OHMHAKOBO IIPpO0JIeMATITUHBIX, HO
HeoOXOVIMO IpV3HaBaeMbIX KaK YCJIOBVS ITO3HAHWS
0e3 BCSKOro mMX IIOHMMaHMA (IIpM 3ToM SIKoOM cchbI-
saetcst Ha pparmeHT A 288 «KpuTHKM 4nCTOro pasy-
Ma», TIle pe4b WeT O TPAHCLEHIEHTAIIBHOM OOBEKTE,
a He Pa3BOANT, KaK paHee, IpeAMeT = X W TpaHCLEH-
IeHTaTbHBI IIpenMert) (Jacobi, 1816, S. 85—89). Ilo-
IOOHYIO [IBYCTOPOHHIOIO HEM3BECTHOCTh HeoOXomu-
MO y7epXuBaTh B OajtaHce, MHaue «duiocodms mpe-
BpaIraeTcs JInbo B JOrMaTU9ecKu MeasInsM, JI1bo B
mormarmdeckut marepuannim» (Ibid., S. 88). «Tak, oba

Friedrich Heinrich Jacobi (1743 —1819), a fore-
most critic of Kant, does not use the term “transcen-
dental subject,” but the nucleus of Jacobi’s criticism
is unthinkable without stressing the transcendental
character of what Kant calls “the transcendental ob-
ject.” Jacobi identifies the transcendental object with
the thing-in-itself.

In a short article “On Transcendental Ideal-
ism” (1786) attached to the 1787 work David Hume
on Faith, or Idealism and Realism, a Dialogue, Jacobi
criticises Kant from the position of realism. Kant,
he believes, began his philosophy as a realist (the
teaching on passive sensibility) but he “ended up”
as an idealist (objects are representations). The tran-
scendental object is positioned on the realism side
of Kant’s metaphysics whereas the empirical object
is on the side of idealism. In the process of cogni-
tion understanding connects the manifold of intu-
ition in one consciousness and creates a synthetic
unity of manifold. “The concept of this unity is the rep-
resentation of the object = X. This [something] = X is
not, however, the transcendental object; because we
do not even know that much about the transcenden-
tal object”** (Jacobi, 1815, pp. 302-303). The transcen-
dental object is not the object posited by the notions
of matter or the thinking being (reference to KrV,
A 614 / B 642), but something deeper, something
problematical, something that, although it is un-
known, is implied as the basis of external and inter-
nal phenomena, their intelligible cause and source
of sensations. As a result Kantian idealism turns the
object and the very subject of cognition into appear-
ance eliminating the fullness and concreteness of
personal being (Wesenheit).

In his work On Criticism’s Attempt to Reduce Rea-
son to Understanding and Give a New General Direction
to Philosophy (1802) Jacobi writes about Kant’s sub-
ject = x and object = x that they are equally prob-
lematical, but necessarily recognised as conditions
of cognition without any understanding of them
(Jacobi cites fragment KrV, A 288, which deals with
the transcendental object, but he does not distin-
guish, as before, object = x and the transcendental
object) (Jacobi, 1816, pp. 85-89). Such dual uncertain-
ty needs to be balanced lest “philosophy degenerate
into either dogmatic idealism or dogmatic material-

1 “[...] der Begriff dieser Einheit ist die Vorstellung vom
Gegenstande = X. Dieses = X ist aber nicht der transscendentale
Gegenstand; denn vom transscendentalen Gegenstande wissen wir
nicht einmal so viel [...].”
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VIKCa BMeCTe OTCBUIAOT ellle 3aTeM K oOIIeMy AJis HuX
+X, KOTOPBINL XOTS Telepb 1 606otite npobiemamuuen,
OIHaKO COMIepP>KUT BCIO MICTMHHYIO peasIbHOCTE, 11eJloe
eIVIHCTBEHHO UCMUHHO VCTMHHOIO, VI IOTOMY HU Ha
uTo Oortee He MoXeT ccpiTaThes» (Ibid., 1816, S. 89). I'o-
3HaBaTeJIbHAsl CIIOCOOHOCTh He MOXeT [OCTUYb 3TOV
VICTMHHOVI peasibHOCTH. «Hy>XHO TOIBKO f1aTh e (T1o-
3HaBaTeJIbHON criocoOHOCTN. — M.P) 3TO HOHSTEH, TO-
BOPUTE BBI, 1 OHa Cpa3y )Ke OrpaHNYUT cebs, pas v Ha-
BCerfa OTKa3aBIIIVICh OT pealbHo peasbHo20 VI UCTHUHHO
UCMUHHO020 KaK 11020, UMO MNO0ACKUM HOSHAHUIK..»
(Ibid., 1816, S. 90).

JI.C. bek u K.JI. Pertarosnpm:
peJcTaBjeHMe M 00beKT

B KOHTekcTe IIpOOIEMBI TpaHCIEHIEHTAIBHOIO
cyOBeKTa 3aciTyXMBAIOT BHUMaHMSA uaeu Skoba Cu-
rusMyHza beka (1761—1840) n Kapra Jleonapna Pert-
Hroneaa (1757—1823): xoTd B Mx paboTax He yIoTpe-
Ors7IcsT TePMUH  «TPaHCLIEHIEHTAJIBHBIN  CYOBEKT»,
B HIX paccMaTpyBaICsl 3HAYMMBI BOLPOC 00 OTHO-
HIEHWV TIpeZcTaBienns K oOvekTy. B «Kpurtnke un-
CTOrO pasyMa» TpaHCIIeHJIeHTaJIbHBIVI CyOBeKT Herlo-
CpencTBeHHO (UTypPUpPOBAII B TeMATM3aLUI OTHOIIIe-
HUS MeXIly «IIpeJicTaBieHVeM S» — co3HaHMeM, JIu-
IIIEHHBIM COLIEePXKaHWS VI COITY TCTBYIOIIVIM BCEM ITOHSI-
TUSIM, — VI €TO COOCTBEHHBIM (He BHEIIHWM, a JIeXa-
IIIIM B OCHOBE) OOBEKTOM, TO eCTh TPaHCLeHIeHTalIb-
HBIM cyObekToM (A 355; Kant, 2006a, c. 449; A 346 /
B 404; Kanrt, 20060, c. 517). 5, cornmacao KaHTy, TOIIBKO
obo3Hauaet (bezeichnet) cyOpexT mpucymHOCTH, WU
TpaHCLeHIeHTAJIbHBI cyOBeKT. [Ipornenypa obosHa-
YeHVISI HUKAK He PacKpbIBaeT CYIHOCTb TPaHCIIEHIeH-
TaJILHOTO CyOBeKTa, KOTOPBIVI eCTh JIUIIIb OecIipemny-
KaTHOe «HeuTo BooO11Ie» (ein Etwas tiberhaupt), a ceont-
CTBa, KOTOPBIMU O0JIajjaeT IIpencrasiieHye 51 (x mprme-
Py, IPOCTOTa), He BEIyT K OTKPBITVIO CBOVICTB TPaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaIbHOIO CyOBbeKTa.

PelfHTOIBI, B CBOIO OYepelb, yTBepXKIaeT HeBO3-
MOXKHOCTB CXOZICTBa MEXJIy IIpeJicTaBIeHVeM 1 o00bek-
ToM. DopMa B IIpeiCcTaBIIeHNN IIPEIOCTABIISETCS CYyOb-
€KTOM, «MaTepuasl» TakKKe He XpaHWUT CXOICTBO C ca-
MUM 00BEKTOM, IIOCKOJIBKY B IIpeICTaBJIEHUN IIPUHH-
MaeT popMy OT cyOBeKTa.

Sl HUKOIIa He MOIy CpaBHMBATh IIpelCTaBJIeHVe
pO3bl KaK 00pas ¢ caMovi po30Vi KaK opueuralom. B camom
TieJIe, eCIIN 51 MBICIIIO P03y KaK npeoMent, OTJIIYHBIV OT
MOETO IIpeJICTaBIIEHVISI 3TOTO IIPeIMeTa, TO S MOTY CIe-
JIaTh 3TO TOJIBKO OJIaroyiapsi TOMy, 4TO $I OTHOIITY 00HO

M.V. Rouba

ism”* (ibid., p. 88). “[...] Thus both x’s together then
refer us to the shared +x, which, though now doubly
problematical, contains all the true reality, the sum
of the solely truly true and cannot therefore refer to
anything further”*¢ (ibid., p. 89). Cognitive ability
cannot attain such true reality. “One only needs to
get it (cognitive ability — M.R.) to understand, you
say, and it will instantly limit itself giving up once
and for all the really real and the truly true as that
which is subject to cognition”" (ibid., p. 90).

J.S. Beck and K.L. Reinhold:
Representation and Object

The ideas of Jacob Sigismund Beck (1761 —1840)
and Karl Leonhard Reinhold (1757 —1823) merit at-
tention in the context of the problem of the tran-
scendental subject. Although they did not use the
term “transcendental subject” they addressed the
significant question of the relationship between rep-
resentation and object. In the Critique of Pure Rea-
son the transcendental subject was present in the
relationship between “the representation of 1,” i.e.
consciousness that is devoid of content and accom-
panies all concepts, and its own (not external but
underlying) object, that is, the transcendental sub-
ject (KrV, A 346 / B 404, A 355; Kant, 1998, p. 414,
419). The I, according to Kant, merely indicates (be-
zeichnet) the subject of inherence, or the transcen-
dental subject. This procedure does not in any way
reveal the essence of the transcendental subject
which is a non-predicative “something in general”
(ein Etwas iiberhaupt), and the properties of the rep-
resentation of I (for example, simplicity) do not lead
to the discovery of the properties of the transcen-
dental subject.

Reinhold in turn maintains that representation
and object cannot be similar. Form in representa-
tion is provided by the subject, “the material” does
not retain similarity with the object inasmuch as it
assumes the form of the subject through represen-
tation.

15 “[...] die Philosophie artet entweder in dogmatischen Idealismus,
oder in dogmatischen Materialismus aus.”

16 “[...] so verweisen einmiithig beide X X noch einmal weiter auf
ein ihnen gemeinschaftliches +X, welches, obgleich nun doppelt
problematisch, dennoch alle wahre Realitit, die Summa des allein
wahrhaften Wahren enthilt, und darum auf nichts weiter zu ver-
weisen hat.”

17 “Man solle ihm dies nur recht zu Gemiith fiihren, sagt ihr, und
es werde sich sogleich bescheiden, auf das reale Reale und wahr-
hafte Wahre, als ein zu Erkennendes, ein fiir allemal Verzicht zu
thun [...].”
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Aus npedcmabieniie PO3bl K UeMY-TO BHE MeHsl, UTO s
3HAI0 TOJIBKO IIOCPEICTBOM 3TOTO OMHOuieHusA. VI 310
He3aBVCHMOe OT IIpeJICTaBIIeHNs], B KOTOPOM (B Ipesi-
craBileHVn. — M.P.) VIMEIOTCS BCe ero ITpe/iMKaThl,
€CTB JIJISI MeHsI BCEeTo JINIIb cyObekT = x. CirefioBaresib-
HO, 51 He MOTY [IepevITH OT IIpefioIaraeMoro oopasa K
OpUIMHAITy, He CHeJIaB Cpasy ke 3TOT o0pas OpuriHa-
jioM. VIHBIMM cTT0BaMy1, y oOpasa I MeHs HeT HUKa-
KOO OPUTIMHAJIA; CJIe[IOBATeIbHO, 3TO He 00pas, a caMm
opurnaar (Reinhold, 1789, S. 242 —243).

Bmecte c Tem, B ommmune oT KaHTa, B cBoeVt Teopun
IIpecTaBiIeHsT PeVHTOIB, TIpM3HAET IIpecTaBile-
HVe BO3MOXXHBIM ITOCTOJIBKY, TIOCKOJIBKY MBICJIVIM CaM
CyOBEKT, a MBICJIIM OH TOJIBKO Yepes3 IpeaunKar. VHnave
OT HEro OCTaBaJIOCh OBI TOJIBKO ITYCTOE ITOHSTIE CYOh-
ekTa. «Hukakoe IipesicTapjieHne O IpeCTaBIIsSIOnIeM
cybvexme camom no cebe, T.e. B ero cobcTBeHHO Pop-
Me, OTJINIHOM OT (POPMBI OTHOTO TOJIBKO ITPEICTaB-
steHns1, HeBo3MoxHO (§ XVII). <.> Ilpencrasmenme o
Bocnpuumuubocmu VI CHOHMAHHOCHU, OCHOBAHHBIX B
CcyOBbeKTe, BOSMOYKHO TOJIBKO B TOVI Mepe, B KaKOVI ITpe/l-
craBuM caM cyowekT» (Ibid., S. 273). Bre criocoOHOCTI
IpecTaBIeHNsI CyOBeKT He MOXeT ObITh IIpefcTaB-
JIeH KakK peasibHasl IIpUYMHA IIpercTasieHns. «[Ipas-
113, C APYTOV CTOPOHBI, B KAKOVI Mepe KaXXIbIV Cy66€K1’l’l
SIBJISIeTCSL 0CcHOBo1l TIpenyKara, a Bocnpuumuubocms u
cnowmanHocms (OMHAKO B3sIThle BMeCTe KaK CIIOCo0-
HOCTb IIpeJICTaBJIeHNsl) SBJISIOTCS Npedukanom IIpei-
CTaBJISIIOIIIETO CY0BeKMId, B TAKOVI Mepe CyOBeKT, KOHeu-
HO, TOJDKEH paccMaTpUBaThCsl KaK OCHOBA BOCITPUMM-
umMBOCTU ¥ crioHTaHHOCTM» (Ibid., S. 273). PertHromnb
IIPVI TOM OTMeYaeT, UTO IIpeICTaBIIeH e SIBJISeTCS Ca-
MWM CYOBEKTOM 11 He MOXeT CTaTh OOBEKTOM IS II0-
3HaHMS: TaK IJla3 He MOXeT BuaeThb cebs (cm: Ibid.,
S. 274). B stoMm dwtocod ycMmarpuBaeT IpuanHYy Oec-
IUTOHOCTY TIOMBITOK IOCTUYB IPUPONY AYIIU B TeX
KOHIIEMIIMSIX, TTe OHa IIOHMMaslaCch He KakK CII0co0-
HOCTB IIPEJICTaBIIeHNs, a KaK CyOCTaHIIMAL.

bBex B 0Ommi BoIpoc O CBSA3M IIPENCTABIIEHMS T
0o0BeKTa BIMCBHIBAaET IpoOJIeMy 371eMeHTOB ITO3HaBa-
TeJIPHON CrI0cOOHOCTM. OMOPHBIM ITyHKTOM IS YKa-
3aHHOV CBSI3M OH CUMTAET BOBCE He BO3IEVICTBUE O0D-
€KTa Ha 4YyBCTBa: YTOOBI O3HAYATh IS [TO3HAIOIIErO
Heknit adpduumpyommin oOBeKT, CO3epIaHMs yxKe
IOJDKHBI OBITH TIOYVHEHBI pacCyaKy. VIMeHHO ¢ pac-
CyZKa M CJIefyeT HadMHaTh M3JIoKeHve «KpuTnkm am-
CTOTO pasyMa». BMecTe ¢ TeM KaHTOBCKMVI KPUTUIIVI3M
HeJIb3sI Ha3BaTh OepKIIMHMAHCTBOM JTa’ke HECMOTPSI Ha
TO, UTO OO'BEKTHI ITO3HAHMIS €CTh IIPOCTO SIBJIEHVISL.

Kak ormeuaer bek, BBy TOro 4TO MBI 3aTPY/IHs-
eMCsI OOBSICHUTB CBSI3b MEX/Ty IIpeZICTaBIeHeM O Hac

I can never compare the representation of the
rose as image with the rose itself as original. If I think
of the rose as an object different from my represen-
tation of it, then I can only do this by relating the
representation of the rose itself to something outside
me which I only know by means of this relation and
which is for me a mere subject = X independently of
the representation in which all its predicates occur. I
cannot therefore proceed from the alleged image to
the original without making that image the original,
that is, the image has no original for me; it is then
not an image but is itself an original (Reinhold, 2011,
p. 113).

At the same time, unlike Kant, Reinhold in his
theory of representation considers that represen-
tation is possible inasmuch as we think about the
subject itself, and it can be thinkable only through
a predicate. Otherwise all that would remain of it
would be an empty notion of the subject. “Any rep-
resentation of the representing subject in itself, i.e. in
its proper form as distinct from the form of the rep-
resentation per se, is impossible (§ XVII). [...] Rep-
resentation of receptivity and spontaneity grounded
in the subject is only possible to the extent that the
subject itself is representable” (ibid., p. 128). Out-
side the capacity to represent, the subject cannot be
represented as the real cause of representation. “Of
course, insofar as each subject on the other hand is
the ground of the predicate, while receptivity and
spontaneity, taken together as the capacity for repre-
sentation, are the predicate of the representing sub-
ject, the subject must be viewed as the ground of
receptivity and spontaneity” (ibid.). Reinhold notes
that representation is the subject as such and cannot
become an object of cognition just like the eye can-
not see itself (cf. ibid., p. 129). This is how the philos-
opher explains the futility of attempts to understand
the nature of the soul through theories that inter-
preted it as a substance and not as a capacity to rep-
resent.

Beck introduces the problem of elements of the
cognitive ability into the question of the connection
between representation and object. The connection
is not based on the affect of the object on the senses:
in order to constitute an object affecting the subject
of cognition, intuitions must already be subordinate
to understanding. A summation of the Critique of
Pure Reason must begin with understanding. At the
same time Kant’s criticism cannot be called Berke-
leyanism even though objects of cognition are sim-
ply phenomena.
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CaMVIX U HaIllIM COOCTBEHHBIM CyObEKTOM, MBI HE MO-
KeM 00OCHOBaTb yTBEPXKOeHMs O cebe caMmmx, a 3Ha-
9UT 1 00 27IeMeHTaX, COCTABIISIOMINX VICTOYHVIKVL IIO-
3HaHMS (BOCIPUMMUMBOCTD W CIIOHTaHHOCTB) (Beck,
1796, S. 46). MBI BBIHY>KI€HBI pa3jIN4arh TO, 113 YeTo CO-
CTaBJISIeTCS Hallle TIO3HaHVe (B SIBJIEHUM), VI TO, 113 YeT0
OHO Ha caMOM fiejIe COCTOUT. Tak, «BHyTpeHHIO0» He-
M3BECTHOCTh DeK KCTparoMpyeT Ha HEM3BECTHOCTH
Y BHEIIHMX OOBEKTOB KaK OHM CYIIIECTBYIOT CaMMU II0
ceOe. IlosHarOIMIT MMeeT B PaCIOPSDKEHUN TOJIBKO
IIpefiCcTaBJIeHNs], IIOTOMY, CTPOrO IOBOPs, HESICHO, 4TO
VIMeEeTCS B BUIY IO CTOJIb JKeJJaeMBIM VM COOTBET-
CTBVEM C OOBEKTOM.

MBI TOSTBKO CUMTaeM, UTO HaIITV IIPeICTaBIIeHISI CO-
OTBETCTBYIOT OObEKTaM, Ha JIeJIe JKe PacCyHOK MBICIINT
0OBEKT He KaK He3aBMCVIMO OT HETO CYIIECTBYIOLIYIO
BelIb BoOOIIe, adpPUIMPYIONIyI0 UyBCTBEHHOCTD, HO
«TOJIBKO KaK TPaHCIeH/IEHTaIbHbINT OOBEKT... OTHOCH-
TEJIBHO KOTOPOI'O COBEPIIIEHHO HEVM3BECTHO, HaXOMWT-
Cs1 JIVI OH B HAC VJIM TaKKe BHe HAc, YHUYTOXAeTCs JIU
OH BMeCTe C YyBCTBEHHOCTBIO VIV, €CJIVI MBI TaKOBYIO
ycTpaHsieM, elile octaercsi»’ (Ibid., S. 31). 3gech BumHO,
KaK bek pasimdaeT OOBEKT, CyIIECTBYIOIINMIT caM IIO
ceOe, 1 TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIBHBIVT 00BeKT. K coxareHmio,
B JAJIBHEVIIINX CBOMX PasMBIIUIEHMSIX bek HuKak He
IIePEXOIINT OT TPaHCIIEH/IEHTAJIBHOTO O0hEeKTa K TpaH-
CIIeH/IEHTaJIbHOMY CyOBEeKTY (TO eCcTh He pa3BMBaeT
9TOT Te3VC OTHOCUTEIIBHO CaMOCTM), XOTS M oOparia-
eTcs K IIpobrieMe eIMHCTBa CO3HAHS, KOTOPOe B CBOE
Bpemsi KaHT oT/1iM4art oT TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIBHOTO CyOb-
exta (B 427; Kaut, 20060, c. 543) 1 0 koTOpOM, IIpaBaa,
Tax>Ke Hirdero He m3BecTHO (A 383; Kant, 20064, c. 481).
«[IpercraBrieHne peiMeTa — 3TO BCETa IIpeCcTaBIe-
HVie HeOOXOIIMIMOrO €IVIHCTBAa CO3HAHWS, KOTOPOe MO-
JKeT MBICIIUTBCS TaK e IIpobIeMaTuHO, KaK B TIOHS-
Tum HoyMeHa...» (Beck, 1793, S. 145—146). B cBoro oue-
penb, 51, colpoBoXKIaroIiee BCe IIpefiCTaBIIEHMS, TI0JTy-
YJaeT CMBICII TOJIBKO B CBSI3Y C IIPEJICTAaBIIEHMSAMM, 1 <00
9TOM S, 000COOTIEHHOM Xe OT BCeX ITPeIICTaBIIeH T, MBI
He VIMeeM HY Maslerirero nousaTus..» (Ibid., S. 145).

I.D. lyneue 1 C. ManMoH: cBepxdusndeckoe
CYIIIeCTBO MJIN He CyIIleCTBO BOBCe?

B 3aK/IIOYMTENIFHON YacTV CTaThU CileflyeT obpa-
TUTBCA elrle K IByM aBTopam: [omioby Dpacry Ilyse-
e (1761—1833) n Comomony Marmony (1753—1800).
Onu, B ominanie ot beka v PertHrossa, mprHamiexar
K unciy KpuTukos KanTa.

® OuesmaHa oTchUIKa K (pparmenty B 344 «Kpurukm amcroro
pasyma» (cm.: Kanr, 200606, c. 449).
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Beck (1796, p. 46) notes that because we find it
hard to explain the link between representation of
ourselves and our own subject, we cannot ground
propositions about ourselves and hence about the
elements that constitute the sources of cognition
(receptivity and spontaneity). We are forced to dis-
tinguish what constitutes our cognition (in appear-
ance) from what it really consists of. Thus Beck
extrapolates ‘internal’” uncertainty to uncertainty
of external objects as they exist in themselves. The
cognising subject has at his disposal only repre-
sentations therefore, strictly speaking, it is unclear
what is meant by the coveted correspondence to the
object.

We only believe that our representations corre-
spond to the objects, in reality understanding con-
ceives of an object not as a thing in general existing
outside it and affecting the senses but “only as a
transcendental object [...] with regard to which it is
totally unknown whether it is inside us or also out-
side us, whether it is destroyed along with sensibil-
ity or remains after sensibility is removed”'® (ibid.,
p- 31).” Obviously, Beck distinguishes the object ex-
isting by itself from the transcendental object. Un-
fortunately, in his further reflections Beck does not
move from the transcendental object to the transcen-
dental subject (i.e. does not elaborate the thesis con-
cerning self) although he does turn to the problem
of the unity of consciousness which Kant in his time
distinguished from the transcendental subject (KrV,
B 427; Kant, 1998, p. 455) of which, too, nothing is
known (KrV, A 383; Kant, 1998, p. 433). “The repre-
sentation of an object is always the representation of
the necessary unity of consciousness which also can
be thought of problematically, as in the case of the
concept of a noumenon [...]"% (Beck, 1793, pp. 145-
146). In turn the I which accompanies all represen-
tations only acquires meaning in connection with
representations and “we do not have the faintest
concept of the I separate from all the representations
[...]7* (ibid., p. 145).

8 “[..] blof als transcendentales Object |...], wovon vollig unbe-

kannt ist, ob es in uns, oder auch aufier uns anzutreffen sey, ob es

mit der Sinnlichkeit zugleich aufgehoben werden, oder, wenn wir jene

wegnehmen, noch 1ibrig bleiben wiirde.”

9 An obvious reference to fragment KrV, B 344 (Kant, 1998,
. 381).

b “Die Vorstellung eines Gegenstandes ist immer die der nothwen-

digen Einheit des BewufStseyns, die auch problematisch gedacht wer-

den kann, wie in dem Begriffe eines Noumenon [...].”

2 “Von diesem Ich haben wir aber abgesondert von aller Vorstellung

niemahls den geringsten Begriff [...].”
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Ilysiblte, M3BECTHBIVT KPUTMK ¥, IIO BBICKA3bIBa-
Huio A. Illonenrayspa, caMblil «OCTPOYMHBIVI IIPOTVB-
Huk» Kanra (omenraysp, 1999, c. 369), moctaTodro
cllep’kaH B TEPMMHOJIOIMY, OTHOCSIIEVICS K 0OIacTu
CyOBEKTMBHOCTY, TOBOPS IIPEVMYIIECTBEHHO O JYIIle
(Gemiithe) xak o cybwekTe mpencTasiieHun (Subjekt
der Vorstellungen). Y KanTa cam mo3Harommii, a He
€CTEeCTBEHHBIVI XOf], IIPUPOBI SIBJISIETCS VICTOYHVKOM
HeoOXO/IMMOro Xxapakrepa 3HaHMs. [losHarormi o0-
pasyeT ¢ MOPSAAKOM IIPMPONBI IIPUUMHHO-CIIeICTBEH-
HYIO CBf3b, OKa3bIBasCh €r0 «TPaHCIIEeHEHTAIBHBIM
aBTOpoM» (transscendentaler Urheber) (Schulze, 1911,
S. 119). BmecTe ¢ TeM B pasjesie 0 mapajorusmMax — a
ero lllysbIte HaspIBaeT «OTHMM M3 CaAMBIX IIPEBOCXOII-
HBIX B KPUTMKE pa3yMa, Kakzlas CTpoKa KOTOPOTO JIbl-
mmt dwiocodpckmum gyxom» (Ibid., S. 120) — Kanr
SICHO yTBepXKJaeT HeM3BeCTHOCTh 3TOrO TpaHCIeHIeH-
TaJIBHOTO aBTOpa [1J1s cebs caMoro (CyOBeKkT B cO3Ha-
HUM BBICTYIIaeT TOJIBKO SIBJIEHVEM Yero-TO HeW3BeCT-
HOT0) U He JIaeT YeTKOro OOBSICHeHMs], UTO, COOCTBEH-
HO, CJIeflyeT MOHMMATh IO HVUM: Belllb caMy 1o ceOe,
HOYMEH VIV TPaHCLIEHIeHTaIbHY IO MIero’.

[Ilysplle apryMeHTUpPYeT, YTO OIpPeNeIUTh CYII-
HOCTb CyOBeKkTa IIpefiCTaBJIeHMs dYepe3 KaKoW-Inbo
U3 Tpex IlepeuncileHHBIX BapMaHTOB IIpoOeMaTid-
Ho. Cunrarh CyOBEKT IIpelCTaBIIeHNs BEIIbI0 CaMOV
110 cebe WIIMT HOYMEHOM B 3HAYEHWV MHTEIUINT MO Ib-
HOVI CYIIHOCTM — 3HA4YWUT HPOTMBOPEUYUTDH IPUHIIV-
Iy KPUTWKY, OrpaHMYIMBAOIIEMY IIPUMeHeHe KaTe-
rOpUM IPUYMHBL IIpefesiaMy SMIIMPUYECKX CO3ep-
maauit. Ecim TpakToBaTh cyOBeKT-HOyMeH JIMIIBb KaK
dpopMy MBICIIV, TO OKa’KeTCs, YTO TOPSOK OIIBITa CO3-
maBajsics ObI TOJIBKO HeKOM abcTpakiivert, He cofepka-
IIeV HMKaKou MCTrHbL Hesb3s HasBaTh cyObeKT rpest-
CTaBJIEHUsI VI TPAHCIIEHIEHTaJIbHOV Vi/IeeVt, IIOCKOJIbKY
VeV 1o cBoevt (PyHKIMN He Taf0T HUKAKOro 3HaHVIS O
TPpaHCIIeH/IEHTaJIbHOM IIpeJIMETE, a TOIIBKO IIPUBHOCAT
€[IVIHCTBO VI IIOJIHOTY B OIIBITHOE 3HAHVIE.

B nesom IlyJiblie cunTaeT KaHTOBCKUM IIAT, «KOTI-
7la Te VIV VIHBble OCOOEHHOCTVI HaIlIVX TIO3HAHWI CTpe-
MSTCS OOBSACHATD M3 TPaHCIEHIEHTaIBHOT'O CYIIeCTBa,
VIV VI3 CBePX(PU3IIIecKOro CyO'beKTa HalllMX IIPeICTaB-
JIEHVIVI VI €0 CI10co0a IeVICTBISI CAMOT0 110 cede, 0 KOTO-
POM MBI COBEpPITIEHHO HIYero He IMOHMMaeM» (Schulze,

¢ Ormeuy, 4To B ApyroM, Oojlee TIO3AHEM COUMHEHUN «DHIIN-
wiIonenms PuIocoPCKMX HayK IS VICIIOIb3OBAHMS B JIEKIIN-
sax» (Encyklopddie der philosophischen Wissenschaften zum
Gebrauche fiir seine Vorlesungen, 1814) I'.D. Illyseiie onpejie-
JIeHHee CKJIOHUTCS YK€ B IIOJIb3Y BeIlM CcaMoit o cebe: «...co-
m1acHO KaHTy, cyOBeKT B CO3HAHWI SIBJISIETCS He YeM MHBIM, KaK
SIBJIEHVIEM HeWM3BEeCTHOVI Bery camon 1o cebe» (Schulze, 1824,
S. 296).

G.E. Schulze and S. Maimon:
Supra-Natural Being or Non-Being at All?

In the final part of the article we should take
a look at two more authors: Gottlob Ernst Schulze
(1761 —1833) and Salomon Maimon (1753 —1800).
Unlike Beck and Reinhold, they are critics of Kant.

Schulze, a well-known critic described by
Arthur Schopenhauer (1969, p. 438) as “one of his
(Kant’s — M.R.) opponents, in fact the cleverest of
them,” is fairly cautious in his terminology regard-
ing subjectivity and prefers to speak about the soul
(Gemiith) as the subject of representations (Subjekt
der Vorstellungen). With Kant, it is the subject and
not the natural course of nature that is the source of
the necessary character of knowledge. The cognising
subject is in a cause-and-consequence relationship
with the natural order, being its “transcendental
author” (transscendentaler Urheber) (Schulze, 2000,
p- 124). At the same time in the section on paralo-
gisms — described by Schulze as “one of the most
splendid in the Critique of Reason; each line exudes
philosophical spirit” (ibid.) — Kant plainly asserts
that the transcendental author is unknown to him-
self (the subject in consciousness is merely a phe-
nomenon of something unknown) and does not
clearly define what exactly it means — the thing-in-
itself, noumenon or the transcendental idea?*

Schulze argues that it is problematical that the
essence of a subject of representation can be de-
fined through any of the three above-mentioned
variants. To consider the subject of representation
to be a thing-in-itself or a noumenon in the mean-
ing of an intelligible entity means to run counter
to the principle of the critique that limits the use of
the cause category outside the area of empirical in-
tuitions. If one interprets the subject-noumenon as
just the form of thought it will turn out that the or-
der of experience has been created by a certain ab-
straction that contains no truth. Nor can the subject
of representation be called the transcendental idea
because ideas, according to their function, provide
no knowledge about the transcendental object but
merely introduce unity and completeness to experi-
ential knowledge.

2 In a later work, Encyclopaedia of Philosophical Sciences for Use
in Lectures, Schulze (1824, p. 296) leans more definitely towards
the thing-in-itself: “Only according to Kant, the subject in con-
sciousness is none other than the phenomenon of an unknown
thing-in-itself” (“Nur nach Kant ist das Subject im Bewuftseyn
auch nichts weiter, als die Erscheinung eines unbekannten Dinges
an sich”).
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1911, S. 120), HedwOCOPCKMM M CHOCOOCTBYIOIIVM
JleHM pasyMa. B pabote «Kpnrnka Teopermdeckoit -
socodpum» (1801) Llyselie mocesIaeT OTALIBHYIO IT1a-
By TIpupore 3HaHWS O IpeJCTaB/IsioneM CyObeKTe,
yIOMMHAS O pasrpaHMYeHNV BHYTPEHHero 4yBCTBa
Y alIepIienIny, a TaKXke O 3aKPBITOCTV IIOMJIMHHO-
ro Sl — wuIu TpaHCIEeHAeHTAIBHOIO CyObeKTa HaIlIx
MIPEJICTaBJIIeHN — OT BHYTpPEHHeV YyBCTBEHHOW WH-
Tyunuu (O9eBUIHO, OTChIIag K doparmeHTy A 492 /
B 520 «Kputmku umcroro pasyma») (cm.: Schulze, 1801,
S. 317). Ilytem niepeocmbIciieHMs 51 v IpUPOABI paccyil-
Ka KaHT paspy1aeT KaXMOCTb, UTO MBI IMeeM CyO-
CTaHIIVAJIBHOE CBOEVI CaMOCTVI B CAaMOCO3HAaHWN V1 He-
riocpericreHHOM coseprianmu (Ibid., S. 452—453). Tor-
Ila Kak, 3amedaert lllysiplte, cTomsio Obl, HAIIPOTMB, Kak
3TO CHeIIaIy «MHOI'Me CTOPOHHUKI KPUTWYECKOV CH-
CTeMBI», CaM CYOBeKT IPUHSATDH 3a IOCTVDKIMYIO «pe-
QIBPHYI0 ¥ OOBEKTVBHO IeVICTBUTEIBHYIO Belllb»
(Schulze, 1911, S. 117). Eme Oosiee cOOTBETCTBYIOMINM
IyXy KpuUTmdeckor puocodmt ObIo OBl «BBIBOONUTH
OBITVIE HEOOXOAVIMOTO CHHTETMYECKOTO IIOJIOKeHMs B
HacC M3 CBOVICTB CYXXIEHWV M IPeNCTaBJIeHVIVI, BCSIKN
pa3 MMeIOIMXcs B HaC IIpeXIe Hero, 4eM IiojlaraTh
IIPUYVHY 3TOTO OBITUS B TPAaHCIIEHAEHTAIBHOM ITperl-
MeTe, KOTOPBINT MBI BOBce He 3HaeM» (Ibid., S. 118).

B cBoro ouepern, MaiiMoH, yposkeHel Oe10pyccKO
3eMJIV I OPUTMHAIBHBIVI MBICINTEIIb-CaMOYy UKa, IT0J1a-
raet, yto [lyJsibe «cTpesisieT» MuMo e, Kpuruinsm
SIBJIsIeT COOOVI MeTay POBEHb VCCIIeIOBaHIS, TTIe, BO-TIep-
BBIX, ITpo0JIeMa IIPMYMH OITbITa BOBCe He 3aTparvBaeT-
51 M1, BO-BTOPEIX, Pedb MeT He O CyIIecTBe (IIyCTh JTaxKe
3TO MO3HAIOMINIL CYOBEKT), a O TOM, UTO COIEPKUTCS B
camoM 3HaHMM (Maimon, 1912, S. 354—355). CyObekT B
TpaHCIIeH/IEHTaJIbHOM VICCIIeOBAaHMY He MOXKET OBIThH
HeKVIM peasIbHBIM CYITUM. MBICIIAIIas CyIHOCTb MO-
KeT OBITh TOJIPKO HeOoIIpeJieJIeHHOVI «CaMOVl olIern
dopMOVI MBIIIITIEHNS U CO3epIIaHIs BOOOIIIE, a IMEHHO
€IVHCTBOM CO3HaHNs, KOTOPOe eCTh yCJIOBIeE BCeX CO-
3eplIaHMIT U IOHATU Boobme» (Marimon, 2017, c. 111),
TO €CThb TOJIBKO JIOTMUYeCKUM CyObheKToM 0e30 BCAKOM
IIpeTeH3MM Ha CyOcTaHIIMaaIbHOCTh. B «OmnblTe 0 TpaH-
cIieHAeHTaIbHOM (prtocodpmm» (1790) TepMmH «Tpas-
CLIeH/IEHTaJIBHBIN CYOBeKT» CIIYXUT MarMoHy i
OOBSICHEHMS CITEIIMPVIKI TPAHCIIEHIEHTAIBHOIO Tle-
aisMa yepes Metadopy 3epKasia:

...IlpefcTaBjIeHe OOBEKTOB CO3epLIaHMII BO Bpe-
MEHW ¥ IIPOCTPAHCTBe SBJIIeT cOOOI CJIOBHO OBI OOpa-
3bI, KOTOPBIE CO3MAIOTCS TPAHCIIEHIEHTaIbHBIM CyOb-
€KTOM BCeX TIpefICTaBIeHN ! (dncToe S, TOMBICTIeHHOe
IIOCPEZICTBOM CBOEVI YMCTOVI POPMEL 4 priori) B 3epKasie

M.V. Rouba

On the whole Schulze considers Kant’s move “to
wish to explain certain properties of our cognitions
from a transcendental being, or from a supra-natural
subject and its mode of operation ‘in-itself’, of which
we understand nothing at all [...]” (ibid., p. 124) to
be non-philosophical and contributing to laziness
of reason. In his work Critique of Theoretical Philos-
ophy (1801) Schulze devoted a separate chapter to
the nature of knowledge of the representing subject,
mentioning the distinction between inner sense and
apperception as well as the hiddenness of the prop-
er I, or the transcendental subject of our represen-
tations, from inner sensible intuitions (an obvious
reference to fragment KrV, A 492 / B 520) (c¢f. Schul-
ze, 1801, p. 317). By reinterpreting I and the nature
of understanding Kant destroys the impression that
we have the substantial of our self in self-conscious-
ness and immediate intuition (cf. ibid., pp. 452-453).
Meanwhile, Schulze (2000, p. 122) argues, it would
make sense, as “many followers of the critical sys-
tem” have done, to treat the subject itself as a know-
able “real and objectively actual thing.” It would be
still more in the spirit of critical philosophy “to ex-
plain the existence in us of each necessary synthetic
proposition by deriving it from the characteristics of
the judgements and representations that have pre-
ceded it in us, than to posit the cause of this exis-
tence in a transcendental object that we do not know
atall” (ibid., p. 123).

In turn, Maimon, an original self-taught think-
er born in Belarus, believes that Schulze “misses the
point.” Critique is the meta-level of research where
first, the problem of the causes of experience is not
touched upon at all and second, the discussion has
to do not with the being (even if it is the cognising
subject) but with what is contained in knowledge
itself (Maimon, 1912, pp. 354-355). The subject in
transcendental research cannot be a real being. The
thinking being can only be an indeterminate “uni-
versal form of thinking and intuiting in general,
namely the unity of consciousness, a condition of all
intuitions and concepts in general” (Maimon, 2010,
p. 85), i.e. only a logical subject without any claim to
substantiality. In Essay on Transcendental Philosophy
(1790) Maimon uses the term “transcendental sub-
ject” to explain the specificity of transcendental ide-
alism through a mirror metaphor:

The representations of the objects of intuitions in
space and time are like images produced in a mirror
(the empirical I) by the transcendental subject of all
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(aMIIMpIYecKoe 5); HO KaXkKeTCsl, YTO OHM ITPOVICXOMST
W3 9ero-To II03anu 3epKala (0T OOBEKTOB, OTIINYAO-
mmxcst oT Hac cammx) (Marnimos, 2017, c. 138).

ITpu sTOoM MarimMoH, cpaBHMBas CBOIO MO3UIINIO C
KaHTOBCKOVL, 5] KaK YMCTOe co3eplaHue a priori Hasbl-
BaeT cyOcTaHIMern (KaK 3TO IIpofesibiBasl ermre DOep-
Xapm), UTO, Ha TEePBBIVI B3ITISIM, IIPOTVBOPEUNBO V1 He
OCTaBJIsIeT BO3MOXKHOCTY COXPaHWUTBh KAaHTOBCKOE XPYTI-
Koe cTpoeHMe cyOobekTa. OmHaKO ecsIv He OCTaBaThCs
Ha TIOBEPXHOCTYU TePMIHOB M OOpaTUTh BHUMaHe Ha
MarIMOHOBCKOe ITepeOCMBICTIEHNe TTesITeITBHOCTY pac-
CyaKa (MTOCTIeTHMIT CIIOCOOEH MBICIIUTh OOBEKTHI Me-
TapM3MKY, co3/IaBaTh peasibHble OOBEKTEI B IIpOIIecce
MBIIUIeHMs]), TO KoHIernns 1 y MariMoHa okaxkeTcst
bostee crroxront. Onpenenenve 5 Kak cyOcTaHIIMM 03-
Ha4yaeT TpaflaliiOHHOe NPpUOJIVDKEeHNe K MaKCMallb-
HO O0IIeMy IpeauKary 10 TOV IIPeITIOIOKNTEIBHON
KOHEUYHOVI TPaHMUIIEL, I7ie 5l OKas3bIBaeTCs W OIperests-
IOIIMM, U OIIpeJiesIsieMbIM, a IIpecTaBIeHle 1 Belllb
TOXK/IeCTBEHHBL.

2T0 «b KOHYe KoH106», IpaBaa, HMKOTAAa He HaCTy-
I1aeT, IIOTOMY 4TO 51, K KOTOPOMY I IIPVIXOXKY, SIBJISIETCS
BCe ellle IpeyKaToM (BHyTpeHHero 4yBscrsa). Vl Bce
JKe 4 ITOCTOAHHO HpT/I6J’H/I)KaIOCI) K VICTVIHHOMy H KaK K
4eMy-To, UTO, ITpaBjia, ISt MOErO CO3HAHMS eCTh JIIITh
west, HO caMo 110 ceDe SBJIeTcsl MCTUHHBIM OObeK-
TOM, UIMEHHO HOTOMy, qTo K HeMy MOXHO ITOCTOSHHO
IpUOIIVDKATECS IIOCPENCTBOM OIIPENeIeHHOrO Psifa;
W3 3TOTO CJIeyeT, YTO ero B IeVICTBUTEIBHOCTY C He-
0OXOIMMOCTBIO [TOJDKEH MBIC/IUTD OeCKOHEUYHBIN pac-
cynok (Marmos, 2017, c. 134).

Cwmpicir ctuaHOrO £, 0 KoTopoM nuier MaviMoH,
Ypes3BblUaiHO OJIM30K K KAHTOBCKOMY CMBICITY TpPaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaIbHOTO cyObekTa: KaHT HasbIBaeT ero Ioj-
JIVHHBIM 51, v 51 B cODCTBEHHOM CMBICIIE CJIOBa, KO-
TOpOe He MOXeT OBITh ITPeCTABIIEHO B OITpeIesIeHIIsIX
BHyTpeHHero 4yBcTBa (cM.: A 492 / B 520; Kant, 20060,
c. 651).

3aK/IroueHe

Takum oOpasoM, yCTaHOBJIEHO, UTO B paHHUX pe-
LIETIINAX KaHTOBCKOTO KPWUTMIIM3Ma oOOpallleHne K
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOMY CyOBeKTY IIPOVICXOIMIIO B CBS-
31 C pasHOOOPa3HBIMM VICXOIHBIMM 3ajjadaMi 1 BO-
npocamn. Kpome Toro, mpejyiarajanch coBepIIeHHO
pasIMyuHbBle BepCUM TPaKTOBKM IIOHSTUS TpaHCIeH-
IEeHTaJIFHOIO CyObeKTa.

HexoTopsle aBTOpbI (D0epxapm, BavicxayiT) Bumernm
3apady pmocodnrt B TOM, YTOOBI OOHAPYKUTH HEKMIA

representations (the pure I, thought by means of its
pure a priori form); but they appear as if they came
from something behind the mirror (from objects that
are different from ourselves) (Maimon, 2010, p. 108).

I as pure intuition a priori is designated as sub-
stance by Maimon (as Eberhard did much earlier)
comparing his position with Kant’s. It seems to be
contradictory and to leave no chance of preserving
Kant’s delicate structure of the subject. However, if
one pays attention to Maimon'’s reinterpretation of
the activity of understanding (the latter can think of
metaphysical objects, create real objects in the pro-
cess of thought) without being stuck on a terminolog-
ical level, it would be revealed that there is more to
Maimon’s concept of I than meets the eye. The defini-
tion of I as substance means gradual approximation
to the most general predicate, ending with the sup-
posed final point where I is both the defining and de-
fined and representation and thing are identical.

This last thing [dieses Zuletzt] is of course never
to be found because the I that I reach is still always a
predicate (of inner sense). I approach the true [ ever
more closely as something that for my consciousness
is only an idea, but in itself is a true object, and pre-
cisely because we can approach it ever more closely
by means of a determinate series, so it follows that
an infinite understanding must actually think it
(ibid., p. 104).

The meaning of the true I, Maimon writes, is
very close to Kant’s meaning of the transcendental
subject: Kant calls it the proper I or the real I which
cannot be represented in the definitions of the inner
sense (KrV, A 492 / B 520; Kant, 1998, pp. 511-512).

Conclusion

Thus we have established that early reactions to
Kant’s criticism turned to the transcendental subject
in accordance with their initial tasks and questions.
And interpretations of the concept of transcendental
subjects varied widely.

Some authors (Eberhard, Weishaupt) believed
that the task of philosophy was to discover some
fundamental point in cognition whose role could
not be performed by Kant’s transcendental subject.
One could either revert to the treatment of the sub-
ject of representation as substance (Eberhard), as in
rational psychology before Kant, or proceed from
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YCTOVIYMBBIVI ITYHKT B IIO3HAHWM, POJIb KOTOPOrO KaH-
TOBCKM TPaHCIIEHICHTaJIbHBIV CYOhEKT He MOXET VIC-
TIOJTHUTB: IIPV 3TOM MOXKHO OBLIO MJIVI BO3BpalaThCs K
TpaKTOBKe cCyOBeKTa ITpefICcTaBIIeH s KaK CyOCTaHIINN
(D6epxapm), KaK OBITIO B PaIMOHAIIBHON TICHXOJIOT IV
no Kanra, v e MCKaTh TOYKY OIOPBL BO BHEIITHVIX
Bertax (BavicxaynT). TpasclieHzeHTaIBHBI CyOBEKT
TaK)Xe TeMaTM3MPOBAJICS KaK «HEUTO = X», KOTOPOMY
KaK ITyCTOVI aOCTPaKIIVV IIPeIIIOYNTaIN JeVICTBITE b
Hble TIpefiMeThl onbiTa (aman) — MM ke MPUMNCH-
BaJIM CTaTyC MCTMHHON peanbHOCTN (SkoOm). Tocsen-
Hee 3aCITy’KMBaeT OTOEIBLHOIO VCCIIeIOBAaHNS C yIeTOM
TOro, YTO B COBPEMEHHOVI TeOpeTndYecKoV aHaJInTu-
geckovt drstocodun UAYT CHOPbI OTHOCUTEIBHO BO-
Ipoca, cirefryeT Jivt canTaTh KaHTa KOHCTPYKTMBUCTOM
vy peasctoM (cM.: Cobortesa, 2018, c. 129).

Takue aBTOpBI, Kak Pertarons u bek, momyepkusa-
JIV pa3pbIB MeXIY IIpefCcTaBIeHVIeM 11 er0 00beKTOM
(Oymp TO umMCTHINT OOBEKT MIM HOyMeHasIbHOe ), T10-
CKOJIBKY SIBJIEHVSI JOJKHBI OBITh IIPVHIIMAIIVAIBHO OT-
JIMYHBI OT TOTO, YTO «€CTh Ha CaMOM fejie». [JocTyIr K
TOMY, UTO «eCTh Ha CaMOM JieJie», [1JIg [O3HaIOIIero 3a-
KPBIT, TaK KaK MBI 3aMKHYTHI B cpepe IIpeJicTaBIIsIeMO-
TO: caMo IIpeJICTaBJIeHIe eCTh eIVHCTBEHHBIV JOCTYTI-
HBIVI OPUTMHAJL, @ OOBEKT IIpEeICTaBIIEHISI MOXKET pac-
CMaTpMBaThCS He KaK caMOCTOsTeNTbHas adpuimpy-
IOIasi Belllb, a JIMIIb KaK OHTOJIOTMYeCKM HEeYCTOVI-
BBIVI TPaHCLIEHIEHTAIbHbBIV OOBEKT.

®durypa TpaHCIEH/IEHTAJIbHOIO CyObeKkTa Morjia
CIIY)XWUTB TIOBOIIOM [IJISI KPUTWMKM KaHTOBCKOW (PUIIO-
codpmm Ha TOM OCHOBAHWW, YTO IIPeHesIbHbBIN PyH/Ia-
MEHT Hay4HOTO 3HaHM: OKas3blBaeTcs KaK pa3 Hems-
BeCTHBIM — KOHIIBI OpOIIIeHEI B BOMy. Brpodem, 11 113
3TOr0 MOXeT OBITh HaMeUeH TeJIe0JIOrMUYeCKIUTT BEKTOP
I71s TIO3HAIOIIETO, XOTS M IIYHKTMPHO BBUAY OrpaHM-
UEHHOCTM YeJIOBEYECKOr0 pacCyziKa, HECIIOCOOHOrO ITe-
pentu ot maen K uctuHHOMY S (MariMoH).

Crmcok IuTeparypbl

Kanm V. O6 ogHOM OTKPBITWM, IIOCJIe KOTOPOTO BCSKas
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BBUAYy Hammuns npexHerr (ITporus D6epxapma). ITpomor-
xeHne / myOs. n niep. ¢ Hem. VI.JI. Korriesa // KanTosckuit
cooprmk. 1993. Ne 1 (17). C. 129—145.

Kanm M. Kputnka umcroro pasyma, 1-e nsm. (A) // Cou
Ha HeM. 1 pyc. g3. M. : Hayka, 2006a. T. 2, u. 2.

Kanm M. Kputnka uncroro pasyma, 2-e usa. (B) // Cou
Ha HeM. 1 pyc. s13. M. : Hayka, 20066. T. 2, 4. 1.
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(8). C.33—54.
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external things as a support (Weishaupt). The tran-
scendental subject was also seen as “something =
x”, which was rejected, being an empty abstraction,
in favour of real objects of experience (Hamann) or
given the status of true reality (Jacobi). The latter
merits a special study in light of the current argu-
ments in modern theoretical analytical philosophy
as to whether Kant should be regarded as a con-
structivist or a realist (cf. Soboleva, 2018, p. 129).

Such authors as Reinhold and Beck stressed the
gap between representation and its object (be it a
pure object or a noumenal I) because phenomena
should be fundamentally different from what “is in
reality.” The cognising subject is denied access to
what “is in reality” because we are confined within
the sphere of what is representable: representation
is the only accessible original and the object of rep-
resentation can be seen not as an affecting thing in
its own right, but only as an ontologically unstable
transcendental object.

The figure of the transcendental subjects could
be a pretext for criticising Kantian philosophy on
the grounds that the ultimate foundation of scientif-
ic knowledge turns out to be unknown and no one
will be any the wiser. However, that too can be the
starting point of a teleological journey for the cog-
nising subject if only in the shape of a dotted line on
the map because of the limitations of human under-
standing incapable of moving from the idea of I to
the true I (Maimon).
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