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HIIIET, I'YMBOJIBAT, KAHT:
DOPMBI, ITOHATW A, CXEMBbI.
TEPMWVHDBI 1 KOHIEITIIVN

B.U. Moauano8?!

B cmamve anasusupyemcs unmepnpemayus yaeHus
Buaveeavma ¢pon I'ymboasoma o aswixe 8 pabomax I'y-
cmaba IlInema, a maxxe nosuyus Illnema ommocumenso-
HO Bauanus Ha T'ymboavoma gpusocopuu Kanma. Ax-
yenm 6 uccaedoBanuu coesan HA MEPMUHOAOSUHECKUT
AHAAU3, OCHOBHAS NPeonocsLAKA KOMOpo20 — pasAuvue
c106a, mepMuHA U NOHAMUA: 00HO U MO Xe 1060 UAU
couemarue c108 moxem 0003HAUAMb Pa3Hble MEPMUHDL,
a NoHAmuUe ecms mepmun 6 kaxoom onpedeseHHOM Yue-
Huu. Ilpedmemom kpumuueckozo0 aHaiu3a cmaHoBum-
cs (PyHKYUA mepMuHa «BHYMpeHHas opma A3bika» Y
T'ymboav0ma u mparcgpopmayus 3mozo mepmura 6 «no-
Hamue GHympenneil popmoul», KOMOopoe, 1o Npeonosoxe-
nuto IlInema, umeso mecmo 6 pasrvie 3n0xXu U Y pasHvLx
moicaumenett — Ilramona, Ilnomuna, I'éme, I'ymbo160-
ma u 0p. Paccmampubaemca pasiuvue mepmuroB, 060-
3HAUEHHbIX 00HUM U 11eM ke cr0Bom «nonsmue», y I'ym-
601v0ma, Ilnema u Kawma. Anaiusupyemcs nosuyus
IInema no 6onpocy o Bausnuu Kanma na I'ymbosvoma, 6
uacmHocmu 6 acnekme «CXeMamu3Ma 4UCHIbIX pacclyoou-
Holx nonAmuil». Muenue Illmeinmans no smomy Bonpo-
cy nosboasem nocmaBums eepmenebmueckuti onpoc o
mom, ¢ kakum Kanmom umeem 0eso mom uAu UHOU UcC-
caedoBamens 6 onpedesertoe Bpems, Hanpumep 6 Hauase
XIX 8. uau 6 nepbon mpemu XXI 6. Ommeuaemca umne-
pamubroiil xapaxmep Hexkomopulx Bvickasvibanuil ne-
ma, a maxxe e20 xapakmepucmuxa Gauanus Kanma na
T'ymboavoma xak Buywenus. PaccmampuBaemca maxxe
wnemoBcekasn kpumuxa cybeexmubusma, 8 xode komopotl
Inem avuwaem cybsexmubrocms mbopuecméba u ocmab-
Aflem 3a Hell CNocoOHOCHL MOoAbKO nepedabams NoHsmoe
u owubamoca. B saxatouenue paccmampubaemcs memo-
dosoeuneckasn nosuyus Ilnema (Bonpoc o nepBercmbe
mosxx0ecmba usu pasAunus) u pos mepmuHos02uu 8 eeo
mpyoax. [loaaearuto moxoecmba kax ucxo0H020 NYHKMA
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SHPET, HUMBOLDT, KANT:
FORMS, CONCEPTS, SCHEMES.
TERMS AND IDEAS

V. 1. Molchanov?

The article examines the interpretation of the teach-
ing of Wilhelm von Humboldt on language by Gustav
Shpet together with Shpet’s perception of the influence
of Kant'’s philosophy on Humboldt. Special emphasis is
laid on terminological analysis, the underlying thesis
of this analysis being that words, terms and concepts
are not the same thing: one and the same word or word
combination can denote different terms, and the con-
cept is a term in each particular doctrine. The object
of critical analysis is the function of Humboldt's term
“inner form of language” and the way this term was
transformed, according to Shpet, into “the concept of
inner form” over time by various thinkers — Plato,
Plotinus, Goethe, Humboldt and others. The difference
is analysed between the terms which Humboldt, Shpet
and Kant denoted by the same word “concept”. Shpet’s
position on the issue of Kant’s influence on Humboldt
is analysed, notably in terms of the “schematism of the
pure concepts of understanding”. Steinthal’s opinion
on this issue allows us to raise the hermeneutic question
of what kind of Kant a particular researcher is dealing
with at a particular time — from the beginning of the
nineteenth century until our days. The author notes the
peremptory character of some of Shpet’s claims as well
as his description of Kant’s influence on Humboldt as
suggestion. The author also considers Shpet’s critique
of subjectivism, which robs subjectivism of creativity
and confines it to the capacity to convey what has been
understood and to err. Finally, Shpet’s methodology
(the question of identity and difference) and the role of
terminology in his own works is considered. The posit-
ing of identity as the starting point of method accords
with Shpet’s conviction that terms have meaning and
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B.U. Monuanos

Memooa coomBemcmByem ybexoenue [nema 6 naruuuu
Y mepMunoB cmvicaa u pasescHsawuerl cuavl. Bonpe-
ku Illnemy, umenno pasiuvue crmaHoBUmMcs UCxXo0OHbIM
ONbIMOM U KA0HeBbIM MEPMUHOM (heHOMEHOA02UHeCKOT
U 1ocmgeHoMeH0102u1eckoil purocoguiL.

KaroueBuie caoba: IlInem, Kanm, ['ymbo1v0m, mep-
MuH, c106o, nousmue, BHympeHHss popma, A3bik, cxema,
pasautue, cydsekmubHocmy, cunmes, moxoecmbo

ITostHOCTBIO MBI He OXBaTbIBaeM MBICIIBIO
TO, UTO BBICKa3bIBaeM, U Jaxke caMble CTporve
MBIC/TUTE/IVI OOBIYHO He JIeIaloT 3TOro, Jaxke
P CAMOVI TOYHOV apTyMeHTaII.

@pany, bpenmano (bperTano, 2018, c. 22)

SI3BIK KaK IIpeMeT VCCIIeIoBaHMs — JIVIHTBU-
CTMYECKOr0, aHTPOIIOJIOTMYeCKOro, COLMOJIOrye-
CKOr0 1 JII000ro JIpyroro — Takxe TpeOyerT si3bIKa,
Ha KOTOPOM JIOJKHBI OBITH M3JI0KeHBI pe3ysIbTaThl
aHayM3a. B 3TOM cMbIcile SI3bIK TOBOPUT HEUTO O
cebe, 11 He CyIIIeCTBYeT JPYIVX, BHES3bIKOBBIX Me-
TOZIOB, Oj1arofiapsi KOTOPbIM pe3yJIbTaThl MCCIIefIo-
BaHW, "1 He TOJIBKO S3BIKOBEIUECKIX, MOIJIN OBl
HOCITYXKWUTD [IJIs JaJIbHEVIIIIEN pa60Tbx TICCIIeI0Ba-
TeJIsl, @ TakKKe ObITh MOHATBIMU APYTMMMU — KOJI-
JleraMu VIV ITPOCTO YmnTaTessiMit. VI3 pasiimaHbIx
aCIleKTOB TaKOVI CAaMOOTHECEHHOCTV s3bIKa Hac
VIHTepeCyIOT IpeXie Bcero pyHKUMsS TepMMUHO-
JIOTUY, CIIOCOOBI BBEAIEHVSI TEPMVHOB V1 pasjingue
CJIOB, TEPMMHOB ¥ IOHSATUI B VMHTepIIpeTalum
I.T. IlIrnerom yuenmns B. ¢pon I'ymbopaTa o sA3bI-
Ke. ['yMOOIBIOT mpercTaBisieT pe3ysIbTaThl CBOVIX
VICCIIe[IOBAHMYL, VCIIOJIb3Ysl OIperie/IeHHYIO Tep-
MIHOJIOTMIO, B YaCTHOCTU TePMUHBI «BHYTpeH-
His dopMa s3bIka» (innere Sprachform), «moHs-
Te» (Begriff), «kareropus», «dopma» m «ayx»
(ecrvt myx BOOOITIe MOXKHO CUMTATh TEPMIHOM) U
ap. et m3araeT M MHTepHIpeTUpPYeT yueHue
I'ymborib/Ta O S3bIKe, VICIIONIB3Ys Te JKe TepMUHBI
VI BBIIBUTAsl Ha IIePBbIVI IJIaH TePMUH «BHYTpPeH-
Hsig popMar. Borrpoc 3akimrodaeTcs B TOM, KaKOBO
pasnare MeXay «BHyTpeHHe popmor» y I'ym-
GoipaTa 1 «BHYTpeHHen dpopmorn» y Illnera, «o-
HATHeM» Y ['ymMOosbaTa» 1 «rioHgTHeM» v Illera
u Kanra (Bormpoc o «IyXxax» Mbl He pacCMaTpuBa-

explanatory power. Contrary to Shpet, it is difference
that is the initial experience and the key term in phe-
nomenological and post-phenomenological philosophy.

Keywords: Shpet, Kant, Humboldt, term, word,
concept, inner form, language, scheme, difference, sub-
jectivity, synthesis, identity

We do not completely think what we say;
the sharpest thinkers, too, tend not to do
this, even in constructing the most precise
proofs.

Franz Brentano (1929, p. 435)

Language as an object of investigation — lin-
guistic, anthropological, sociological etc., — it-
self calls for a language in which the results of
the investigation are presented. In that sense
language says something about itself, such that
there are no other extra-linguistic methods that
enable the results of investigations to be used
for further work and to be understood by oth-
ers, colleagues and lay readers. Among the as-
pects of this self-reference of language we are
particularly interested in the function of ter-
minology, the methods of introducing terms
and the meanings in which Shpet uses words,
terms and concepts in interpreting Humboldt’s
teaching on language. Humboldt presents the
results of his research through terminology,
notably the terms “inner form of language”
(innere Sprachform), “concept” (Begriff), “cat-
egory”, “form” and “spirit” (if spirit can be
considered to be a term). Shpet renders and in-
terprets Humboldt’s doctrine on language us-
ing the same terms and giving prominence to
the term “inner form”. The question is what is
the difference between “inner form” accord-
ing to Humboldt and “inner form” according
to Shpet, “concept” according to Humboldt
and “concept” according to Shpet and Kant
(I am not dealing with “spirit” in this article),
i.e. terms expressed by the same words which
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eM B 3TOVI CTaTbe) — TepPMIUHaMV, BbIpaKeHHBIMU
OIIHVIM ¥ TeM Ke CJIOBOM (IIPVHVIMas BO BHVIMaHe
TPaJAVIIVIOHHBIV IIepeBOLL, TUX CJIOB C HeMeIIKOI'o
Ha pyccKuit 1 obpaTHO). B TepmuHOIOrTIUeCKoM
KJII04Ye MBI pacCMOTPUM TakKke ITPOTVBOPEUVBYIO
no3uiiuio IllmeTa B oTHOIeHUM BiavissHMsS KaHTa
Ha 'ymOorib/iTa, a TakKe IIIIETOBCKME MHTepIIpe-
TallMy ¥ OIleHKM KaHTOBCKOTO CXeMaTu3Ma 4Yu-
CTBIX PacCyJOYHBIX ITOHATUV. MBI KOCHeMcs 1e-
ier1, koTopele mpeciienosai Illner, oOpamasice k
yueHmio ['ymOoipaTa 0 s3bIKe, BBIOVpas B Kaue-
CTBe OCHOBHOI'O TepMWHa «BHYTPEHHIOI POopMy»
V1 IIpeBpallias ee B OCHOBHOE «CJIOBO-TIOHATVIE».
OcHOBHOM IIPEeITIOChUIKOV HAIIIero VCCiIeI0Ba-
HWs ABJIAETCA pas3jIndye CJIoBa VM TepMIHA, a Tak-
JKe TepMMHa ¥ HOHATHS; OHO M TO e CJIOBO MO-
JKeT CIIY)KUTh B KauecTBe pa3/IMYHbIX TePMIHOB,
B YACTHOCTVI CJIOBO «IIOHSITME» MOXEeT 0003HauaTh
pasIdHble TepMUHBL TepMIUH — 3TO He IIOHATHe,
HO IIOHSATVE — 3TO TepMUH, KOTOPBIN, IIPU coXpa-
HEHWY CJIOBa, MOXKET OBITh pas3/IMYHbIM B pas3ind-
HBIX KOHIIensx, HarpuMep y Kanra n I'eresra.

1. icTopmsa 1 marus
«BHYTpeHHeN (pOpMbI»

CymiectByeT v oOmiasi mmpoOsieMa BHYTpeH-
Hell (POpMBI, KOTOpasi CTaHOBWIACH ITPEIMETOM
paccMOTpeHMs B pasHble SIIOXV U Y Pa3sHBIX MBbIC-
nutenen? Illner mpITaeTcs mokKasaTh, YTO TaKas
mpo0sieMa CyIIecTByeT, C IIOMOIIBIO HEKOTOPOIro
KoymgecTBa mpuMepoB. Kak Hm paccMmarpuBath
3TY IOIBITKY, 37IeCb OOHapy X1BaeTcs BecbMa I1eH-
HBIVI TEPMMHOJIOTMYECKUN MaTepuajl, KOTOPBIV,
OIIHAKO, He OOs3bIBaeT IIpeBpalllaTh 3HAYEHMIS
CJIOB I TEPMMHBI Pa3HBIX 310X B OHO, II0 BbIpa-
xenmio I1rera, «TpyHOe HOHATE».

Camo 110 cebe ci0BOCOUeTaHME «BHYTPEHHSS
dopma» ykaspiBaeT Ha HeuTo HeysoBumoe. [lo-
mpobyeM IPUMEHUTD ero K pa3HOro BUAa «CYII-
HOCTSIM» (0OITlee ¢J10BO T10M0OpaTh, KaK MBI yBU-
oM, TpyaHo). YTo Takoe BHyTpeHHss dopma
IpeMeTa — CKakeM, CTOla VUIM YepHVJIBHW-
111, M13JII00JIEHHBIX TTPEIMeTOB JIFOAeVl VT IIIVIX
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are based on the traditional translation of these
words from the German and English into Rus-
sian and vice versa. Terminology will be the
focus of my analysis of Shpet’s controversial
position on Kant’s influence on Humboldt as
well as Shpet’s interpretation and assessment
of the Kantian schematism of pure concepts of
understanding. I will touch upon the goals that
Shpet pursued when turning to Humboldt’s
teaching on language, choosing “innere form”
as the main term and turning it into the main
“word-concept”. The underlying thesis of my
study is the difference between “word” and
“term”, as well as between “term” and “con-
cept”; one and the same word may serve a vari-
ety of terms, e.g the word “concept” may mean
different terms. A term is not a concept, but a
concept is a term which, while retaining the
word, can be different in different conceptual
frameworks, e.g. in Kant and Hegel.

1. The History and Magic
of “Inner Form”

Is there a general problem of inner form that
has been the subject of consideration in differ-
ent eras and by different thinkers? Shpet at-
tempts to prove that such a problem exists,
citing a number of examples. Whatever one
may think about this attempt, it offers valu-
able terminological material, though we do not
have to turn the meanings of words and terms
in various epochs into what Shpet calls a “diffi-
cult concept”.

The word combination “inner form” seems
to point to something elusive. Let us try to ap-
ply it to various “entities”. (Finding a common
word is, as we shall see, a challenge.) For ex-
ample, what is the inner form of a table or an
inkpot — the favourite objects of writers (an
inkpot being an umbrella term for all writing
implements, including the computer)? What is
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(FepHMIIBHMIIA KaK OOIllee Ha3BaHMe IVICHMEH-
HBIX IPpUOOPOB, BKIIIOYasi KOMITbIOTepkl)? YTo Ta-
Koe BHyTpeHHss1 (popma Word'a vt PDFa? Yro
TaKoe BHYTpeHHs:ds popMa BOCHPUSATHS MIIU BO-
oOpakeHMsl, CJIOBOM (BHYTPeHHVUM WJIM BHeIII-
HUM?) — nepexwuBaHusa? Eciam 3aMeHUTH «BHY-
TPeHHIOI0 POPMY» «CTPYKTYPOil», TO B CTPYKType
MOXKHO, IT0 KpariHell Mepe, BbIIeJINTD ee 37IeMeHTHI.
MO’XHO J111 BBIIEJIUTH 3JIeMEeHTHI VJIN, eCJIV YTOf-
HO, MOMEHTBI, Y BHyTpeHHel (popMbI? KaHT oTMe-
4JaeT (POPMBI BHEIIIHErO U BHYTPEeHHero OIbiTa —
IIPOCTPaHCTBO 1 BpeMs. Kak HIM MCTOJIKOBBIBATh
KaHTOBCKOe «BpeMs» U €ro IIyTb OT (POpMBI UyB-
CTBEHHOCTV K TPAHCIIEHIEHTAJIBHOV CXeMe, BCe
Xe y KaHTa BpeMst — 3TO He BHYTpeHH:Id popMa
BHYTPEHHET0 OITbITa, HO TOJIBKO ero dopma. VHa-
ye HY>KHO ObIITO OBI TOVICKMBATECH [10 BHY TPEHHeN
dopmer Bpemenn. Kaxercs, uto I'ycceprs mpen-
JIOKWJT HalITV TaKOBYIO B €ro peTeHIINAX U Ipo-
TeH1VsX? Ho Torma Hy>kHO ObUTO ObI TPOIOJIKUTE
TIOVICKY BHYTpeHHeV1 (OpMbI peTeHIIUM U T. 1.
I'yMO0IBT TOBOPUT O BHYTPEHHEeN (popMe S3bI-
Ka, yTBepXXas, 4To A3bIK — 3TO SHEPIrisi U TBOP-
4ecTBO. DHepruto (Hanpumep, sHepruo CoiHIa)
MOXXHO ObUIO OBbI Ha3BaTh BHYTpeHHel OpMOTL,
HO Bp#]I JIVI MOXKHO TOBOPUTE O BHYTpeHHel ¢op-
Me sHeprum wiuM TBopdecTBa. lllmer HasbIBaeT
CBOIO KHUTY «BHyTpeHHss1 dpopmMa cii0Ba», HO He
«BHYTpeHHss (popMa s3bIka»”. [Tpr1 sToM «obrrmm
3HaMeHaTelb» — TEepPMUH «BHYTpeHHsd Qop-
Ma» — WIPaeT VICKJIFOUMUTEIPHO BaXXHYIO POJib B
kHure Illriera. 3aHVMaeT I 3TOT TePMUH TaKoe
BaKHOe MecTO y camoro ['ymOGosbiara, Bapuaiiy-
M Ha TeMbI KOTOPOro IocpsilieHa kHura Illre-
Ta, V1 SIBJISIETCS JIV 3TO CJIOBOCOYETaHNe Y IIepBOro
yeM-TO OosIbIVM, ueM TepmuHOM? [laparpad 21
OCHOBHOTO ITponssefeHms I'ymOomnpara «O pasim-
UMM CTPOEHMS YesIoBeUecKMX S3bIKOB U ero BiIN-
SHUM Ha JIyXOBHOE pa3BUTVeE UejloBeuecTBa» O3a-
riaBieH «BHyTpennss dopma g3pika». OpmHako
KpoMe 3arjlaBusi TepMUH «BHYTpPeHHss popmar
B TeKCTe maparpadpa He BcTpedaeTcs. B ciremyro-

2 O ¢pysxmmsx TepmuHa «coso» y Ilmera em.: (3vHueH-
Ko, IIpyxunms, [legpuna, 2010, c. 53 —72).
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the inner form of Word or PDF? What is the in-
ner form of perception or imagination, in short,
internal or external experience? If one replaces
“inner form” with “structure”, in structure one
can at least identify its elements. Can we single
out elements or moments of inner form? Kant
identifies the forms of external and internal ex-
perience as space and time. No matter how one
interprets Kantian “time” and its path from a
form of perception to a transcendental scheme,
Kant’s time is not an inner form of inner expe-
rience, but just the form. Otherwise one would
have to search for the inner form of time. Hus-
serl seems to have suggested that inner form
can be found in retention and protention. But
then he should have continued the search for
the inner form of retention etc.

Humboldt speaks about the inner form of
language, maintaining that language is energy
and creativity. Energy (for example, the ener-
gy of the sun) could be called inner form, but
we can hardly talk about the inner form of en-
ergy or creativity. Shpet entitled his book The
Inner Form of the Word but not “the inner form
of language”.? However, the “common denom-
inator”, the term “inner form”, plays a key role
in Shpet’s book. Does this term play an equally
important role for Humboldt who is the subject
of Shpet’s book, and is the use of the word com-
bination by the former something more than a
term? Paragraph twelve of Humboldt's main
work, The Diversity of Human Language-Struc-
ture and Its Influence on the Mental Development
of Mankind, entitled “Combination of Sound
with Inner Linguistic Form”, is devoted to the
inner laws of language, inner formation (innere
Gestaltung) and, finally, the necessary synthesis
of the outer and inner speech-form (Humboldt,
1988, pp. 88-89). In § 10 Humboldt writes about

2 On the meanings with which Shpet invests the term

“word” see Zinchenko, Pruzhinin and Shchedrina (2010,
pp- 53-72).



mem naparpade, «CoenviHeHVe 3ByKa ¢ BHYTpPeH-
Hell POpMOTI si3bIKa», pedb MAET O BHYTPeHHMX
3aKOHaX $3bIKa, O BHyTpeHHeM (POopMUpOBaHUNU
(innere Gestaltung) 1, HakoHel1, 0 HEOOXOIMMOM
CUHTe3e BHeIIIHeVl 11 BHyTPeHHel s13bIKOBO pop-
MbI (I'ymOomeaT, 1984, c. 108). B § 20 I'ymOomnbaT
HNIIET O IIPOTUBOIOCTaBJIEHNN 3BYKOBOV (POPMBI
1 OPMBI BHYTPEHHEN! B CBSI3U C pas/InyuyieM S3bl-
KOB, TO €CThb B OITPeIe/IeHHOM KOHTEKCTe:

V3 Bcero cka3aHHOTO BBITEKAeT, UTO 3BYKO-
Basi opMma ecTh TO, Ha YeM IJIaBHBIM 0OpasoM
OCHOBBIBAIOTCS Pa3/IMUMs S3bIKOB. DTO 3aKJIIO-
YJaeTcsl B CaMOW IIpUpojie 3BYKOBOM (POPMBI, TakK
KaK B JIeVICTBUTEILHOCTV TOJIBKO MaTepyiaJIbHbIe,
HEeVICTBUTEIIBHO OPOPMIIEHHBIE 3BYKM COCTABJISI-
IOT A3BIK, U 3BYK JIOITyCKaeT 3HauYMUTeIIbHO OOJTb-
Ilee pasHooOpasue pasIndnii, YeM BHYTPeHH:S
dopma si3bIKa, KOTOpas Hen30e)XHO HeceT B cebe
Oospite enyiHOOOpaswms (Tam xe, c. 97).

V13 3TOTO CIIeyeT 1o MeHBbIIIeV Mepe, YTO I'yM-
OorbATOBCKAsl «BHYTpeHH: popMa» Bce Xe He
yHUBepcaJIbHa, a ee «Doslee eIMTHOOOpa3HBIVI Xa-
pakTep» yKa3blBaeT Ha HEKOTOpPYyIO Heollpeie-
JIEHHOCTb 3HAueHMs STOr0  CJIOBOCOYETAHVIS.
[TprmeuaTeIbHO, UTO CJIOBO «BHYTPEHHUID» CIIy-
xuT y ['ymOobiTa onpenesieHieM MHOTIX «CyO-

CTaHUW». «BHYTPeHHWUII OpraHmsM» (innerer
Organismus), «BHyTpeHHss cyabba» (inneres
Geschick), «BHyTpeHHUe HOHATHUS» (inneren
Begriffserzeugungen), = «BHyTpeHHSISI  IyXOB-

Hag cwia» (innere Geisteskraft), «BHyTpeHHIE
IOBVDKeHMs: Aymm» (inneren Bewegungen des
Gemtiths) — ObIBaIOT JIM1 «BHEIITHVIe» OPTraHU3MBbI,
cyabOBI, ABVDKeHM Iy 1 T. 4.7 KyneMuHativen
«BHyTpeHHero» y I'ym0ornbpaTa cTasmo Hepemakoe B
HeMelKoV dwtocodun u JimTepaType cJIoBo In-
nerlichkeit, KOTOpoe B pycCKOM IIepeBojie IlepeiaHo
KaK «CyOBbeKTMBHOCTE» (cM.: Tam e, c. 104). B ca-
MOM [Iesle, TPYAHO TOH00paTh MOAXOfIsIIee CyIo-
BO, He OyzieM ke MBI IIepeBOJIUThb 3TO CJIOBO Kak
«BHYTPEHHOCTb». OUYeBMIIHO, YTO B OOJIBIIIVTHCTBE
cJIydae CJIOBO «BHYTPEHHUV» IPVBOONUT K ILIEO-
HasMaM. «BryTpeHHss dopma» BBOmMTCH [yM™m-
GoJIbITOM KaK IBOVIHOE ITpOTMBOIIOCTaBJIeHVe:
MaTepuaIbHOVI CTOpOHe s3bIKa (3BYKY) M BHeIII-
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the contradistinction of the sound form and in-
ner form in different languages, i.e. in a differ-
ent context:

It thus becomes readily explicable why it
is chiefly the sound-form which accounts for
the difference of languages. This is inherent in
its nature, since the physical, actually formed
sound is in truth alone in constituting language,
and sound also permits a much greater variety
of differences than can occur with the inner
speech form, which necessarily brings with it
more likeness (ibid., p. 77).

It follows from the above that Humboldt’s
“inner form” is not, after all, universal, so that
the word “likeness” suggests a certain vague-
ness in this word combination. Tellingly, Hum-
boldt uses the word” “inner” attributively with
regard to many “substances”: “inner organism”
(innerer Organismus), inner destiny (inneres Ge-
schick), internal conceptualisations (innere Be-
griffserzeugungen), inner mental power (innere
Geisteskraft), “inner stirrings of mind” (innere
Bewegungen des Gemiiths) — are there “exter-
nal” organisms, destinies, “stirrings of mind”
etc.? The culmination of “inner” in Humboldt
is the word Innerlichkeit, rendered in Russian
as subjectivnost” (ibid., p. 85), or “subjective in-
wardness,” which is common in German phi-
losophy and literature. In most cases the word
“inner” leads to pleonasm. Humboldt intro-
duces the word “inner” first, in opposition to
the material side of language, the sound; in se-
cond place, to external primarily grammatical
forms of language. The word “inner” refers not
to what is “inside” language, but to its non-ma-
terial essence. Neither Max Schasler (1847),
whose book Shpet mentions, nor Rudolf Haym
(1856, p. 519) gives prominence to the term “in-
ner form”, nor is it used by Shpet to reformu-
late the main differences and the key problem
in Humboldt’s research:
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HUM dopmaM sI3bIKa, IIpeX/e BCero rpaMMaTy-
uveckor. CJI0BO «BHYTPEeHHUV» YKa3bIBaeT 31eCh
He Ha TO, UTO «BHYTpW» 53bIKa, HO Ha HeMaTepu-
ajbHyI0 ero cymHoctb. Hu B kuure M. Illaciiepa
(Schasler, 1847), xotopyto ynommHaet IImeT, H1 ¥
Tavima (cm.: Tarim, 1898, c. 428) TepMuH «BHYTpPeH-
Hes popMa» He BBIXOIWUT Ha IepeHUN IjIaH, He
ynorpebnsercs on u llnerom mpu nepedopmy-
JIMPOBKe OCHOBHOTO PasjIMuusl ¥ OCHOBHOVI IIPO-
671embI B MiccrteiopaHmAx ['yMOosbATA:

PasMmpIiuieHMe  Hall  A3BIKOM  OTKPBIBAeT
HaM JIBa $ICHO OTJIMYAIONIVIXCS JPYr OT JIpy-
ra IpuHIIMIA: 36ykobas gopma Vi ynompebaerue
(Gebrauch), xoTopoe ona HaxoguT mpm 000-
3Ha4YeHWUM IIPeIMEeTOB ¥ CBS3BIBAHWIM MBIC/IENL.
YnorpebiieHne 3ByKOBBIX (POPM OCHOBBIBAETCS
Ha Tex TpeDoBaHMSX, KOTOPbIe IIPeIbIBIIAIOTCS
K S3BIKY MblulleHIeM, T3 4eTO BOSHUKAIOT o0ujue
30KOHbL A3blKA. DTa YacCTh, KaK B CBOeM IIepBOHa-
4JaJIbHOM HaIlpaBJjIeHWUM, TaK ¥ B OCOOEHHOCTSIX
Iy XOBHBIX CKJIOHHOCTEVI U Pa3BUTHS, y BCeX JIO-
7leV, KaK Takmx, ofyHakosa. Hampotus, 3ByKo-
Basi popMa sBJIsIeTcss COOCTBEHHO KOHCTUTYTVB-
HBIM ¥ PYKOBOISIIVM HPVHIIAIIOM Pa3jIidis
s3bIKOB. .. (Imet, 2007a, c. 332).

Ouesnygna HerouHocTh llnera: T'ymGombAT He
yTBepXXIlaeT, UTO «BHYTPeHHsIsI popMa», KOTOPYIO
[reT MHTepHIpeTUpYyeT 311ech KaK «TpeboBaHMs,
OpeabsBIIsieMble MBIIIIJIEHMEM SI3bIKY», OIHAKOBa
y BCex JIIofieVt, ¥ 3TO HecydarHo, 16o et mbl-
TaeTcs IIpeficTaBUTh To, uTo ['yMOONIBLAT HasbiBa-
eT BHyTpeHHel (popMOV1, a MHOIIa «BHYTpeHHe
veer Vi Jaxke «JIyuyesapHOW Meer», Kak JIormde-
CKMVI IPUHIINIL B 5TOM IU1aHe, 11 He TOJIBKO B 3TOM,
[IIieT gBHO reresbsHell, I KOTOPOro MbIIILIe-
HVIe BbISBJISIeT CBOV UVCThIe (POPMBI B JIOTVIKE.

Pasymeetcsi, «BHYTpeHHss dpopMa si3bIKa» —
3TO TePMUH I'yMOOJIBITOBCKOV PrITocOPUM SA3bI-
Ka, OfTHaKO Bps i caM I'ymMOosIbaT, 0 yeM cBu-
JeTeJIbCTBYeT  CMHOHVIMUSI ~ 3TOTO  TePMWUHA,
HpuIaBal eMy ocoOoe 3HaUeHMe 11 TeM Oostee IIbl-
TaJICST PACIIPOCTPAHWUTE €T0 3a ITPefesIbl yUeHs
o gaspike. I1IneT, HAIIPOTWB, IIBITAETCS BHICTPOUTH
VICTOPUYECKYIO JIMHUIO «IIOHSATWs» BHYTpPEHHeN
dopmer — ot IInatona no I'ymbornbara, obbenm-
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Reflection on language reveals two clearly
different principles: the sound form and its use
(Gebrauch) in denoting objects and connecting
thoughts. The use of sound forms is based on
the requirements set to linguage by thought,
from which follow the general laws of language.
That part, inrinsically and in terms of the men-
tal tendency and development, is the same for
all people. In contrast, the sound form is the
constitutive and guiding principle underlying
the difference of languages [...] (Shpet, 2007a,
p. 332).

Shpet is obviously inaccurate here: Hum-
boldt does not claim that “inner form”, which
Shpet interprets as “requirements set to lan-
guage by thought”, is the same for all people,
and this is not accidental because Shpet tries to
present what Humboldt calls inner form and
sometimes “the inner idea” and even “the radi-
ant idea” as a logical principle. In this respect,
and not only in this, Shpet is clearly a Hege-
lian, for whom thinking reveals its pure forms
in logic.

Of course, the “inner form of language” is
a term from Humboldt’s philosophy of lan-
guage, but it is unlikely that Humboldt himself,
as evidenced by the synonymy of this term, at-
tached any special significance to it, and even
less so tried to extend it beyond the study of
language. Shpet, on the contrary, tries to con-
struct a historical line of the “concept” of in-
ner form — from Plato to Humboldt — uniting
“terminologically” such different thinkers as
Plotinus, who overcomes, at least theoretical-
ly, sensuality, and Humboldt, who did not set
himself such a task: “In the aesthetic of Plotinus
[...] we find not only the concept but the very
term “inner form.” Plotinus raises the question
similar to that with which Humboldt wrestled,
namely, how does the bodily go along with
what is not bodily?” (ibid., p. 365).

Who, however, among philosophers and
even non-philosophers, has not been or contin-
ues to be troubled by this question? Let us re-



HSS «TepPMMUHOJIOTMYECKI» TaKVMX PasHBIX MBIC-
auTerer, Kak IlimoTuH, IIPpeoI0JIeBAOIINTI, IIO
KpaltHeyn Mepe TeOpeTUYeCcKu, 1yBCTBEHHOCTD, U
FYM6OHBZ[T, KOTOPBIVI He CTaBWJI HIeper, coboi1 Ta-
Kom 3agaun: «B scretmke ITinormHa... MBI BCTpe-
4JaeM He TOJIBKO IHOHSTVE, HO W CaMbIll TepMUH
“pHyTpenHss dopma’. InoTH cTaBuT BOIpOC,
OIM3KIIL K TOMY, KOTOPbIV 3aTpyaHsU1 ['ymMOosb-
Ta, — KakK TeJIeCHOe COITIaCyeTCsI C TeM, YTO He Te-
stecHO?» (TaMm xe, c. 365).

Koro, onnako, 13 dwiocodos 1 gaxe He dpu-
710c0POB He 3aTPyIHSII M He IPOAOJDKaeT 3aTPy/l-
HSTB 3TOT Bompoc? BcrmomumM xoTs Obl [lekap-
Ta. Bripouem, mexxay InormsaOM 11 I'ymOorbaTom
ZIeVICTBUTEIIBHO MOYKHO HaWTM HeUTO o0Illee: I'vi-
epTpoduIo «BHYTPEHHero», OCHOBa KOTOPO —
pe3Koe pasJiesieHVie BHEIITHero v BHy TpeHHero, co-
CTaBJIdIoIlee HeMaJIyO OIaCHOCTB J1JIsI KYJIBTY Pbl
u obmiecTBa. Ha Takoe pasimmame Kak pasindne
MeX]ly pasInuueM U pasfesieHVeM, VI OTaesle-
HVeM, IIpaKTU4YecKy He oOpalliaroT BHVIMaHMS,
XOTS 3TO KJIFOYeBOe pas3jIndrie aHasInsa.

[IIeT yKasbIBaeT Ha CJIOBOCOYeTaHME B «3CTe-
Tuke IDtoTmHa» «10 €vdov &eidog, 1o mepesomy
@uupHo: intrinseca forma» (Tam ke), HO Heyxe-
JIVI IepeBO]L, C TPeUecKoro Ha JIATMHCKU JT0JKeH
HOCITYXUTh OCHOBaHVeM POPMUPOBaHNS «IIOHS-
TUs» BHYTpeHHel (pOpMbl Ha PycCKOM s3bike? B
pycckux nepesomax IlmormHa 3TO ci0BOCOUeTa-
HUe IepearT KaK «BHYTPEHHUV SVI0C», BUOV-
MO ellle 1 IIOTOMY, YTO B 3TOM ke Itaccaxke [ loTnn
yHoTpedsisieT ¢j10Bo «popMa» (Lop@r)).

ITocre ItoTmna [neT HaXonUT BHY TPEHHIOKO
dopmy y [Ixopmano bpyno, sarem y Illedprcbepn
1, HakoHell, y ['yMOobaiTa 11 €ro MHTepIpeTaro-
POB M KPUTHUKOB. DTO ofHa, 110 IIeTy, Tpagniims
«BHYTpEHHEeN cpopMLI»; «Ipyrasi réTeaHcKas» (TaM
Xe, ¢. 363). OmHako s [€Te, Hartamaer (MHave He
ckaxenrp) Illner, «moHgaTHME “BHYTpeHHeN dop-
MbI” — cirydaniHo. V1 emgsa i [éte, TepmmHOIIO-
TMYecKy — BCerja HavBHBIV, He yMeBIIVI CIIpa-
BUTBCS C IIPOCTBIMM (PYIJIOCOPCKMMM TePMUHAMM,
OecTIOMOITHBINT TIeper, BCIKOV CKOJIBKO-HUOYIb
TOHKOWM (PWIIOCOPCKON AVICTVHKIIVEV, €IBa JIV
OH VI MOT OBl YJIOBUTB ¥ OLIEHUTD JIeVICTBUTEIIHHOE
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call at least Descartes. However, one can indeed
find something in common between Plotinus
and Humboldt: the hypertrophy of the “inner”,
the basis of which is the sharp division of the
outer and the inner, which constitutes a con-
siderable danger for culture and society. Such a
difference as the difference between difference
and division, or separation, is practically ig-
nored, although it is a key difference in analy-
sis. Shpet points to the word combination to
évdov eidog, intrinseca forma in Ficino’s transla-
tion (ibid.) in “the aesthetic of Plotinus”, but can
a translation from Greek into Latin be grounds
for the formation of the “concept” of inner form
in Russian? In Russian translations of Plotinus
this word combination is rendered as “inner ei-
dos”, partly perhaps because Plotinus uses the
word “form” (poper)) in the same passage.
After Plotinus, Shpet finds inner form in
Giordano Bruno, then in Shaftesbury and fi-
nally in Humboldt. This, accoding to Shpet, is
one tradition of “inner form”, the other being
“Goethean” (ibid., p. 363). However, in Goethe
Shpet attacks (there is no other way to put it),
“the concept of ‘inner form” as accidental. And
it is unlikely that Goethe, who was always
naive in terminology, unable to cope with sim-
ple philosophical terms, helpless before any
subtle philosophical distinction, could hardly
have grasped and appreciated the real meaning
of such a difficult concept as the concept of in-
ner form. Most likely, it was “only a metaphor
for him” (ibid., p. 364).% In this remarkable char-
acter sketch of Goethe, one should highlight
his “inability to cope with simple philosophical
terms”. This rather points to the terminologi-
cal naivety of Shpet, who believed, as follows
from this, that terms exist almost in the air-
less space of the history of philosophy (Hegel
apparently also believed this). It is of no small

® Then follows an imperative statement: “The Goethean
tradition in interpreting the term ‘inner form” must be
eliminated” (Shpet, 2007a, p. 407).
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3HauYeHVe TaKOro TPYJHOIO IOHATHS, KaK ITOHATYe
BHyTpeHHel (popMmbl. CKopee Bcero, OHO ObUIO 1151
Hero TOJIBKO Metadpoporo...» (Tam xe, c. 364)°. B
3TOVI IIpMIMeYaTesIbHON XapaKTepucTuke [€Te crie-
AyeT BBIJIeIIUTD «HeyMeHVie CIIPaBUThCS C ITPOCThI-
MU PUII0COPCKUMY TEPMUHAMIL». DTO yKas3blBaeT
CKOpee Ha TepMMHOJIOTMYeCKYI0 HaBHOCTH [1rre-
Ta, KOTOPBIVI IOJIarajl, Kak OTCIOfa CJIeAyeT, YTo
TEPMMHBI CYIIECTBYIOT IIOYTM YTO B 0Oe3BO3IyII-
HOM ITpOCTpPaHCTBe ucTOpuM drtocodpum (Tak
nostarast, Buaumo, u leresp). HemastoBaskHo, uTO
[IrieT jrerko mepexoawuT 37ech OT TepMMHa K IO-
HSTWIO: CHa4aJla pedb MIeT O IIPOCThIX TepMUHAX,
3aTeM O TPY/IHOM IIOHSATUN. «2DTO IIOHATHE, — 3a-
xnodaeT [ieT, — ecsii He caMbIVi TEpMVH, ITPYCY-
111e, OBITH MOXET, BCSIKOMY WIIeaIn3My, B 0COOeHHO-
CTV HEMELIKOMY, TaK Ha3bIBaeMOMY KJIaCCYECKOMY
uneannsMy, HaunHad ¢ Hmiepa...» (Tam xe). Ot-
HOCUTEJIBHO HeMeIIKOTro uean3Ma (B IIMPOKOM
cmpicste) ImeT Healek OT CTUHBI B TOM, YUTO TIO-
HSTVS 371eCh MOT'Y T CYIIIeCTBOBaTh 11 Oe3 TepMIIHOB,
€CJIV, KOHeYHO, He CYUTaTh «IIOHSATVIe» TePMIHOM.
Bepnee Gbuto OBl CKasaTh, UTO HEMEITKOMY Wjiea-
JIV3MY TIPUCYIIU «IIOHATWS» KaK HeKMe CYIIHO-
CTV, KOTOpPbIe caMM [1J1 ceOsi CyTh TepMIMHBI, cCamMU
cebst 0003HAYaAIOT 1 B 3TOM CMBICJIe CaMOJOCTaTOu-
HBI, HYXJIasICh TOJIBKO B JIPYI'MX TaKMX JXe He3aBy-
CUIMBIX OT TEPMMHOJIOIVIVI HOHATUAX.

Ecmu OTCTYIIITh Ha OOVH «IIOHSTUVHBIVI»
mar Haszaj, ot Hlmwiepa, ['ymMGonbaTa 11 Bcex Tpex
KJIaCCVIKOB HEMEeITKOT'O myeasIvi3Ma, TO Mbl BepHeM-
csl, KaK 3TO U TOJIOKeHo, K Kanty — mix obmemy
YUUTEITI0, Y KOTOPOrO TEPMUH «[IOHATVIEe» UI'PaeT
VICKJTIOYMTEIHO BaXHYIO poib. KaHT pasmiua-
eT opMBl cosepliaHs U IIOHATHA (HO He Bceraa:
IIPOCTPAHCTBO U BpeMsi CyTh POPMBI CO3epLiaHMUI
VI OHOBpEeMEHHO — TIOHATMS)?, a TaKKe SMIVIPU-

* Tlosxe cienyeT mMmmepaTus: «['éTeaHcKast TpaguIns B
VICTOJIKOBAaHWM TepMMHA “BHYTpeHHss popMa”’ TOIDKHA
ObITh M3xuTa» (Ilner, 2007a, c. 407).

¢ «[IpocTpaHCTBO He eCThb SMIMPWUYECKOe IIOHSTVEe»
(A 23 / B 38, Kanrt, 2006a, c. 55; 20060, c. 95); «IIpo-
CTPaHCTBO He eCTb OUCKYPCUBHOE... IOHATHE... HO UN-
croe cozeprianme» (A 24—25 / B 39; Kanr, 2006a, c. 57;
200606, c. 95). Camo cobort pasymeeTcsl, YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO
y KanTa 1 He dmcToe monsTIE paccylKa, TeM He MeHee
naparpadsl 2 1 3 o3arjaB/IeHbl COOTBETCTBeHHO: «MeTta-
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importance that Shpet easily moves here from
“term” to “concept”: first he talks about simple
terms, then about a difficult concept. “This con-
cept”, Shpet concludes, “if not the term itself,
is perhaps inherent in all idealism, especially
so-called German classical idealism, beginning
with Schiller” (ibid.). With regard to German
idealism (in the broad sense), Shpet is not far
from the truth in that concepts here can exist
without terms, unless, of course, one consid-
ers “concept” to be a term. It would be more
correct to say that German idealism is charac-
terised by “concepts” as certain entities that
are terms in themselves and designate them-
selves; in this sense they are self-sufficient,
needing only other such concepts independent-
ly of terminology. If we take one “conceptual”
step back from Schiller, Humboldt and all three
classics of German idealism, then we return, as
is proper, to Kant, their common teacher, for
whom the term “concept” plays an exception-
ally important role. Kant distinguishes between
forms of contemplation and concepts (but not
always: space and time are forms of contempla-
tion and at the same time concepts?), as well as
empirical concepts (which for Hegel, as he him-
self noted, are nonsense) and pure concepts of
understanding — pure syntheses, actions of
the blind function of the soul. The point here
again is not that the term “concept” can take
on different meanings (this is the premise that
dominates historical-philosophical research, in-
cluding Shpet’s), but that the word “concept”
can serve to designate different terms. The
term “concept” in Kant is different from the

¢ “Space is not an empirical concept” (KrV, A 23 /

B 38; Kant, 1998, p. 157); “Space is not a discursive [...]
concept [...] but a pure intuition” (KrV, A 24-25 / B 39;
Kant, 1998, p. 158). Needless to say, Kant’s concept of
space is not a pure concept of understanding, and yet
§§ 2 and 3 are entitled respectively “Metaphysical
Exposition of This Concept” (KrV, B 37; Kant, 1998,
p- 137) and “Transcendental Exposition of the Concept
of Space” (KrV, B 40; Kant, 1998, p. 176).



yecKue ITOHATH (KakoBble J11s [eresis, Kak oH caMm
oTMeyaJl, 1101sense) i YUCThle pacCyI0uHble TIOHS-
TUS — YWCTBbIe CUHTE3b, IeVICTBIS CJlerot PyHK-
yn gy, [leso 31mech onaTh-Taky He B TOM, YTO
TEPMUH <« IOHSTVE» MOXET IIPVMHMMATh pa3Hble
3HayeHMs (TaKoBa ITPeJIIOChIJIKa, T'OCIIONICTBYIO-
masi B MICTOPUKO-PMIIOCOPCKMX MCCIIeIOBaHMSX,
B ToM uncite y Illnera), HO B TOM, YTO CJIOBO «IIO-
HSTVIe» MOXET CITy>KUTb [1JIs1 0003HaueH sl pa3HbIX
TepM1HOB. TepMuH «10HATHEe» ¥ KaHTa 1HOV, yeM
TePMUH «IIOHsSTHe» y leress, TepMUH «IOHATVIE»
y I'ymbomnpara nHOMI, yeM y Terers u KanTa, m T. 1.

O xakmx moHsTHsIX nnitet [met? On abcoroT-
HO ITpaB B TOM, uTO «y I'yMOoJIb/iTa HET TOM yCTOM-
YMBOCTV TEPMWMHOJIOTMY, C KOTOPOI MBI BCTpe-
yaeMmcsl Y PmIocopcKy AVCIUIUIMHMPOBAHHBIX
ymos» (e, 2007a, c. 348). (3ameTnm, 4TO IIpU-
MepoM TaKOVl HeyCTOMYMBOCTH ObLI aBTOP CTaThi
«Dytocodud Kak cTporasi HayKa».) CJI0BO «IIOHH-
Tne» y I'ym0oribiiTa, KOTOpOe OH He OCO3HaeT B Ka-
yecTBe TepMIHa, yIIOTpedsIsieTcsl B pasHbIX 3Haue-
HMSAX: OH IIPOTUBOIIOCTaB/IsIeT MHVIBUya/IbHbIe
VI POJOBble IIOHATH, VICIIOJIb3yeT CJIocoueTaHve
«O01IIVIe TIOHSTHS», a TAKXKe CJIOBO «ITIOHSTVIE» B Ta-
KVX OOBIYHBIX U HeOoIlpelesleHHBIX COYeTaHMIX,
KaK «IIOHSITVE UYero-To», HalIpyMep «IIOHATHe IBU-
JKeHVIs» VIJIVL «IIOHATHe KadecTBa». OgHaKO BCTpe-
4JaeTcss M crenydndeckoe ymnorpebrieHne 3TOro
CJIOBa, KOTOpOe OTHOCUTCS KaK pa3 K ero Teopum
a3bIKa. I IoHsATVIe OTOXIeCTBIIeTCs CO 3HaUYeHVIeM:
«[Tom, cyioBaMM cilefiyeT IIOHMMAaTh 3HaKW OTHeIIb-
HbIX HOHATH. CJ10r 00pa3syeT 3ByKOBOe e[IVTHCTBO,
HO OH CTaHOBUTCS CJIOBOM TOJIBKO TOTI[a, KOrja
OH caM TI0 ceDe TIOTy4JaeT 3HaUeHVe, 1171 Uero va-
CTO HeOOXOIIVIMO COeIMHeHVIe HeCKOJIBKVIX CJIOTOB.
IToaToMy B cilOBe Beerzia CXOIWUTCH JIBOSIKOe eIVH-
CTBO — 3ByKa 1 noHsTHs» (I'ymOomeaT, 1984, c. 90;
repeBoy] yTouHeH. — B. M.).

[IIrler oTMeYaeT HeOIpPee/IeHHOCTh «IIOHS-
Tns» y I'ymOomnpara B 3ToM MecTe: «3ByKOBOe
eJIVIHCTBO, TI0 onpeesieHNIo ['ymMO0s1b/Ta, TOIBKO

dusmaeckoe paszbscHeHMe 3TOro nmoHgTns» (B 37; Kawnr,
2006a, c. 93) 1 «TpaHcleHIeHTaIBHOE pa3bsCHEHNE II0-
HTIA 0 ITpocTpaHcTe» (B 40; Kanr, 20064, c. 97).
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term “concept” in Hegel, the term “concept” in
Humboldt is different from that in Hegel and
Kant etc.

What concepts does Shpet write about? He is
absolutely right that “Humboldt lacks the sta-
bility of terminology that we find in philosoph-
ically disciplined minds” (Shpet, 2007a, p. 348).
(It sould be noted that the author of the article
“Philosophy as a Rigorous Science” is an ex-
ample of such instability). The word “concept”
in Humboldt, which he does not recognise as
a term, is used in different meanings: He con-
trasts individual and generic concepts, uses the
phrase “general concepts”, as well as the word
“concept” in such ordinary and vague combi-
nations as “the concept of something”, for ex-
ample, “the concept of movement” or “the
concept of quality”. However, there is also
a specific use of this word, which relates pre-
cisely to his theory of language. The concept is
identified with the meaning: “By words we un-
derstand the signs of particular concepts. The
syllable represents a unity of sound; but it be-
comes a word only if it acquires significance on
its own, which often involves a combination of
several. In the word, therefore, a dual unity, of
sound and concept, comes together” (Humboldt,
1988, p. 70).

Shpet (2007a, p. 355) notes the vagueness of
the “concept” in Humboldt in this place: “A
sound unity, according to Humboldt’s defini-
tion, only becomes a word when it has some
meaning, by which Humboldt very vaguely
understands ‘concept’.” However, for Hum-
boldt, the concept here is precisely a specific
term denoting the selection of a specific mean-
ing as a specific aspect in an object, and in this
sense, for Humboldt, it is not words that form
concepts, but the word that is formed from
concepts. This view is unacceptable for Shpet.
Besides, Humboldt (1988, p. 100) distinguish-
es between concept and category and speaks
about categorisation of concepts, for example,
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TOITa CTAHOBUTCS CJTOBOM, KOTITla OHO MMeeT Ka-
KOe-HUOyIb 3HAueHue, Tiof, KoTopeiM I'ymOompaT
BeCcbMa HeollpesleJIeHHO pasyMeeT “TIoHsTve »
(mreT, 2007a, c. 355). OgHako y I'ymbosnbaTa Kak
pa3 MOHATHE 3[1eCh — 3TO OIpele/IeHHBI Tep-
MWH, 0003HaYaOIINTI BbIJIeJIeHVIe OIIpefIe/IeHHOrO
3Ha4YeHWs KaK OIpeJieJIeHHOrO acrieKTa B IIpeaMe-
Te, ¥ B 9TOM cMbIciIe y ['ymMOosib/iTa He cj1oBa 0Opa-
3yIOT HOHSTVIS, HO M3 HOHSTHII 00pa3yeTcs CJIOBO.
Takort B3 Ha Betm i [lnera HermpreMszeM.
Kpome Toro, 'ymOombaT pasiaaer nonsamue v ka-
1mMeeopuio VI TOBOPUT O KaTeropusallyvi IIOHSATU, B
yacTHOCTM — pasimunst: «K camomy akTy 0003Ha-
UeHVs TOHATIS 100aBiiseTcs elte ocodbas pabota
Iy Xa, TIepeBOISIIasl TIOHSTVE B OIIpelleJIeHHYO Ka-
TETOPVIIO MBIITUIEHVIS VIJIV PeU, V1 ITOJTHBIVI CMBICTT
CJIOBA OIIpeerIsieTCsl OJHOBPEMEHHO IIOHSTMUV-
HBIM BBIpa’keHVeM 11 YIIOMSHY ThIM MOIVIUIIIPY-
oMM obosHaueHeM» (I'ymbonbaT, 1984, c. 118).
Ecs1m 11071, TTIO/THBIM CMBICJTIOM CJTOBa TIOHMMATh €0
KOHTEKCTYasIbHOe 3HaueHVie, TO MOYKHO ITPe/IIIoo-
XKWTB, YTO IO, KaTeropwm3ariyen I'yMOombpaT mer
B BI/LY KaK pa3 BCTpavBaHVe IIOHATHS-3HAYEeHIS B
CYy>XK[IeHVie VI OITpeleJIeHHBIV KOHTEKCT.

Onroit 13 paKTUYeCcKX 1 B TO ke BpeMsl YHU-
BepCaIbHBIX OCHOB yueHMs ['ymMOonpara sBIIsSeT-
€s1 TOT (paKT, UTO CJIOBO KaK OOIIlee MMsI MOXKET 03-
Ha4yaThb pasHoe. ['yMOOIBAT IpUBOAUT IIpUMEP C
VIMEeHeM «CJIOH», KoTopei L1ITieT roBTopsieT mBa-
IIBL: «...B CAHCKPWTE... CJIOHA HA3bIBAIOT TO JIBaX-
Al TBIOIIVIM, TO IIBY3YObIM, TO OIHOPYKWM...
TpeMs cjIoBaMV 0DO3Ha4YeHBb! TPW PasHBIX IOHS-
s> (I'ymOombar, 1984, c. 103). flcHo, uTo noHsTHE
371eCh CMHOHVIM 3HadeHms. Bropasi mpennochul-
Ka (y>ke 6e3 ccbuikm Ha I'ymOosIbITa) MOXKET OBITH
cdopMyIIpoBaHa Tak: B IIpoliecce OIlpefieIeHHON
SI3BIKOBOVI IIPAKTVIKVI, HAIIPVIMep B O0JIaCTI «CJIo-
HOBeZIeHW1», MBIl BOJIBHBI BBIOVIPATh pasIMUHBbIe
CJIOBA ¥ BBIpa’keHMS I1JIsl TIOCTPOEHMS TOrO VUIN
VIHOTO KOHTEKCTa, MBI MOXKEM IIEPEXOINTH OT CJIO-
HOBeJIeHVIS K BepOITIOOBEIeHIIO, a TAKXKe K CIIOPY
BepOJIrofa 11 stomraay (y MasKoBCKOro), cepbe3Hoe
oOcyXxeHne TpOMUUECKMX CBsI3ell KMBOTHBIX
pas0aB/IsATh MPOHWYECKMMIM 3aMeYaHVSIMY, MO-
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difference: “For to the act of designating the
concept itself there is allied also a special opera-
tion of the mind which transposes that concept
into a particular category of thought or speech;
and the word’s full meaning is the simulta-
neous outcome of that conceptual expression
and this modifying hint.” If we understand the
full meaning of a word as its contextual mean-
ing, then we can assume that by categorisation
Humboldt meant precisely the embedding of a
concept-meaning into a judgment and a certain
context.

One of the actual and universal founda-
tions of Humboldt’s teaching is that one and
the same name may denote various things.
Humboldt cites an example of the name “ele-
phant”, which Shpet repeats twice: “in Sanscrit
[...] the elephant is now called the twice-drink-
ing one, now the two-toothed one, and now the
one equipped with a single hand, as many dif-
ferent concepts are thereby designated [...]”
(ibid., p. 84). Obviously, “concept” here is a syn-
onym of meaning. The second premise (with-
out reference to Humboldt) can be formulated
as follows: in the process of a certain linguistic
practice, for example in the field of “elephant
studies”, we are free to choose different words
and expressions to construct one or another
context; we can move from elephant studies to
camel studies, as well as to the dispute between
a camel and a horse (in Mayakovsky). We can
dilute a serious discussion of the trophic rela-
tionships of animals with ironic remarks and
we can radically change topics etc. We are
given complete freedom of linguistic actions.
The only question is the source of this free-
dom: does the freedom to create contexts come
from human subjectivity or does language it-
self contain something that serves as a condi-
tion for this freedom? Humboldt’s solution is
balanced, in my non-linguistic opinion: the in-
dividual (individuality) does not create lan-
guage, but implements it. Shpet (2007a, p. 362),



JKeM paJVKaJIbHO MeHSTh TeMbl 1 T. 7. HaM maHa
IOJIHASL CBOOOMA SI3BIKOBBIX EVICTBUAVAL. Bonpoc
TOJIBKO B VICTOUHMKE 3TOV CBOOOIIBL MCXOOWUT JIN
cBobo/Ia TBOpUeCcTBa KOHTEKCTOB 13 UeJI0BeUeCcKOm
CyOBEKTMBHOCTI JIV JKe caM SI3bIK 3aKJIIodyaeT B
ce0e HEUTO, YTO CITy>KUT yCJIOBMIEM 3TOVI CBOOOIBI?
Y I'ymGostbzTa perieHme coaraHCPOBaHO, Ha MOV
HeJIVHTBUICTVYeCKII B3I VHAVBUL (MHIVBY-
IyaJIbHOCTB) He TBOPUT $I3BbIK, HO peasin3yeT ero.

[Mret, B omyimume ot 'ymOosibaTa, ypaBHMBa-
eT CJIOBO M IOHATVE, BBOISL TEPMUH «CJIOBO-IIO-
HATHe»: «BHyTpeHHsa dopma, Kak popma dopm,
ecTh 3aKOH He T0JIOr0 OTBJIEYeHHOI'0 KOHIIUIINPO-
BaHM, a CTAaHOBJIEHNS caMOr'd, TIOJTHOT'O KM3HU 1
CMBICJIa, CJIOBO-TIOHATVS, B €r0 IMMaHEHTHO 3a-
KOHOMEPHOCTV 00pa30BaHMs 1 AVaIeKTIIeCKOro
passutus» (Inet, 2007a, c. 362). «Dopma dpopm»
OTChUIa€T PV 3TOM He CTOIBKO K APUCTOTeIIIo,
CKOJIBKO K ['yccepriio ¢ ero mombITKOM CO3/1aTh Te-
opuio Bcex Teoputt. ['yMOoIbITOBCKasE «BHY TpeH-
Hig dopMa s3bIka» mpeteprieBaer y Illnera me-
TacpusMyUeckoe IpeBpallieHre; BMECTO OJHOTO 13
TepMUHOB ['yMOo0sIBITa, XOTS M OCHOBHOTO, 000-
3HaJaloIllero BHYTpPeHHWe CBOVICTBa $I3bIKa, ero
BHYTPEHHIOIO CUJIY, €0 BHYTPEHHIOIO 3HEpIuIo,
€ro CHTEe3VPYIOIIYIO CYIITHOCTb 1 T. /1. (Jake Ipu
TOM, UTO 3TU «CWIbD» M «3HEeprum» He IOTeps-
I ellle cBoen MeTadusmdeckot okpackn), et
KOHCTPYUPYeT «IIOHATVEe BHYTpeHHe (OpMBbI»
Ha BCe BpeMeHa KakK Hekoe dopmupyioiiee dop-
MBI Hauasio. Borrpoc B ToM, KaKOB MICTOUHVK 3TO
«popMUpyIOLIENt CYIIB?

«['ymOombaT yBepeH, — muiet IlmeT, — 49ro
VICTOYHVIKOM BHYTPeHHUX (pOpM sI3bIKa SBJISET-
cst cam “rosopsruit”» (Lnet, 2005, c. 621). OnHa-
KO TOIJIa BO3HMKAET OIIaCHOCTB IICVIXOJIOTM3Ma M
CyObeKTMBMU3Ma, IojaraeT dwrocod. Ycromdm-
BOCTBb (popM obecrieunBasIachk ObI JINIIIB IICMXOPU-
3MdecKrM MHorooOpasveM Jmopert: «Ho mprHIm-
yaJIbHO 00s1acTh popM ocTaBasiack ObI 00IaCTHIO
MHAMBUIYaIbHOro Kampusa» (Tam xe). KanT, oT-
Mmeuaer llIeT, ITpefiocTeperas OT TAKOroO 3aKJIfoue-
HVIS, VI 3[1eCh MBI IMeeM TOT PefKWi CJIydart, KOr-
na KaaT xapakTepusyercsi B OyKBaJIbHOM CMBICTIE

V. 1. Molchanov

unlike Humboldt, equates word and concept,
introducing the term “word-concept”: “The in-
ner form as a form of forms is a law not of bare
abstract conceptualisation, but of the emer-
gence of the actual word-concept in its fullness
of life and meaning, in its immanent regulari-
ty of formation and dialectical development.”
“Form of forms” refers not so much to Aristotle
as to Husserl with his attempt to create a the-
ory of all theories. Humboldt’s “inner form of
language” undergoes a metaphysical transfor-
mation in Shpet; instead of one of Humboldt’s
terms, albeit the main one, denoting the inter-
nal properties of language, its internal power,
its internal energy, its synthesising essence etc.
(even though these “powers” and “energies”
have not yet lost their metaphysical colouring),
Shpet constructs the “concept of inner form”
for all times as a kind of form-forming princi-
ple. The question is, what is the source of this
forming power”?

“Humboldt is sure”, writes Shpet (2005,
p. 621), “that the source of the inner forms of
language is ‘the speaker’ himself”. Howev-
er, then the danger of psychologism and sub-
jectivism arises, the philosopher believes. The
stability of forms would be ensured only by
the psychophysical diversity of people: “But in
principle the realm of forms would remain the
realm of individual whim” (ibid.). Shpet recalls
that Kant warned against such a conclusion, a
rare case when he supports Kant without reser-
vations. Humboldt’s “the people” or “the spirit
of the people” as “the creator of forms” is not
a Kantian but a romantic concept, Shpet con-
tinues, “nevertheless, it bears some of the char-
acteristics of the Kantian subject, along with
its defects” (ibid.). After a brief and rather un-
clear argument, Shpet comes to the conclusion
that both Humboldt’s concept of the spirit of
the people and the Kantian subject are charac-
terised as “a closed and sealed vessel of forms”
and “this destroys the creativity of forms and
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nosutuBHO. «Hapom», wim «ayx Hapoma» Kak
«1BOper] opm» y I'ymMOoIbpaTa — 3TO HE KAaHTOB-
CKOe, HO pOMaHTWYeCKOe MOHSATHE, IIPOIOJIKaeT
IIIrieT, «TeM He MeHee OHO HOCUT HEKOTOpPBIE IIPU-
3HaKM KaHTOBCKOIO CyObeKTa, a C TeM BMecTe U
ero nedekTr» (Tam xe). [Tocrte kpaTkor 11 BecbMa
HesiCHOV apryMeHTauyy lImeT mpuxoguT K Bbl-
BOJLy, YTO KaK IIOH:THMeE ayxa Hapona y ['ymOorba-
Ta, TaK ¥ KAHTOBCKUM CYOBEKT XapaKTepu3yIOTCs
KaK «3aKpBITHIVI ¥ 3arledaTaHHBI COCYI (POpM»
VI «3TUM YHUUTOXaeTcs TBOPUeCTBO popM 1 OT-
pHULIaeTcs MX KVUBOW, OVMHAMWYECKIUIT Y TTOIBVIK-
HbI xapakrep» (Tam »xe). Illmer mosaraet, 4To
«OCHOBHAs JIOXKb KaHTMAHCKOIO Maeayn3Ma — B
ceHCyasmsMe, B yOexmeHMy, OyIATo comepskaHue
IIO3HAHMS JIOCTaBJISI€TCSl TOJIBKO UYYyBCTBEHHBIM
Matepuasiom» (Imet, 2007a, c. 238 —239). TBopue-
cTBO popM — mesio popM Kak Takosblx, U et
oTmaeT cebe OTYET O TOM, YTO OH VICKJIIOYAeT 73
TBOpYECTBA UyBCTBEHHBIN OIBIT. [I03TOMY OH BbI-
HY>X/IeH IprOerHyTh TO JIV K OIpaBAaHMIO, TO JIN
K OKOHYATEeJIbHOMY ITPOSICHEHWIO CBOEVI TTO3MIINIA

PasymeeTcs, 51 5TM He XOUY CKa3aTh, YTO MbIC-
JIUT TIpeIMeT, a He 4eJIoBeK, HO s HaCTOMYMBO
IIO/TUePKMBAl0, UTO UeJIOBeK MBICIIUT O npeomenie
", CJIe[IOBAaTeIbHO, «VHTEeJUIeKTyaIbHasl YacTb»
A3blKa, ero BHYTpeHHsAs dopMa ecTb dopma, B
KOTOPOW BBICTYIIaeT B «pasroBope» IIpefIMeT CO
CBOVIM copiepkaHneM. «YesoBek» — TOJIBKO 0O-
Jlee VIV MeHee «4ecmHulil» iepefaTamk. 51 gorry-
CKalo ITOJIHYIO ero cBoOOoJy B 3TOVI Ileperiade /10
Tex I10p, TI0Ka OH IlepeiaeT To, YTO BUAUT. <...>
EnyHCTBeHHBINT CIy4ayl 4mMCTO CyOBEKTMBHOTO
TBOpYecTBa B 00J1acT BHyTpeHHUX (POopM 4 J10-
ITyCKal0 B TeX BBICKA3bIBAHUAX, KOTOPble HOCST
HasBaHMe «DeccMBICIIMIIB WiIN «abcypaa», T.e.
B CJTy4asix BbICKa3bIBaHWUVI, HapyIIArOMIVX IPWH-
uun nporusopeuns. OHUM  JeVICTBUTENILHO He
npeomemnst... (Imet, 2005, c. 621 —622).

TakoB UTOr KPUTHMKM «BHYTpeHHe (OpMBbD»
CyObeKTMBM3Ma: CyObeKTMBHOCTD IMeeT IIPaBo Ha
TBOPUYECTBO TOJIBKO TaM, I7ie B pe3yJibTaTe IIOJIy-
4aroTcsl «beccMbICNIIa» U «aldCcypr», HapyIlao-
I1Vie ITPUHINI ITpoTuBopeuns. IlocrieHee, BIIpo-
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denies their living, dynamic and mobile char-
acter” (ibid.). Shpet (2007a, pp. 238-239) argues
that “the main lie of Kantian idealism is sensu-
alism, the conviction that the content of cogni-
tion is provided only by sensual material”. The
creation of forms is a matter of forms as such,
and Shpet is aware that he excludes sensual ex-
perience from creativity. Therefore, he is forced
to resort either to justification or to a final clari-
fication of his position:

Of course, I do not mean to say that it is the
object (predmet) that thinks, and not the per-
son, but I insistently emphasize that the person
thinks about the object and, consequently, the
“intellectual part” of language, its inner form, is
the form in which the object with its content ap-
pears in “conversation.” The “person” is only a
more or less “honest” transmitter. I allow him
complete freedom in this transmission as long
as he transmits what he sees. [...] The only case
of purely subjective creativity in the realm of
inner forms I allow is in those statements that
are called “nonsense” or “absurd”, i.e. in cas-
es of statements that violate the principle of
contradiction. They are truly not objective [...]
(Shpet, 2005, pp. 621-622).

This is the result of the criticism of the “in-
ner form” of subjectivism: subjectivity has the
right to creativity only where the result is “non-
sense” and “absurdity” that violate the princi-
ple of contradiction. The latter, however, also
requires clarification, because “colourless green
ideas sleep furiously” and do not violate this
principle. The method of studying subjectivi-
ty (it is not clear from here why it is needed),
according to Shpet (2007a, p. 469), is possible
only through objectifications: “The source from
which we can draw knowledge of subjectivity
as such lies in nothing other than the product of
creation itself. We must find ways in which this
subjectivity can be revealed in a precise and
rigorous sense.”

Does subjectivity have the right to intention-
al existence at all, since now only objects are



yeM, ToXe TpeOyeT yTouHeHMs, 100 «OecIiBeTHbIe
3ejIeHble OeIlleHO CITAIIVe Maen» He HapyIIaioT
3TOT HpuHIMIL. MeTon, usydeHus: CyObeKTVBHO-
CTU (HesICHO BOOOIIe OTCIONA, 3aueM OH HYXKeH),
ro IIlmeTy, BO3MOXXeH TOJIBKO II0 OOBeKTMBAlV-
am: «V/ICTOYHUK, 13 KOTOPOrOo MBI MOXKEM ITouep-
IIaTh 3HaHVe CYObeKTUBHOCTY, KaK TaKOV, 3aKJTIO-
4JaeTcss HUM B UeM MHOM, KakK 6 camMom npooykme
méopuecmba. Hy>xHo HamTV criocoObl, KOTOPBIMM
BCKPBIBAJIACH’ ObI 3Ta CYOBEKTVIBHOCTH B TOYHOM U1
crporom cmeicite» (Imet, 2007a, c. 469).

VImeet 11 BoOOIIe CyOBEKTMBHOCTE ITpaBO Ha
VMHTEHIIVIOHAIbHOe CYIIIeCTBOBaHNe, Bellb Tellepb
«pasroBapmBaTh» paspelaeTcs TOJIBKO IIperMe-
TaM, a CyObeKTMBHOCTY — TOJIBKO 4ecHHo IepecKa-
3b1BaTh. Ho eciut Ovimos wecmmusim — 3TO pellleHMe
CyOBEKTMBHOCTHM, TO OHa OIISITh BOCCTAHABJIVIBa-
eTcsl B CBOMIX KOHCTUTYTMBHBIX IlpaBax. Vim ke
YECTHOCTb — CBOVICTBO IIPEIMETOB, KOTOPBIE CaMI
TIOJDKHBI yIQJINTB 13 cels Bce MILII030pHOe?

2. KanT u I'ymb6onpAaT.
Criopsl 0 BAMSIHUN

MHTtepripeTanimy KaHTOBCKOM  dustocopmm
MHOTOYMCJIEHHB], 11 ee OIIeHKM VIMeIOT o0mmp-
HYIO IIIKaJIy CTelleHeV OT B 11€JI0M MO3UTUBHBIX 10
B I1eJIOM HeraTuBHBIX. ['YMOOJIBAT IIpyHAIIeXUT
K BOCTOp>KeHHBIM rounTaresiam Kanra:

KaHT npeamnpuHsil v ocyIecTBII BeJIndan-
IIee CBepllleHure, KOTOPhIM PWIOCOPCKNUIT pas-
yM Mor OBITh 00s513aH OTAEeITbHOMY 4esioBeKy. OH
MpOBePIII U MPOSICHIII Bce PpryrocodcTBOBaHe
VI TIOBEJI ero IyTeM, Ha KOTOPOM COIIUINCH Heoo-
XOIIVIMBIM 00pa3zoM ¢rtocodpckme yueHMs Beex
BpeMeH U HapojoB; OH M3Mepwl, OrpaHUYII
¥ yTpaMOoBajl MOYBY, paspyLINI Bce JIOXKHBIe
IIOCTPOEeHM ¥ CO37Iajll OCHOBY, Ha KOTOpou pu-
JIOCOPCKUVI aHaIN3 COAVHWICA C IPUPOIHbI-
MM uyBcTBamm destoBeka (Briefwechsel..., 1830,
S. 43 —44; uur. 1o: 'ysibira, 1984, c. 354).

> «BckpbBaTb» — OOVH W3 WM3JIIOOJIEHHBIX IJIAr0JIOB

IIImeTa, v jTyuIie eMy He IpeBpaIiaThCs B CYIeCTBUTEIIb-
Hoe.

V. 1. Molchanov

allowed to “talk”, and subjectivity is only al-
lowed to honestly retell. But if being honest is
the decision of subjectivity, then it is again re-
stored to its constitutive rights. Or is honesty a
property of objects, which themselves must re-
move everything illusory from themselves?

2. Kant and Humboldt.
Controversy over Influence

Interpretations of the Kantian philosophy
vary over a wide spectrum, ranging from gen-
erally positive to generally negative assess-
ments. Humboldt belongs to the ardent Kant
fans:

Kant undertook and accomplished the
greatest work that perhaps philosophising rea-
son has ever owed to a single man. He exam-
ined and sifted through the entire philosophi-
cal process in a way that inevitably led him to
a meeting with philosophers of all times and
all nations; he measured, limited and levelled
the ground, destroyed the false structures that
had been built upon it, and, after completing
this work, established the foundations in which
philosophical analysis met with the natural
human sense that had often been misled and
stifled by earlier systems® ([Schiller and Hum-
boldt], 1830, pp. 43-44).

Such excessive praise can be transformed
into a useful terminological generalisation:
Kant collected in the Critiques practically the
entire terminology of previous philosophy —
or rather, he recognised it as terminology, and
thus opened the era of the creation of terms.

> Cf. ”“Kant unternahm und vollbrachte das grofieste Werk,
das vielleicht je die philosophirende Vernunft einem einzel-
nen Manne zu danken gehabt hat. Er priifte und sichtete das
ganze philosophische Verfahren auf einem Wege, auf dem er
nothwendig den Philosophieen aller Zeiten und aller Natio-
nen begegnen mujite, er mafs, begrinzte und ebnete den Bo-
den desselben, zerstorte die darauf angelegten Truggebiude,
und stellte, nach Vollendung dieser Arbeit, Grundlagen fest,
in welchen die philosophische Analyse mit dem durch die frii-
heren Systeme oft irregeleiteten und iibertiubten natiirlichen
Menschensinne zusammentraf.”
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Takoe upesmepHOe BocxBasleHVie MOXKHO TpaHC-
dopMmpoBaTh B I0JIe3HOE TEPMMHOJIOIMYECcKoe
obo0merme: Kaut cobpan B «Kpurnmkax» mpak-
TUYeCKM BCIO TEPMVHOJIOTMIO IIpeNIIecTBYIOeN
dnocodnm — BepHee, OCO3HAII ee KaK TEPMITHO-
JIOTVIIO, VI TeM CaMbIM OTKPbUI 3M0XY CO3WJaHMs
TEePMIHOB.

C gpyron croponsl, B KoHile XIX B. ®. bpen-
taHo orHec Kanta m T. Pupa x popmoHadasibHU-
KaM ¢aspl KpallHero yrajika B HOBOeBPOIIeVICKOV
dutocodprm. KpuTndeckyio MO3MIINIO IO OTHO-
menvio K Kanry sanmman M. V. Kapuncknn, pa-
60Te1 KOTOpOro Illner xoporro 3Han. Cam et
oTHOCWII pvtocodpuro KaHTa K «HeraTnBHO», ITO-
JIE3HOVI TOJIBKO C TOYKW 3peHusl KPUTUKW IIpe]l-
IIecTByIoIien dpusocodpun. PaspabaTeiBast «TeMbl
I'ymbomnpaTa», e okasascst B TPYZHOM IIOJIO-
xeHun: BimsgHue Kanrta Ha ['ymOospara ocro-
PUTB HEBO3MOXHO, 11 caM IlImet 06 sTOM mmmeT,
HO TOI7la BO3HMKaeT BOIIPOC, KaKMM 00pa3oM He-
ratvBHas uIocodusi MOXeT OKasblBaTh IIO3U-
TUBHOE BJIVsIHVE?

ITpu onenke BiamsHua Kanrta Ha I'ymOornbara
Ha niepsbivi 1w1aH y Ilera cHavaia BEIXOOIUT 3a-
VIMCTBOBaHVe TepMITHOJIOT VA

OH nome3yercsd HOpeuMylIecTBeHHO QwIo-
COCKOT M IICMXOJIOTMYECKOV TePMIMHOJIOIVeN
KaHra, K0TOpYIO OH BBOAUT B CBOWM PabOTHI He
KaK TOTOBBIe CXeMBbI pacIipererieHns 1 oopadboT-
KM MaTepuasia, — KakK TO [eJIajIii COBpeMeHHbIe
eMy IeJaHTUYecKre KaHTUaHIIbI-JIMHIBUCThI, —
a CKopee KakK 3BPUCTUUYECKMUI IIpyieM, KaK BCIIO-
MOTaTeJIbHBIVI OIOPHBIV IYyHKT, JAIOIIVI eMy
BO3MOXKHOCTB 00JIee vIvt MeHee TOUHO (PUKCUPO-
BaHHBIM TEPMWHOM 3alledaTiIeTh COOCTBEHHYIO
MbIcTe. OTcrona — Hem30eXXHast MOAVIVIKAIIVIS
TepMIHa, CIIOcCOOHasi ITOCTaBUTh B TYIIMK OPTO-
nmokcasibHoro KaHTmaHma (Imer, 2007a, c. 346).

IIIrieT He yKa3bIBaeT, KaKyie TEPMMHBI 1 KaKVM
o0pa3oM monBeprIich MOAVMMUKALINN, M 3aKJTIO-
4JaeT paccy’K[IeHVie, BO3aB II0 3ac/IyTaM «pa3HBbIM
KuseseTTepaMm 1 MomoOHBIM», ITPOTMBOIIOCTABIIE-
HueM ntyxa Kanra n Oyksbsl KanTa:

On the other hand, at the end of the nineteenth
century, Franz Brentano considered Kant and
Thomas Reid to be the founders of the phase of
extreme decline in modern European philoso-
phy. A critical position towards Kant was tak-
en by Mikhail I. Karinsky, whose works Shpet
knew well. Shpet himself considered Kant’s
philosophy to be “negative”, useful only from
the point of view of criticism of previous phi-
losophy.

In developing the “Humboldt themes”,
Shpet found himself in a difficult position:
Kant’s influence on Humboldt cannot be dis-
puted, and Shpet himself writes about this, but
then the question arises: How can negative phi-
losophy have a positive influence?

In assessing Kant’s influence on Humboldt,
Shpet (2007a, p. 346) first focuses on the bor-
rowing of terminology:

He uses predominantly the philosophical
and psychological terminology of Kant, which
he introduces into his works not as ready-made
schemes for the distribution and processing of
material, as did the pedantic Kantian linguists
of his time, but rather as a heuristic device,
as an auxiliary support point, giving him the
opportunity to capture his own thought with
a more or less precisely fixed term. Hence the
inevitable modification of the term, capable of
perplexing the orthodox Kantian.

Shpet does not indicate which terms were
modified and how, and concludes his argument
with a contrast between the spirit of Kant and
the letter of Kant, “giving due to “Kiesewetters
and others of his ilk”:

Humboldt used Kant’s terminology in
moderation, and outside of this he accepted
criticism and idealism [...] only in the sense of a
general ideological direction. Kantianism lived
for him notin Kant’s words, butin their aesthetic
and poetic refraction in the consciousness of
Schiller, Goethe, the Romantics and Schelling.
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['yMOOIBAT yMepeHHO ITOJIb30BasICS TEPMU-
Hostorment KaHra, a BHe 3TOro mpmHMMAaI Kpu-
TULIM3M U UOeaIN3M. .. TOJIILKO B CMBICIIE ODITIero
ugerHoro HampasileHus. KaHTuaHCTBO XWWIO
IUTS Hero He B oyioBax KaHTa, a B acTeTmuecKm-110-
STUUYECKOM MpeJIoMIIeH X B co3HaHvm L1Ioi-
stepa, ['ére, pomantmkos, lewmara. YrToObI
IIPaBWIBHO IIOHSTH M OLEHUTH (PwIocodcKie
ocHOBaHMs Teopuit I'yMOosIb/Ta, HY>)KHO He BbI-
VICKMBATh B HMX KaHTMAHCKIE 3JIEMEHTHI, a IIpo-
CTO IIOCTaBUTb €0 B Pl C TAKMMM COBPeMeHHVI-
kamy, Kak Puxre, 6pares lnererm, vwuiep,
I'ére, lllnentepmaxep, Llermmmar, I'erests (Tam xe,
c. 346 —347).

[TpriMeydaTesIbHO, YTO B 3TOM CIIMCKE BEJIMKMX
MBIC/ITENIeVT ¥ 103TOoB lepMaHMM OTCyTCTBYeT
cam KaHT, dprsocodmro koToporo ycepHo nsydait
[MTmyiiep v Ge3 TPyHOB KOTOPOro He ObUIN ObI BO3-
MoxHBI HU Duxte, Hu [erummar, au Terens. Ha
3TOT BceM m3BecTHBIV (1 camoMy Illnery, pasyme-
eTcsl) pakT ciiemyeT oOpaTUTh BHUMAaHVIE, TOCKOIIb-
Ky OH IIPOTMBOPEUNT yCTOSBIIEMYCSI OTHaIEHVIO
u otnenennio Kanra ot leresst (1 Mapkcusma) n
T'eresir or KaHTa cO CTOpOHBI Kak IIPaBOBEPHBIX
KaHTMaHIIeB, TaK W TerejIbsHIIeB (He ToBOps yixKe
o Mapkcmcrax)®. Ilepeev, kTo otnermr Kanra ot
HIOC/IeyIOIIet eMy HeMellKom dviocodpmm, ObLT
A. IlonieHraysp, KOTOPBIV cllejiajl 3TO B IOJIb3Y
Kanra, Torpma xax et — B none3y @uixre n [ere-
714. Bosee mocteioBaTesIbHBIMM OBLIN BCe ke KpH-
Tk Kanra — @. bpenTtano n M. V1. Kapurckur,
ycMmaTpuBasive B dprtocodnm KanTa mctouHmk
BCero IocJIeyIoIIero Hemerkoro uieanamsma. Ilo-
cJlefoBaTeIbHBIM ObUT 1 I'yMOOJNIBAT, TO3MTUBHO
BOCIIPMHIMMAasi KaHTOBCKIE KOHIIETIIINM, KOTOpbIe
He VIMeJIV IIPSMOI0 OTHOIIeHMS K S3bIKO3HAHMIO.
[rreT, BUAMMO, OKa3ayicsi HECIIOCOOeH IPUHSTH
TOT paKT, YTO TeOopws IO3HAHMSI MOIJIa OKas3aTb
pelaoliiee BIIVIHIe Ha yUYeHle O A3bIKe.

OnpoBeprHyTh TO, YTO He HYXXHO BBIVICKU-
BaTh y ['yMOobaTa KaHTMAHCKIe 3JIeMEeHTHI, He-
BO3MOXXHO, IIOTOMY 4YTO 3TO He Te3lC, HO MMIIepa-

¢ TlombITKa YCTaHOBUTL COOEPKaTeJIbHYIO CBsA3b MEXIy

Kanrom 11 Mapkcom ocyimectsiieHa B KH.: (Jlexxues, 1900).
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In order to correctly understand and evaluate
the philosophical foundations of Humboldt’s
theories, one must not seek out Kantian elements
in them, but simply place him in a row with such
contemporaries as Fichte, the Schlegel brothers,
Schiller, Goethe, Schleiermacher, Schelling and
Hegel (ibid., pp. 346-347).

It is noteworthy that Kant himself, whose
philosophy Schiller diligently studied and
without whose works neither Fichte nor Schel-
ling nor Hegel would have been possible, is
absent from this list of great thinkers and po-
ets of Germany. This fact, well-known to every-
one (and to Shpet himself, of course), should be
noted, since it contradicts the established dis-
tance and separation of Kant from Hegel (and
Marxism) and Hegel from Kant on the part of
both orthodox Kantians and Hegelians (not to
mention Marxists).® The first to separate Kant
from the German philosophy that followed him
was A. Schopenhauer, who did this in favour
of Kant, while Shpet did so in favour of Fichte
and Hegel. More consistent were Kant’s critics,
Brentano and Karinsky, who saw in Kant’s phi-
losophy the source of all subsequent German
idealism. Humboldt was also consistent, posi-
tively perceiving Kant’s concepts, which had no
direct relation to linguistics. Shpet, apparently,
was unable to accept the fact that the theory of
knowledge could have a decisive influence on
the study of language.

It is impossible to disprove the judgment
that there is no need to seek out Kantian ele-
ments in Humboldt, because this is not a thesis,
but an imperative. It is strange and surprising
to receive such orders — not to research this or
that — from a researcher of Humboldt's work.
(Although Shpet often refers to his own works,
and not the least important ones, as “remarks”,
“variations”, “fantasies” (in the musical sense)
and “fragments”).

® An attempt to establish a substantive link between
Kant and Marx was undertaken in Lezhnev (1900).
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TUB. Bee-Takyt cTpaHHO 1 yAVBUTEIIBHO MOJTy4YaTh
TaKe IIpuKasbl — He MCCieoBaTh TO-TO U TO-
TO — OT ucciedobamens TBopaectsa ['ymOobaTa.
(Xots IInieT yacTo obo3HauUaeT cBOM, IIpUYeM He
HocsIe[IHe TI0 BaXXHOCTY, PabOTHI KaK «3aMeTKID»,
«BapyaInm», «paHTasn» (B My3bIKaJIbHOM CMBIC-
7Ie), «pparMeHThI».)

B onrpenestennom cMmbicste Iler mpas: JoMcKm-
BaThCs JI0 KaHTOBCKMX 371eMeHTOB y ['yMOosba-
Ta He HY)KHO, IIOTOMY YTO 3TV 3JIEMeHTHI TaBHO
yXe BplMcKaHbl — lanvowm, Irennranem, Kac-
cupepoM u ap. llner mpas, pasymeercsi, B TOM,
uro ['yMOOJIBAT CTOUT B OMHOM psifly C Ilepedvic-
JIEHHBIMW VM MBICIIUTeIIMIU 1 no3Tamm. OmHa-
KO Bpsi/l JIV CJleflyeT IIpeyMeHblIaTh posib KanTa B
co3maHMM 0011IeNt KyJIbTY pHOV aTMocdepsl [epma-
HuM Tex JieT. lllTerntHTaIb, OTIaBas JOJDKHOE 3TOM
aTMocdepe, B KOTOPOV TOIIBKO ¥ MOIJIO OBITH CO-
3gaHO ydeHme ['ymMOorbATa, BCe JKe IMpsIMO yKa3bl-
BaeT Ha BJIMsIHME «KaK KaHTOBCKOV KPUTMYECKO
drocodpnm, Tak 1 ee mopgmdmkanyi Lvepom
n @uxre» (Steinthal, 1883a, S. 13). IllrertaTasns
HasblBaeT Bo33peHMs (Ansicht) I'ymOornpaTa kxan-
TUAHM3MPOBaHHBIM crHO3M3MoM  (Kantisirter
Spinozismus) (Ibid., S. 14), KoTOpPBIT CBOAMTCS, TIO
€ro MHeHWIO, K TpeM IyHKTaM, KOTOpble 5 Ilepe-
natro B Kparkom suje: 1. «ToxnmecTBo A3bIka 1 de-
JIOBeUecKoro ayxa»; 2. «KaXapIt A3bIK MIMeeT CO-
BepIIIeHHO WMHAMBUOYaJIbHYI0 (HOpPMY, B WUTOre
KaXXIIbIVI MHOVBUAYYM oOjIafjaeT cOOCTBEHHBIM
S3bIKOM»; 3. «C OIHOV CTOPOHBI, S3BIK CBSI3bIBAeT
VIHIIVIBUJIOB JIPYT C APYTOM ¥ C HEKOV IIepBUYHO
cwont (Urkraft); ¢ mpyrom — oH ecTs MHAVBUITY-
AJIVBUPYIOMINI IIPUHIINII, KOTOPBIVI IOIpyXKaeT
3Ty IIePBUYHYIO CWIIY B JAeVICTBUTEIbHOCTD SIBJjle-
HUT 1 ICTOpUYecKoe passuTue» (Ibid.).

Ouesupgno, uro IrertHTans eme Oosee yc-
JIOXKHSeT U yIIyOsIseT TeMy MCTOKOB BO33peHMUI
I'ym0OopaTa, KOrma ykKasbiBaeT Ha BOIIPOCHI, CBsI-
3aHHBIe ¢ ucrosikoBaHueM Kanra: «I'pygHocTy 3a-
KJIIOYAIOTCs, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, B CErofHSIIHeN
CUTYaLM TOJIKOBAHIVL KanTa, ¢ Opyrov — B TOM

In a way, Shpet is right: there is no need to
look for Kantian elements in Humboldt be-
cause these elements have long been found by
Haym, Steinthal, Cassirer and others. Shpet is
right, of course, that Humboldt stands in the
same line as the thinkers and poets he listed.
However, one should hardly underestimate the
role of Kant in creating the general cultural at-
mosphere of Germany in those years. Steinthal
(1883a, p. 13), while giving due respect to this
atmosphere, in which alone Humboldt’s teach-
ing could have been created, nevertheless di-
rectly points to the influence of “both Kant’s
critical philosophy and its modifications by
Schiller and Fichte”.” Steinthal calls Humboldt's
views (Ansichten) “Kantianised Spinozism (Kan-
tisirter Spinozismus)” (ibid., p. 14), which in his
opinion, can be reduced to three points which
I render here in brief: 1. “The identity of lan-
guage and the human spirit”;® 2. “Every lan-
guage has an absolutely individual form as a
result of which every individual has one’s own
language”;? 3. “On the one hand, language links
individuals to one another and to some prima-
ry source (Urkraft); and on the other hand, it is
an individualising principle which immerses
this primary force in the reality of phenomena
and historical development”? (ibid.).

It is obvious that Steinthal (1883b, p. 230)
further complicates and deepens the theme
of the origins of Humboldt’s views when he
points to questions connected with the interpre-
tation of Kant: “The difficulties lie, on the one
hand, in the current situation of the interpreta-
tion of Kant, and on the other, in the fact that

7 “[...] sowohl Kants kritische Philosophie als die
Modification derselben durch Schiller und Fichte.”
8 “[...] die Identitit der Sprache mit dem menschlichen

Geiste.”
o “[...] jede Sprache eine ganz individuelle Form habe;
schliefSlich habe jedes Individuum seine Sprache.”

10 #[...] die Sprache ist einerseits das Band der Individuen,
welches sie aneinander und an die unendliche Urkraft bindet;
und sie ist andrerseits das individualisirende Princip, welches
die Urkraft in die Wirklichkeit der Erscheinungen und in die
geschichtliche Entwicklung versenkt.”
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o0crogTenbcTBe, uTo I'yMOOIBAT HUTTIE SBHO He
BbIpaXkasl cBoe OTKJIOHeHMe oT KaHTa wim cBoe
coracue» (Steinthal, 18836, S. 230). Vinaue rosops,
¢ KakuM KaHTOM MBI IOJDKHBI IMETb J1eJI0 — Bpe-
MeH ['ymOosibaTa, KOTOPBIVL, BEpOSITHO, KaK 000-
CHOBaHHO npeprosnaraeT ITertHTab, 3HaJI TOIb-
KO BTOpOe M31aHme «KpuTukm 4ncToro pasyma» m
Jlake He CJIBIIIAJI O PasIvaui 1By X U3TaHW, VIV
xe ¢ KantoM Bpemen IllTertHTass, HeoKaHTMaH-
ues, IItera, I'ycceprrsa, Xavimerrepa v Halrero Bpe-
MeHW? DTOT TPYAHEeVIIINI TepPMeHeBTUYeCKIL BO-
IIPOC He MOXeT OBITh pacCCMOTPEH B PaMKaXx 3TOV
CTaTbUL.

Cawm [IImreT, Borpekyt cBoeMy MMIIepaTuBY, yKa-
3bIBaeT, XOTs ¥ He JeJjlaeT 3TO OTAe/IbHOV TeMOV,
Ha KaHTMaHCKMe 31eMeHTh! Y 'ymOompara. OnHa-
ko y IlInera symsinve KanTa xna I'ymOomnbara xa-
paKTepu3yeTcs, ¥ HeOITHOKPaTHO, KaK BHYIIICHVIE:

MoxHo npeAmnonoxmurs, uro I'ymOomear
IIpUIIIeT K 3TOV Mylee (CMHTe3a MOHATUM U 3BY-
Ka. — B.M.) nop sHymennem Kanra: Mbl mMe-
eM JIeJIO C SA3BIKOBBIMM KaTeropusIMy, KOTOphIe
KOHCTUTYMPYIOT KOHKPEeTHBIe CMBICITBI, TTOI0OHO
TOMY KaK KaTeropmy ecTecTBosHaHMs, 11o KaHry,
KOHCTUTYMPYIOT npuponay. Baymennem xe Kan-
Ta MOXXHO OOBSICHWUTH TeHpeHIMO ['ymOosbaTa
npuaBaTh 3TUM KaTeropusM JIUIIb CyOBbek-
TUBHO-TIPEIMETHOE 3HauUeHVe, a B CBSI3M C 3TUM
¥ TO, YTO OH TOJIKOBAJI JIOIMUeCKoe B TepMMHaXx
«9VICTOrO» (He TOJIBKO OT YYBCTBEHHOCTM, HO U
OT S3BIKOBOTO BBIpakeHMs) MbllnleHus (LLmer,
2007a, c. 355—356).

Erie onviH mpyiMep KaHTOBCKOI'O «MarHeTU3Ma:

...HaJI0 TIpU3HaTh, IO-BUIVIMOMY, YTO IS
I'ymOorib/aTa 3/1eCh BaskHa He CTOJIBKO «4yBCTBEH-
HOCTb» caMa I10 ceOe, CKOJIBKO ITpUCYIIas eVl «Ha-
IJIAIHOCTh», KaK 00 3TOM MOXXHO CYAUTD I10 TOMY
3agBireHVio ['ymOosbarTa, COITIaCHO KOTOPOMY,
PV JOCTATOYHOM OTAeJIeHNI KOHKPETHOTO, MBI
B pesyJsibTaTe HpHUAeM K IIOCTOSHHBIM popMaM
«3KCTEHCUM» W «VMHTEeHCUW», T.e. K Hal/ISIHBIM
dopmaM IIpocTpaHCTBa, BpeMeHM W CTeIlleHu
omy1eHusi. CoBepllleHHO OYeBWIHO, YTO BCe
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Humboldt nowhere clearly expressed his de-
viation from Kant or his agreement.”!" In oth-
er words, which Kant should we be dealing
with — are we referring to the time of Hum-
boldt, who, as Steinthal rightly suggests, proba-
bly knew only the second edition of the Critique
of Pure Reason and did not even hear about the
difference between the two editions, or to the
time of Steinthal, the Neo-Kantians, Shpet,
Husserl, Heidegger and our own time? This
most difficult hermeneutical question cannot
be considered within the framework of this ar-
ticle. Shpet himself, contrary to his imperative,
points out, although he does not make it a sep-
arate topic, the Kantian elements in Humboldt.
However, Shpet (2007a, pp. 355-356) character-
ises Kant’s influence on Humboldt, and repeat-
edly, as a suggestion:

It can be assumed that Humboldt came
to this idea (of the synthesis of concepts and
sound — V.M.) under the suggestion of Kant:
we are dealing with linguistic categories
that constitute concrete meanings, just as the
categories of natural science, according to Kant,
constitute nature. Kant’s suggestion can explain
Humboldt’s tendency to give these categories
only a subjective-objective meaning, and in
connection with this, the fact that he interpreted
the logical in terms of “pure” thinking (pure
not only in relation to sensuality, but also to
linguistic expression).

Another example of Kant’s “magnetism”:

[...] It must be admitted, apparently, that
for Humboldt what is important here is not
so much the “sensuality” itself, as its inherent
“visibility”, as can be judged from Humboldt's
statement, according to which, with sufficient
separation of the concrete, we will eventually
arrive at constant forms of “extension” and “in-
tensity”, i.e. at visual forms of space, time and

' “Die Schwierigkeiten liegen einerseits in der heutigen Lage
der Erklirung Kants und andrerseits in dem Umstande, dass
sich H. nirgends tiber seine Abweichungen von Kant oder
seine Zustimmung ausdriicklich duflert.”
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3TM paccyxaenus ['ymOorpaTa HaxomsTCs IO
BHYIIIEHVIEM KaHTOBCKOTO YYEHWSI 0 CXeMamusme
uucmolx paccyoourvix nonamui (Tam xe, c. 362)7.

«BbIVicKMBaHMe»  KaHTMAHCKMX  3JIEMEHTOB
i Taniva, Hlrerarars, Kaccupepa n gp. — 310
HeYTO caMO coboVl pasyMeroliieecs IIpy MCCIIefIo-
BaHUM yueHus ['ymOomnpara B mesom. Y Illnera
TIO3UIIVSL IIPOTMBOPEUNBas: C OHOV CTOPOHBI, OH
yTBep)XIaeT, 4TO He HYXXHO BBIVCKMBAaTh BIIVS-
Hust Kanra Ha ['ymOonpara, ¢ gpyroim — caM yka-
3bIBaeT Ha TaKue BiMsHMA. VI3 Bcex 271eMeHTOB
KaHTOBCKOTO BJIMHMS Ha ['ymOosbaTa Hambosee
BaXHYIO POJIb WUTPalOT KaHTOBCKMe KOHIIeIIIIVN
CUHTe3a® M y4eHMe O cxeMaTV3Me UMCTBIX PacCy-
IOYHBIX HOHATNI, KoTopoe lllner xapakTepusyet
KaK «B HEKOTOPBIX OTHOIIEHVSIX 3aMedaTeITbHOe.
Onnaxo, yreepxpaer IlmeT, «BpInoIHeHVE MIeN
y Kanta — nHeOpexxHo m cTpaHHO y3KO (“cxe-
MbI” — “cxembl Bpemenn”). <...> Ho cama nnes n
HeKOTOpble 3aMedaHls K HeVl 3aciTy>KVMBaloT BHU-
MasMs. [IpaBnsibHO pasBuTasi, OHa MorJia Obl OBITH
OCHOBaHVIEM /102UKU KaK YUeHWsI O CJIOBO-IIOHSTUN
(;oroce) ¥ OTIIPaBHBIM TYHKTOM IIOJIOKMTEIIBHO
nvanekTkm» (Tam xe, c. 432—433). et orenn-
BaeT cxemaTrnsM Kanra sBHO mo oOpasiy leress
BpemeHm «JIlekimm no victopumn dprtocodni», Ha
KOTOpBIe OH JIaeT CCBUIKY: «le2esb cumnTasl ydeHve
0 “cxemarm3me” “OMHOIO M3 IIPEKPaCHENIIINX CTO-
por KanTosovt dwtocodpmmt”, MOCKOJIBKY B HeM
CTaBUTCS 11eJIb OObeIVHEeHVsI abCOITIOTHBIX IIPO-
TVBOIIOJIOKHOCTEV UyBCTBEHHOCTY 1 paccysiKa, HO
B TO )Xe BpeMs cumTasl, uTo KaHT He JOCTUT LIeJINA. ..

7 «Ilopm BHYIIIEHMEM» O3HAYaET «II0f, IVITHO30M», U 3[1eCh

sBHO win HesiBHO KaHT [1eMOHM3MPYETCs, YTO He SIBIIsI-
€TCS YeM-TO VICK/IIOUMUTEIIBHBIM B PYCCKOT prytocopmm m
moa3mn (A. briok). KaHT BHyIIIaeT HeuTo, 9YTO B 00IIEM-TO
OIIMOOYHO, HO CTPAaHHBIM 00pa3oM OKas3bIBaeT ITOJIOXKM-
TeJIbHOE BIIVISTHVIE.

8 Ha 370 0coboe BHMMaHMe obparraeT Kaccupep: «Kak
i Hero (it I'ymbompnra. — B.M.), Tak u mrg Kanra
IIOHATME CUHTEe3a CTAHOBUTCS OCHOBHBIM W BEIYIIVIM.
Tak >Xe m [I HETO CMHTE3 — 3TO He CBS3b, KOTOpasi OCy-
IIECTBIISIETCSI MEXK/Ty TOTOBBIMM VI JIAHHBIMI ITPeIMeTaM,
HO OH e€CTh OCHOBHOE YCJIOBVE IIPEIMETHOrO I10JIaraHis,
rontaragys Hekotoporo Heuro xak npemmera» (Cassirer,
2003, S. 122).
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degree of sensation. It is quite obvious that all
of these arguments of Humboldt are under the
suggestion of Kant’s doctrine of the schematism
of pure concepts of understanding (ibid., p. 362)."

“Searching for” Kantian elements for Haym,
Steinthal, Cassirer and others is something
self-evident when studying Humboldt’s doc-
trine as a whole. Shpet’s position is contradic-
tory: on the one hand, he claims that there is
no need to search for Kant’s influence on Hum-
boldt, on the other, he himself points to such
influences. Of all the elements of Kant’s influ-
ence on Humboldt the most important role is
played by Kant’s concepts of synthesis® and
the doctrine of the schematism of pure con-
cepts of understanding, which Shpet character-
ises as “remarkable in some ways”. However,
Shpet maintains that “Kant’s implementation
of the idea is careless and strangely narrow
(‘schemes — schemes of time’). [...] But the
idea itself and some comments on it deserve
attention. Correctly developed, it could be the
basis of logic as the doctrine of word-concept
(logos) and the starting point of positive dialec-
tics” (ibid., pp. 432-433). Shpet evaluates Kant's
schematism clearly on the model of Hegel at
the time of the Lectures on the History of Philos-
ophy, to which he gives a reference: “Hegel con-
sidered the teaching on “schematism” to be ‘one
of the splendid aspects of Kantian philosophy’
because it sets the goal of uniting the absolute
opposites of sensibility and understanding, but
at the same time he believed that Kant did not

12 “Under suggestion” means “under hypnosis”, and
here Kant is demonised, either explicitly or implicitly,
which is not something exceptional in Russian philos-
ophy and poetry (Alexander Blok). Thus Kant suggests
something that is generally erroneous, but strangely has
a positive effect.

13 Cassirer (2013, p. 118) draws attention to this: “For
him (Humboldt — V.M.), as for Kant, the concept of
synthesis becomes a genuine, central and motivating
concept; synthesis is not a connection that takes place
between ready and given objects, rather it is the basic
condition of objective positing, of the positing of some-
thing as an object”.



PaccyZIoOK M 4yBCTBEHHOCTb, KaXJoe 3 HUX, CO-
XPaHSIOT CBOIO OCOOEHHOCTh, 00BbeIVHeHe OCTa-
joch “BHemtHMM, noBepxHocTHBIM”. Hegel G. W.E.
Geschichte der Philosophie. Bd. III. S. 516°» (Tam xe,
c. 433, mpumeu.). 'erents 3a0p01, BaVMo (a Ilrer,
IO BCeVl BepOsITHOCTM, He 3HaJI), O CBOel paHHe
padoTe, I7ie OH yTBepKIasl IPSIMO IIPOTVBOIIOIOXK-
HOe (KaK WICTMHHBIV OyayieKTuK): «KaHToBcKe
dopMEI coseprians ¥ POPMBI MBIIIIIEHVIST BOBCE
He TI0JIarafoTcs Kak ocoOeHHBbIe, 1301 POBaHHbIe
IPYT OT ZpyTa CIOCOOHOCTM, KaK 3TO OOBIYHO cebe
nipencrasirsitoT» (leress, 2021, c. 24).

OnumH 13 MIITeTOBCKMX BBIBOIIOB M3 pacCyKie-
HUV 0 KAHTOBCKOM CXeMaTy3Me HeOpuUIVHaJIeH C
TOUKM 3peHwsi OOJIBIIHCTBA MICTOPUKOB (P1UII0CO-
v, Brrogasi nosaHero lerests: KanT He ripeorio-
JleBaeT AyaJI3M UyBCTBEHHOCTHU M paccynka. Of-
Hako ['ymbomnear, yrBepxmaer Ilmer, nemaer sTo
C TIOMOIIIBIO ViJIeVt BHYTpeHHe! s13bIKOBOV POpMBbI
o1, BimgHeM KanTa: naen I'ymOomnpara «MoXXHO
IIPSIMO IIPUHSTE KaK MOIPABKY TeOPUM IJTyXOHe-
MOro MBIIIJIEHVsI Ha y4YeHMe O MBIIUIEHUN CJI0-
BecHOM» (I1IrteT, 20073, c. 435).

[IrreT OTMeYasT: «...B OOIIEM BCe JKe 3aVIMCTBYIO
y I'ymOospaTa TOJIBKO TEPMMH, a CMBIC/I Bjlaraio
cBoi» (Tam xe, c. 232, mpumed.). OueBMIHO, YTO
[IreT 3aMMCTBYeT He TepMMH, HO CJIOBO, VI CO3-
JlaeT 13 Hero HOBBIVI TePMMH C HOBBIM CMBICJIOM,
KOTOPBIVI OH OTYeT/IVMBO BbIpaswl B «IDcTeTude-
CKMX pparMeHTax» (OIATb-TaKM — (pparMeHTax):
«[Tpurienissich K r'yMOOJIBATOBCKOMY (pOpMasIbHO-
MY OITpeJieJIeHIIO, 51 Ha3bIBalo JIOrdecKyie (hopMbl
Buympennumu gopmamu peuan. <...> Jlormueckve
dopMBI CyTh BHYyTpeHHMe POpMBl, KaK (POPMBI
M7leaJTbHOTO CMBIC/Ia, BBIpakaeMoro ¥ cooblliae-
Moro...» (met, 20076, c. 224). COmKkeHMe BHY-
TPeHHero C JIOTMYeCKMM IIOMOraeT BHYTpeHHel
dopme mpoHMKATH B JIIOOBIe 00JIaCTN ITO3HAHMS 1
nevictust. OO 5TOM TOBOPSIT TaKye 4acTo BCTpeda-
tonrecsd y IlneTta cjoBocoueTaHMs, KaK «CJIOBec-
HO-JIOTTY€CKVIE €IVIHUIIBD», «CJIOBECHO-TIOTTYEeCKIe
aJITOPUTMBI», «CJIOBECHO-JIOTIYECKVIE CTPYKTY Phl»,

? Cwm.: (Teremnp, 1994, c. 487).
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achieve the goal: “[...] understanding and sen-
sibility, each of them, retain their own particu-
larity, the unity remains ‘external, superficial’.
Hegel G.W.F. Geschichte der Philosophie. Bd. IIL
S. 516" (ibid., p. 433n). Hegel (1977, p. 70) ap-
parently had forgotten (and Shpet probably did
not know) his early work in which he made
the opposite claim (as a true dialectician): “The
Kantian forms of intuition and the forms of
thought cannot be kept apart at all as the par-
ticular, isolated faculties which they are usually
represented as.”

One of Shpet’s conclusions from the reason-
ing about Kant’s schematism is not original
from the viewpoint of the majority of histori-
ans of philosophy, including the later Hegel:
Kant does not overcome the dualism of sensi-
bility and understanding. However, Humboldst,
Shpet (2007a, p. 435) argues, does this with the
help of the idea of inner language form under
the influence of Kant: Humboldt’s ideas “can be
directly accepted as a correction of the theory
of deaf-mute thinking to verbal thinking”.

Shpet noted: “in general I borrow only Hum-
boldt’s term but I put my own meaning into in
(ibid., p. 232n). It is obvious that Shpet (2007b,
p- 224) borrows not the term but the word and
creates from it a new term with a new meaning,
which he clearly expressed in his Aesthetic Frag-
ments (again, fragments): “Clinging to Hum-
boldt’s formal definition, I call logical forms
inner forms of speech. [...] Logical forms are in-
ner forms, as forms of ideal meaning, expressed
and communicated [...].” The rapprochement
of the inner with the logical helps the inner
form to penetrate into any areas of knowledge
and action. This is indicated by such phras-
es, frequently encountered in Shpet, as “ver-
bal-logical units”, “verbal-logical algorithms”,
verbal-logical structures, “verbal-logical cul-
tural consciousness” etc. Even mathematics has
its inner form: “The mathematical algorithm

14 See Hegel (1955, p. 441).
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«CJIOBECHO-JIOTIYeCKOe KYJIBTypHOe CO3HaHVe» U
T. 1. [la’ke MaTeMaTVIKa VIMeeT CBOIO BHYTPEHHIOIO
dopmy: «MaremaTdecKmUyI aJITOPUTM €CTh BHY-
TPeHHss JIormdeckass (popMa MareMaTi4ecKoro
s3pika» (Imnet, 20073, c. 418, mprmew.).

IToaTndeckne popMBl sI3bIKa TaK’Ke OKasbIBa-
IOTCS IIPOM3BOIHBIMM OT Jjiormdeckmx. Crremys
I'ymbombary, LmeT mpoBOoAUT pas3iiavie MeXITy
«IIPaKTWYECKVIM S3bIKOM OOIIEeXKMTIS», IIPUBSI3aH-
HBIM K COOOITIEHVSIM U BIIeYaTIIEHVSIM, VI TIO3TIYe-
CKVIM SI3BIKOM — «HOBOVI CTUIXVIEVD» C IO TMYECKO
BHyTpeHHen dopmont (cm.: Tam xe, c. 440—441).
«SI3bIK HaIlOMMHAET VCKYCCTBO» — 3TOT Te3WC
I'ymbomnpaTa okasan Ha Ilmera Gosbioe, ecin
He pemiarorriee, BimsHve. OIHAKO CIlefTyeT 3aMe-
TUTH, YTO 3TO TOJIBKO CXOICTBO, MOO VICKYCCTBO
(tékhné) mcKyccTBEHHO; MCKYCCTBO — 3TO TEeXHU-
Ka IIPeKpacHOro, ecyIu elre He ObIJI0 TaKOro orpe-
IIeJIeHVIs, a SI3BIK — 9TO eCTeCTBEHHO-COITVaIbHOe
TBOPYECTBO, B KOTOPOM COyYacTBYIOT OOJIBIIIVE 11
MaJIble IPYIIITBI COOTBETCTBEHHO OPTraHV3yeMBbIX 11
OpraHM3YIOLINX JIOIe, YCTaHaB/IVBAIOIIVIX IIpa-
BiJIa OOIIEXWTVS, B YaCTHOCTV IIPUHYXIEHWS,
TaK>Ke ¥ C TIOMOIIIBIO SI3bIKa MICKYCCTBA.

3. To>xzmecTBO TEpMMHOB
VUJIV TEPMUH KaK pasiandne?

B 3akJTroueHe MBI paCCMOTPYUIM BOIIPOC O CBSI3V
METOMIOJIOT MY VI TEPMUHOJIOTMN B IJIaHe OIperie-
JIeHWs CTaTyca IOCJIe[IHeN B CBsi3M ¢ TeMaMm ['ym-
6ompara 1 KanTa y Ilnera.

Lene Kanta — «apummpeHye 1 BOCCOeAVHe-
HVIe YyBCTBEHHOCTH 1 paccyiKa», mosaraet Illmer
(Tam xe, c. 433). Ci10BO «BOCCOENIVIHEHE» OTChIJIa-
eT Hac K nx o0memMy, corstacHo KaHTy, kKopHIO, 11
IIIrieT B cBOEVI MaHepe ympekaeT KaHra: «BmecTo
TOrO YTOOBI PHITH B ITTyOMHY WM OTBICKATh CKPBI-
TBIVI OT Hac KopeHb, KaHT mireT cpencTs, ¢ omo-
IITBIO KOTOPBIX MOXKHO OBIJIO OBI CBSI3aTh CTBOJIBL 11
KPOHBL, M XOTSI OBbI 3TMM JJOOUTBCS BOXIIEIIEHHO-
ro equHcTBa»' (TaMm ke, c. 432). [Ipyroe ciioBo —

10 MImer He cTaj yrmyOIsThCsl B MOYBY CaM, MOJIArasi, 4To mpo-

OeMa eTMHCTBA MOXKET OBITh PellieHa C TIOMOIIBIO BHY TPEHHEH
¢dopwmbl. [IBa ropa crycts (1929) Xaiinerrep npeanpuHsi mo-
IBITKY JOMCKAThCSI 10 IPECIOBYTOTO KOPHS, HO JAJIbIE HOBOTO
Ha3BaHUS ATOTO KOPHS JET0 KOTaH!s HE CIBHHYIOCH.
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is the inner logical form of the mathematical
language” (Shpet, 2007a, p. 418n). The poetic
forms of language also turn out to be deriva-
tives from logical forms.

Following Humboldt, Shpet distinguishes
between the “practical language of communi-
ty life”, tied to messages and impressions, and
poetic language, “a new element” with a poet-
ic inner form (ibid., pp. 438-439). “Language re-
sembles art” — this thesis of Humboldt had a
great, if not decisive, influence on Shpet. How-
ever, it should be noted that this is only a sim-
ilarity, for art (téchne) is artificial; art is the
technique of beauty, if such a definition had not
yet been proposed, and language is a natural
social creation in which large and small groups
of people, respectively organised and organis-
ing, participate, establishing rules of communi-
ty life, in particular coercion, also with the help
of the language of art.

3. Identity of Terms
or the Term as Difference?

In conclusion, we will consider the issue of
the relationship between methodology and ter-
minology, defining the status of the latter in
connection with the themes of Humboldt and
Kant in Shpet.

Kant’s goal is “the reconciliation and re-
unification of sensuality and understanding”,
Shpet believes (ibid., p. 433). The word “reuni-
fication” refers us to their common root, ac-
cording to Kant, and Shpet, in his own manner,
reproaches Kant: “Instead of digging into the
depths and finding the root hidden from us,
Kant seeks means by which it would be pos-
sible to connect the trunks and crowns, and at
least by this achieve the desired unity® (ibid.,

> Shpet chose not to dig deeper himself, believing that
the problem of unity could be solved with the help of
inner form. Two years later, in 1929, Heidegger made
an attempt to dig down to the awkward root, but the
digging did not go beyond giving the root a new name.



«IpUIMUpeHMe» — OTHOCUTCS yXe He K KaHTy, HO
K CTapOMYy JJOKAHTOBCKOMY CIIOPY CeHCya/IM3Ma M
paumoHanmsMa. Takum obpasoM, 11Ba cjIoBa depes
3alI4TyI0 IIpYHAJIeXaT K pa3HbIM KOHTEKCTaM.

[IIrieT oT™MeYaeT, YTo P OCYIIeCTBIIeHUV 3TOV
1est KaHT BBOOMT MHOrOUYMCIIEHHBIE TEPMVHBL:
HIofIBeieHie, IIpYMeHeHle, MOHOIpaMMa, CHHTe3
u T.7. CaMO KOJIMUECTBO TEPMMHOB IOOYXXIIaeT
[Irera caesnaTk caeayoNMM BbiBo: «OmHO 0bu-
JIVie Pas3bSCHSIONINIX TEPMIHOB, VI B OCOOEHHOCTM
CMBICIIa UX, YKa3bIBaeT Ha To, uTo KaHT noporres k
11pobJieMe VICKITFOUMTEITBHOV BaKHOCTI» (Tam e,
c. 433). OueBnIHO, OTHAKO, UTO KOJIMYECTBO TeP-
MIHOB He MOXET CBUIETEeIIbCTBOBATH O BaXKHOCTM
TOVI VJIVI VIHOVI ITpO0JIeMBl; MHOIZIA 3TO CBU/IEeTeIb-
CTByeT 00 MMuTanym mpobieM, xotd k KaaTy sTor
yIpeKk HempyMeHUM. [Ipyrout BOIIpOC, KOTOPBIV
3/1eCh BO3HMKAaeT, OTHOCUTCS K CMBICITy Te€pMIHOB
Kak TakoBbIX. IIIrteT Ha3bIBaeT TepMUHBI TIOSICHU-
TeJIbHBIMI VI Pa3bsICHUTEIBHBIMI; 3TO O3Hayda-
€T, YTO OH IIPUIIVIChIBaeT TepMMHaM VIMMaHeHT-
HBIVI CMBICJI, C TIOMOIIIBIO KOTOPOT'O MOXKHO YTO-TO
Pa3BSACHUTD, a He yKasblBaeT Ha VX 3HadeHVe Kak
dyHKUMIT B paMKaxX KOHLIEIIINY, B JaHHOM CIIy-
4Jae — KaHTOBCKOW. PesleBaHTHBIM IIPUIMEpPOM IMO-
CJIyXKUT TpaHcdOpMallysi KaHTOBCKOIO TepMIHa
«cxeMa» B «UJIeI0 CXeMbD». «Vfest cxeMbl» TyT e
IIpeBpalliaeTcs B «[IOHSATHE cXeMbl» (cM.: TaMm ke,
c. 433—434), ipu 3TOM HOJIOKUTEIBHBIVI CMBICIT
3TOro TepMUHa-TIOHATHA-Maen ceoauTcs y Ilnera
K TIeperIMEHOBAHMIO CXeMBI B «IIpaBmIIO» (0OOpaso-
BaHVIS IIOHSTUT) U «aJITOPUTMBI IIPUEMOB».

C Bepom B IIPUCYIIUII TePMMHAM CMBICIT U IX
Pa3BSACHAIONIYIO CYJIY COIJlacyeTcss OCHOBHasl Me-
ToHOJIOrMYecKasl —IIPedIloChlIKa  PacCyKIeHMI
[IIneTa, xoTOpHBIN IOJIaraeT, 4yTo KaHT He TOJIBKO
He paspelI IIpodsieMy, Ho, bosiee TOro, Iy Th, KO-
TOPBIM OH K HeVl IIpuIIesI, AUCKpeqUTUpyeT ee.
Bepnas rioctaHoBKa ITpo0sieMbl METOIOIIOI TUECK
IOJKHA OBITh TakoBa: «EC/In ecTh KaKoe-TO eIyH-
CTBO, OITHOPOIHOCTH, TOKECTBO, TO VX ITpo0dIeMa
JIOJDKHA OBITB TIEPBOVA, 710 BCSIKOTO pasfiesieHus], —
yTO 11 OBLJIO OCHOBHOIO 3a00TOI0 ITOC/IEKAHTOBCKO-
ro upeanusMa llerinra, Ieresd, n uro, B cy1-
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p. 432). The other word, “to reconcile” refers
not to Kant, but to the old pre-Kantian dispute
between sensualism and rationalism. Thus, the
two words, separated by a comma, belong to
different contexts.

Shpet observes that in pursuit of his goal
Kant introduces numerous terms: subsump-
tion, application, monogram, synthesis etc. The
multiplicity of terms prompts Shpet to make
the following conclusion: “The abundance of
explanatory terms, and especially their mean-
ings, indicates that Kant approached a prob-
lem of exceptional importance” (ibid., p. 433). It
is obvious, however, that the number of terms
cannot testify to the importance of a particu-
lar problem; sometimes it testifies to the imita-
tion of problems, although this reproach does
not apply to Kant. Another question that aris-
es here concerns the sense of the terms as such.
Shpet calls the terms clarifying and explana-
tory; this means that he attributes to the terms
the immanent sense with the help of which
something can be explained, and does not in-
dicate their significance as functions within the
framework of a doctrine, in this case Kant’s.
An example in point is the transformation of
the Kantian term “scheme” into the “idea of
scheme”. The “idea of scheme” immediate-
ly turns into “the concept of scheme” (ibid.,
pp. 433-434), and then the positive sense of
this term-concept-idea is reduced by Shpet to
the renaming of the scheme into “rule” (of con-
cept formation) and “algorithms of method”.
The belief in the inherent meaning of terms and
their explanatory power is consistent with the
basic methodological premise of Shpet’s argu-
ments, who believes that Kant not only did not
solve the problem, but, moreover, the path by
which he arrived at it discredits it. The correct
formulation of the problem methodological-
ly should be as follows: “If there is some uni-
ty, homogeneity or identity, then their problem
should take first place, before any division,
which was the main concern of the post-Kan-
tian idealism of Schelling and Hegel, and
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HOCTM, COCTaBJIsleT OCHOBHOE W eCTeCTBeHHOe
yCJIOBVe CaMOVI BOSMOXKHOCTM AvasieKTuku. IIpo-
BO3IVIAIlleHVe IIPOo0JIeMbl 10c/e  yTBepXKIeHWs
HEKOTOPOro IPUHIIMIINAJIBHOIO pasjindms —
CBUJIETEJILCTBO HEKOTOPOW JIOKHOCTM B CaMOM
pasimueHnn. OHO 3aKpbIBaeT OT HaC KaKyO-TO
HeIIOCPeIICTBEHHYIO 1 MePBUYHYIO MOJTHYIO TaH-
HOCTb...» (TaMm xe, c. 433). «Tox(m)ecTBO» M «TI107I-
Hasl JAHHOCTb» CyTbh OCHOBHBIEe TE€pPMUHBI pas-
HbIX prtocodpo — Terers u I'yccepris, n Ilner
CKJIOHSETCs Bce e K TOXECTBY, a B pasInyduu 1
pasIueHNM KaK Havdajle BUAUT ommOKy. B aTom
OTOXIIECTBJIEHUW Pa3INueHNs ¥ OMIVIOKM MOX-
HO BCe XXe YBUJIETb JBOSKOe: C OJHOV CTOPOHBI,
[IrreT okasbIBaeTCcs BHe [TaJIbHEVIINX MeTO/0JI0-
rudeckux 1yret dpwiocodpun XX B, rae pasiu-
4ye WIN pasindeHre MapKUpyeT KaK pa3 MCXol-
HBble ITyHKTBI aHa/In3a: y bpeHTaHo — pasnnune
NICUIXMYeCKNX U dpusndecknx peHomeHoB, y I'yc-
cepiisi — pasyIMuye 3HauYeHMs 1 3HaKa, y Xarijer-
repa — OHTOJIOrMYeckoe pasyune (ObITus 1 Cy-
miectsyomiero) n T.11. C apyron croponsl, [1lner
rofiBepraeT KpUTHUKe He COOCTBEHHO pasjindne,
HO pasjiefieHre, He pasiIndas MX, KaK M MHO-
r'vie a/IeliThl «pasjInyeHn». B aTom ero xpurmka
crpaBesJIviBa, XOTsl pasfielleHue ITpeosiosieBaeT-
Csl He TOXJIeCTBOM, HO pasjidyeHVieM, OCHOBHBIM
MIPU3HAKOM KOTOPOIO SIBJISIeTCs pasjInyyie Tieperl-
Hero IwiaHa 1 ¢oHa. JItoboe pasmmdeHne, B TOM
4ycIIe TePMUHOJIOTYecKoe, IofpasyMeBaeT pas-
nuuenve pasnunit. @yHKIMS TepMuHa — He
Pa3BACHATH (CBOVI CMBICIT) VI He pasesIaTh (Harpu-
Mep, 4yBCTBEHHOCTb ¥ PACCy[IOK), HO pa3jindarhb
acITeKTHI ITPOOIIEMBL.

Vcxomst 3 ToXecTBa CJIOBa-IIOHATHS, a pak-
TUYeCKM — cCJloBa-TIoHATHA-TepMuHa, [llner
OBITAeTCS PasBUTh CBOVI COLIVAJIBHBIVI IIPOEKT,
«IPUMUPsIS» VHIVBUIYaJIbHOCTh U KOJUIEKTUB,
CyOBeKT 11 OOBEKT B eIMTHOM II0JIe COLMaIbHOCTH,
I7ie Jake 3Be3Ibl CTAHOBATCS COIMAIbHBIMY OOB-
exTamy. PaccMoTpeHMe 3THX BOIIPOCOB He BXOIUT
ceyfyac B Hallly 3ajlaqy, OTMEeTVM TOJIBKO, YTO 3TO
VcciefioBaHe ITOTpedyeT TIaTeIbHOIO TepMIHO-
JIOTMYeCKOro aHasIv3a.

which, in essence, constitutes the basic and
natural condition of the very possibility of di-
alectics. The declaration of a problem after the
assertion of some fundamental distinction is ev-
idence of some falsity in the distinction itself. It
hides from us some immediate and primary full
givenness [...]” (ibid., p. 433). “Identity” and
“full givenness” are the key terms of such dif-
ferent philosophers as Hegel and Husserl, and
Shpet tends towards identity, he sees a mistake
in difference and distinction as the beginning.
In this identification of distinction and error,
one can nevertheless see two things: On the
one hand, Shpet finds himself outside the fur-
ther methodological paths of twentieth centu-
ry philosophy, where difference or distinction
marks precisely the starting points of analysis:
in Brentano — the difference between mental
and physical phenomena, in Husserl — the dif-
ference between meaning and sign, in Heideg-
ger — the ontological difference (between
being and the existing) etc. On the other hand,
Shpet criticises not the difference itself, but the
division, without distinguishing between them,
like many adherents of “differentiations”. In
this his criticism 1is justified, although the di-
vision is overcome not by identity, but by dif-
ferentiation, the main feature of which is the
difference between the foreground and the
background. Any difference, including the ter-
minological one, implies difference of differ-
ences. The function of the term is not to explain
(its meaning or sense) and not to separate (for
example, sensibility and understanding), but
to distinguish the aspects of the problem. Pro-
ceeding from the identity of word-concept and
in effect of word-concept-term, Shpet tries to
develop his social project “reconciling” the in-
dividual and the collective, the subject and ob-
ject in the single field of sociality, where even
the stars become social objects. These issues
are beyond the scope of my analysis now, but I
have to note that such research would call for a
thorough terminological analysis.
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