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KAHTVUAHCKAJ PAITMOHAJIBHOCTb
B ®MJIOCOPUN HAYKHA

O0630p IlepBoit KoHPepeHIMM JTabOpaTOpPUM
«KaHTnaHcKasi paliliOHaIBHOCTB»

A. C. Buavbep’

Mesxoynapoonas nayunas xorpeperyus « Kanmuar-
CKas payuoHasbHoCmy 8 husocopu HAyKU» Npouiaa c
9 no 11 oxmsabpa 2020 e. 8 basmuiickom ghedepasvHom
yHubepcumeme um. V. Kanwma 6 Kasununepade. Ilam-
HAOUAMb YHACMHUKOB U3 pasuvlx cmpar obcyxoaru
acnekmst KAHMoBCKoO20 NOHUMAHUSA HAYKU U POAU pa3-
yma 6 wetl: eduncmbo, pasiudue U CUCHEMAMULHOCHTD
ynxyul pasyma 6 nayke, kax oHu packpvibatomcs 6
paccyxoenusx Kanma o kpumepusx nay4Hocmu, kaac-
cugpuxayuio HAyK U Memoosl 1mMeopemu4ecKux u Ikcne-
PUMEHMANLHBIX UCCAe008aHUTL 6 KOHKPEMHbIX HAYKAX.
B memamuxe xorgpeperyuu moxHo Bvidesums 08a Bedy-
wjux acnexma: 1) coomwouienue memapusuxu u ecrme-
cmbBo3nanus 8 konmexcme KanmoBckou moxu, 2) 3Have-
Hue kanmobckux udei 6 coBpemeHHbIX HAYKAX U B KOH-
uenyusx ¢purococpuu Hayku XX u XXI cmosremuil.

KaroueBvie caoBa: Kanm, dusrocopus nayxu, pa-
UUOHAABHOCHTb, MeN1000.402U s, e0uHcmbo, cucmemamuy-
HOCHIb, 2UN0Me3a, IKCnepuUMeHin

C 9 mo 11 okts6psa 2020 r. B oHytaH-dpopMa-
Te’ B basTurickom deepasibHOM yHMBEpCUTETe
M. V1. KanTa cocrosytach MeXxayHapoiHasi KOH-
depennng  «KaHTMaHCKasi paliOHAJIBHOCTh B
dumocopun  Haykm», TOCBsIIeHHass OOCyKe-
HuIo npercrasieHnn KanTta o pasyme u parimo-
HaJIBHOCTW VI aHaJIU3y WX IIpUMeHeHus B pulo-
cocpum Haykm. C JT0K/Ia/laMy Ha aHIJIUVICKOM S3bl-
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KANTIAN RATIONALITY
IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE

Report on the First Conference
of the Kantian Rationality Lab

A.S. Zilber!

The international conference “Kantian Rationality
in Philosophy of Science” was held on 9-11 October
2020 at the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal Universi-
ty (IKBFU) in Kaliningrad. Fifteen participants from
different countries discussed aspects of the Kantian
understanding of science and the roles of reason in it:
the unity, difference, and systematicity of the functions
of reason in science, as they are revealed in Kant’s dis-
cussions of criteria of scientificity, the classification of
sciences, or methods of theoretical and experimental re-
search in specific sciences. The topics discussed fell into
two broad categories: firstly, the relationship between
metaphysics and science in the context of Kant’s time;
secondly, the relevance of Kant’s ideas to modern sci-
ences and the concepts of philosophy of science in the
twentieth and twenty-first centuries.

Keywords: Kant, philosophy of science, rational-
ity, methodology, unity, systematicity, hypothesis, ex-
periment

The international conference “Kantian Ra-
tionality in the Philosophy of Science” devoted
to Kant’s ideas on reason/rationality and their
use in the philosophy of science, was held on-
line? at the Kant Baltic Federal University on
9-11 October 2020. Papers were presented in
English by 15 participants from eight coun-
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Ke BeIcTyIIvIn 15 mccrreioBaresiet ns 8 crpaH (AB-
crpusi, berbrus, BenmmkoOpwranus, Vicnanms, Ka-
Hana, Hunepnanael, Poccus, CILIA), yncrio city-
mraresierr gocrurajio 80 oOHJIaVH-IIOOK/TIOUEHMA.
DTO HepBoe MepoHpusATHe, OpraHM30BaHHOe Jla-
OopaTtopuert «KaHTMaHCKast pariOHAIBHOCTE» —
Me>XTyHapOIHBIM VCCIIEeIOBATeIIbCKIIM KOJUIEKT-
BOM, CO3[IJaHHBIM 107, pyKOBOZICTBOM I1pod. Toma-
ca llItypma (bapceriona / Kanvuunrpanm) B BOY
M. V. Kanra B pamkax mpoekTa «KaHTnaHcKas
palOHaILHOCTD U ee TIOTeHIIVall B COBpeMeHHO
HayKe, TeXHOJIOI'MAX M COLVMaIbHBIX MHCTUTYTax»
(monnepxadH MuHMCTepCTBOM HayKM ¥ BBICILIETO
obpaszosanms PO, rpanT Ne 075-15-2019-1929).

OmnHom 13 IJ1aBHBIX 1iejlell KOHepeHLINM CTa-
70 ocmbicileHue BimsAHMS KanTa Ha passuTue
KOHIIEIIIINII Hay4YHOW pallMoHajIbHOCTH. Haps-
1y C BOIIPOCOM O TOM, B KaKMX ITyHKTaX 1 B KaKov
Mepe KaHTOBCKYIO KOHIIEIIIIVIO Hay4YHOVI parivio-
HaJIBHOCTVI MOXXHO VCIIOJIB30BaTh B HaIIV JHW,
aKTyaJsleH BOIIPOC O Ccriocobax peKOHCTPYKIIUM ca-
MOV 3TOVI KOHLIeNIINM, aHaIu3 ee KOMIIOHEeHTOB,
IpOsICHeHMe CBSI3M MeXJy HVMM, oIlperesieHue
cenduKM 1 OOIIVIX MOMEHTOB. DTU TeMbl 00y-
cjioBsieHbl TeM, uto KaHT mpummcasn pasymy Iie-
JIBIVI PsifT, PasHOPOIHBIX dpyHKLWn?[, B TOM 4uCJIe B
Hay4YHOM IIO3HaHWUM: OIlpefiesieHrieé MeTOIOB, Bbl-
IIBVDKEHVIe TUIIoTe3 (Mevl), TeOpeTIdecKoe COIIpo-
BOXK/IeHVe SMIIVMPUYECKIX MCCIIeIOBaHWIA

Teme enyHCcTBa M pasmumd GyHKUMUI pasyMa
TIOCBATVJI CBOV JIOKJIaJ], OTKPBIBIINI KOH(epeH-
1vito Tomac HImypm. OH oOpaTis1 BHMMaHMe Ha TO,
uTO, cortacHo KaHTy, pyHKIIMM pasyma B HayKe He
VICUepHBIBAIOTCA CO3[IaHMEeM VICCIIe]OBaTeIIbCKIX
IIPOEKTOB, BbIIBVDKEHVEM TMIIOTe3 VI HTeT paliyert
pe3ysibTaTtoB. PasyM Takke MrpaeT MeTOIOJIOrYe-
CKYO POJIb, OIIpesiesIsis VI KOPPeKTUPYsl IIPUHITNIIBI
0OBsICHEeHM I U [JOKa3aTeJIbCTBa, HaulHasi C «HayK O
pasyMe» (JIorvka, MaTeMaTVKa, MeTadpr3mKa 1 «gu-
CTOe» ecTeCTBO3HaHMe) 1 3aKaH4YMBas SMIIVpIye-
CKVIMWM HayKaMU, TaK/MMW KaK VCTOPWSI ¥ aHTPOIIO-
JIOTMsl, B KOTOPBIX pasyM oIpefesisieT o0J1acTb Vic-
cJlef1oBaHVIs, ero cpencTsa u Hesm. OcolObInt MHTe-
pec IpeJicTaBIsgeT Poiib pasyMa B pOpMUpPOBaHUM

A.S. Zilber

tries (Austria, Belgium, Canada, Great Britain,
The Netherlands, Russia, Spain, and the USA).
The audience numbered as many as eighty par-
ticipants. This was the first event organised by
the Kantian Rationality Lab (KRL), an interna-
tional research team directed by Thomas Sturm
(Barcelona / Kaliningrad) as part of the project
“Kantian Rationality and its Impact in Contem-
porary Science, Technology and Social Institu-
tions” at IKBFU with the support of the Russian
Federation Ministry of Science and Higher Edu-
cation (Grant no. 075-15-2019-1929).

One of the Conference’s main aims was to
assess the influence of Kant on the develop-
ment of the concept of scientific rationality.
Along with the question as to the ways and
the degree to which Kant’s own concept of sci-
entific rationality can be used today, another
relevant topic was the method of reconstruct-
ing this concept, analysis of its components
and clarification of the links between them
and the definition of specificities and com-
mon features. These topics arise because Kant
ascribed to reason a whole range of diverse
functions, including in scientific cognition: de-
fining methods, putting forward hypotheses
(ideas) and theoretical support of empirical in-
vestigations.

The unity of, and differences between, the
functions of reason was the subject of the key-
note lecture by Thomas Sturm. He pointed out
that, according to Kant, the functions of rea-
son in science are not limited to creating re-
search projects, putting forward hypotheses
and aggregating the results. Reason also plays
a methodological role in determining and ad-
justing the principles of explanation and rea-
soning, beginning from the “sciences of reason”
(logic, mathematics, metaphysics and “pure”
natural science) and ending with empirical
sciences such as history and anthropology, in
which reason determines the field of study, its
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A. C. 3ms0ep

e[IVIHOVI CTPYKTYPUPOBAaHHOV CUICTEeMBI («apXUTeK-
TOHVKW») HayKM, a TaKXKe BOIIPOC O TOM, CYIIIeCTBY-
eT JIV efIMiHasl OCHOBA Pa3/INMYHbIX (PYHKLIMI pas-
yMa. OtBeuas Ha Boripocs! I1. Parxiig, M. b. Mak-
Hanti 1 X. JIy-Apsep, Iltypm nomuepkHyJi, 9To
3TO JIOBOJIBHO pefiKas TeMa B VCCIIeIoBaHMIX: O0IIb-
IIMHCTBO VHTEPIPeTaTOpoB (POKYCUPYIOTCS Ha
€/IVIHCTBE TeOPeTNYeCKOro ¥ IMPaKTUYecKoro pasy-
Ma, Korja obpararoTcs K paccyxaeHnsM Kanra o
pa3IMUHBIX «IpVIMeHeHMsIX» pasyMa. B To e Bpe-
Msl, KaK OTMedaJsIy CJIyllaTesivi, yTBepKIeHe pas-
HOPOITHOCTY poJient v PyHKIUI («yroTpelite-
HUI1») pa3yMa B HayKe poX[aeT IOI03peHMe, YTO
BbIZIeJIeHie VIX e[IVIHOVI OCHOBBI €IBa JIVI BO3MOX-
Ho. Tem He Menee, nosicam1 LTy p™m, Bee aTn pyHK-
LWV CUCTeMaTU4ecKy CBS3aHBbl, Y CTPYKTypy pas-
yMa (1 paumoHaibHOCTH) 10 KaHTy MOXHO 1Ipef-
CTaBUTb B BUJIe cycTeMbl MopyJstent. Ecym omperte-
JIATh eAVHYI0 KOHIIEMIIVIO pasyMa, JIeXalllylo B
OCHOBE €ro pas/INYHbIX YHOTpeOsIeHu , TO ee, TI0
MHeHwmto [lITypma, Moryio OvI 3a7aTh «JIOTMYECKOe»
ynorpebriieHne pasyma. HekoTopble dyHKIMNM
pasyMa MMeIOT yHUBepcasibHOe 3HadeHue. Kpome
toro, IIITypM mogyepkHY/I BaXXHOCTH BOIIPOCa O
KOHKpPeTHBIX YIIOTpebiIeHMsIX pasyMa B paMKaX OT-
JeJIbHBIX HayK, B KaXX/IOW 13 KOTOPBIX, BEPOSATHO,
3a/IefiCTBOBaHa OITperieJieHHasl KOMOVHAIS cpasy
HeCKOJIBKVIX (PYHKITUI pa3yMa.

Muxenv Ban Jlambarveen (AMcTepmaM) B CBOEM
HOKJIazie TIOIHSII IIpo0JIeMy COOTHOIIIEHNS 11 3Ha-
YeHMs ABYX I'PYII JIOTMYeCKMX IIPVHIINIIOB II0-
3HaHUA B dpustocodpmn KanTa: KpuTepues Kore-
peHTHOCTM Mo3HaHMs B «KpuTHKe 4mcToro pas-
yMa» ¥ «IIpMHIIMIA IOCTAaTOYHOIO OCHOBaHMS»
B KaHTOBCKMX JIEKIIMSIX IO jioruke. Jlormdgeckue
KpUTepun IMO3HaHMs BOOOIIe — eIMHCTBO, MHO-
JKeCTBEHHOCTb ¥ 11eJIOKYIIHOCTb, VUIM TOTaJIbHO-
CTV, — WM3JI0KeHbl B «[paHClIeH/IeHTaIbHOV aHa-
TrKe» (§ 12). OHM «I0IBOIST CIIOCOO IIpUMeHe-
HMSI KaTeropu TI0f1, 00IIIMe JIoryecKyie IpaBuJia
COOTBETCTBMS ITO3HAHMS C caMyM cobor» (B 114—
116; KanrT, 2006, c. 183, 185). Kaxxmoe rioHsTIIE T1Me-
eT BHYTpeHHee eIMHCTBO, IIOJJOOHOe eIVMHCTBY
TeMBbI ITPOV3BeIeHs], ¥ BMecTe C TeM MHOrooopa-
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methods and aims. Of particular interest is the
role of reason in the shaping of a unified struc-
tured system (“architectonics”) of science and
the question whether the various functions of
reason have a common foundation. Answer-
ing questions from Pavel Reichl, Michael Ben-
nett McNulty and Huaping Lu-Adler, Sturm
stressed that it is a fairly rare research theme,
as the majority of scholars focus on the unity
of theoretical and practical reason when speak-
ing of Kant’s discussion of different “uses” of
reason. At the same time, as participants noted,
emphasis on the diversity of the roles or func-
tions (“uses”) of reason in science gives rise to
a suspicion that it is hardly possible to identi-
fy a common foundation. Nevertheless, Sturm
explained, all these functions are systemically
interconnected and the structure of reason (or
rationality), according to Kant, can be seen as
a system of modules. If we were to define the
most basic concept of reason underlying all
of its various uses, it could be, according to
Sturm, the “logical” use of reason. Some func-
tions of reason are universal. In addition, Sturm
stressed the importance of the issue of the con-
crete uses of reason within individual sciences,
each of which apparently uses combinations of
several functions of reason at once.

Michiel van Lambalgen (Amsterdam) ad-
dressed the problem of the relationship be-
tween, and the meaning of, two groups of
logical principles of cognition in Kant’s phi-
losophy: the criteria of coherence of cognition
in the Critique of Pure Reason and “the prin-
ciple of sufficient reason” in Kant’s lectures
on logic. Logical criteria of cognition in gen-
eral — unity, plurality and totality — are set
forth in the “Transcendental Analytic” (§ 12):
“our procedure with these concepts is only be-
ing thought under general logical rules for the
agreement of cognition with itself” (KrV, B 114-



3ue CJIeICTBU U IIPU3HAKOB ero peajbHOCTH. To-
TaJIbHOCTBIO KaHT HasplBaeT KayeCTBEHHYIO IIOJI-
HOTY B MHOroo0pasuy IIpM3HaKOB W IIpOsBJle-
HUVI — B 3TOM MOMeHTe MHOXXeCTBeHHOCTb, yCJIOB-
HO TOBOPsI, CBOOUTCSI OOpaTHO K €IVMHCTBY ITOHS-
TSI, CBUZIETEIIbCTBYS O ero «coBepiieHcTBe». Co-
IJIaCHO IIPUHIIVITY IOCTATOYHOIO OCHOBAHMS, OT
VICTUHHOCTY CJIEJICTBUII MOXKHO 3aKJIFOUUTh K VIC-
TUHHOCTY CY>K[IeHWs1, 13 KOTOPOI'o OHM BBITEKAIOT,
OIHAKO OITBIT He MOXeT [1aTh BCEro MHOrooOpa-
3UsT SMIIMPUYECKNX CJIeJICTBUL, TI03TOMY ITpMMe-
HeHVe 3TOro MPUHIIMIIA OTHOCUTCS K PeryJIsiTVB-
HOMY TUIIOTETUYECKOMY yIIOTpeOJIeHNIO pasyMa.
JlamOGastbreH mpecTaBuI KPUTEPUIL TOTaJIbBHOCTH
KaK paliOHaJIbHBIVI ITPUHIINII, TT03BOJISIONIV
oIeprpoBaTh B YMO3aKJ/IFOUeHSIX OeCKOHeUHBIMM
MHOXeCTBaMW CY>XXIIeHWUI ¥ CYUTaTh 3TV MHOXe-
CTBa I1eJIOCTHBIMM, 00J1a/JafOIIVIMY eIMHBIM Kaue-
crBoM. [IpyHIIMIIBI 7151 onleparnii ¢ 6eCKOHeUHBI-
MM MHOXecTBaMM CyXzeHun (infinite aggregates
of judgements) mpesicTaB/IeHbI 1 B COBpeMeHHO
MaTeMaTudeckov jioruke. ITokasaB cBs3b Mexiy
HVIMM ¥ KAaHTOBCKVIM IOHVMaHVIeM 3TVX IIPVHIIN-
110, JlamOasibreH pasbsacHMII, KaKOBBI CIIE[ICTBUS
IIPVHIINIIOB  «TpaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHO VajIeKTy-
KV» IS IOHVIMaHWS PasBUTVS Hay YHBIX TEOPUTL.
B gacTHOCTM, HOHATVIE TOTAJIBHOCTY OKa3bIBaeTCs,
10 CyTHU, HeOOXOIMMO J1jIsl TPpaHClIeH eHTasIbHO
JIOTVIKU ¥, BO3MOXKHO, TaK>Ke J1JIs1 OOITIelt JIOT MK
B nmocneposasmernt auckyccun X. JIy-Amyep n
K. e bép saTponyJIM BOIIPOCHI O CTaTyce YIIOMs-
HYTBIX JIOTMYEeCKVX KpUTepVeB II0O3HaHMS B CBA3U
C pasyIMUeHieM MEX/Y «JIOTMYeCKIM» U «Peajlb-
HBIM» yHOTpeOsleHVeM pa3yMa, O COOTHOIIeHUN
IIPUHIINIIOB JOCTaTOYHOTO OCHOBAaHMS ¥ HEIIpo-
TBOpeuns B pustocodpun Kanra, a Takxe 00 asib-
TepHATMBHBIX BepCUAX IIPUHIINIIA JIOCTaTOYHOIO
ocHoBanms B «Kputnke umcroro pasyma». Jlam-
GasibreH IOJYEepPKHYJI, YTO B €ro MCCiIeoBaHUM
LIEHTPaJIbHYIO POJIb UI'PAalOT MIMEHHO Te BepCuu
HOPUHIIMIIA JOCTaTOYHOIO OCHOBaHMS, KOTOpbIe
IIpezicTaBsIeHbl B jieKinsix KanTa no sroruxe.
Crenyromiye f1Ba J0KJIaga ObIIM ITOCBSIIIEHBI
acrieKTaM T'MIIOTe3 1 O0BSICHEHUT B Hay YHBIX YMO-

A.S. Zilber

116; Kant, 1998, pp. 217-218). Each concept is
marked by internal unity similar to the single
topic of a book and, at the same time, diversi-
ty of consequences and signs of its reality. Kant
defined totality as qualitative completeness
in the diversity of marks and manifestations,
thus bringing the manifold back to the unity
of the concept attesting to its “perfection”. Ac-
cording to the principle of sufficient reason,
the truth of consequences attests to the truth
of the judgement from which they flow. How-
ever, experience cannot yield the whole diver-
sity of consequences, therefore the use of this
principle belongs to the regulative hypotheti-
cal use of reason. Lambalgen saw the criterion
of totality as a rational principle that permits
inferences to be made by using infinite sets of
judgements, considering these sets to be uni-
ties possessing the same quality. The principles
of operations with infinite aggregates of judge-
ments are represented in modern mathemati-
cal logic. Demonstrating the link between these
and Kant’s notion of these principles, Lambal-
gen explained the implications of the principles
of “transcendental dialectic” for interpreting
the development of scientific theories. In par-
ticular, the concept of totality turns out to be
necessary for transcendental logic and perhaps
also for general logic.

In the discussion, Huaping Lu-Adler and
Karin de Boer raised three points: 1) the status
of the above-mentioned logical criteria of cog-
nition in connection with the distinction be-
tween “logical” and “real” use of reason; 2) the
relationship between the principles of sufficient
reason and consistency in Kant’s philosophy
and 3) alternative versions of the principle of
sufficient reason in the Critique of Pure Reason.
Lambalgen stressed that in his investigation he
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3aKTogeHVsX. XaiuH 6an den bepe (Amcrepmam) m
Bopuc Hemapecm (I'evimebbepr) B cOBMECTHOM J10-
KJIaJle OCBeTWJIM TaKOVl KOHIIENT, KaK Hay4HBble
rumoressl, B putocodpun KaHTa B KOHTEKCTe He-
Merikon dpvutococpum XVIII B, a Takke coBpeMeH-
HOTO TIOHVIMaHMs PyHKINUM OObsICHEHMS B HayKe.
B mcropraeckon yacTu f1oki1aza ObUIM M3JI0KeHbI
B3VIA/1bl Bobdpa, Mariepa 11 Kpysims Ha runoresst
u 11pobsieMy BeposTHOCTHU. IlepBble 1Boe BO MHO-
TOM CXOOWJIVICh B KPUTEPMSIX MPaBUIIbHBIX TIIO-
Te3, BKJIIOYABIINX TpeboBaHMe HeIpoTUBOpedV-
BOCTV "I COOTBETCTBVSL I€AYKTVBHO BBIBEIEHHBIX
CJIE[ICTBUYI OHBITHBIM JaHHBIM. Bosbd cumran
BO3MOXKHOVI CUTYaIINIO, KOT/la M3BeCTHBI BCe YacT-
Hble OCHOBaHWMS VICTMHHOCTY CYXKIIeHWs, 1 II0JIa-
rajl Takoe Cy>KeHVe JOCTaTOYHO OOOCHOBAaHHBIM.
CornacHo Martepy, cyXaeHue SBJISIeTCA BepOAT-
HOCTHBIM, KOI7Zla y Hac OoJIbIlle OCHOBaHWUW JJIsi
NPU3HAHMS €ro MCTMHHOCTY, YeM [JId IIpu3Ha-
HU ero JIoKHOCTH. Kpys3nit momsepr Takovt B3I,
KPWUTHKE: 17151 HeTO BEPOITHOCTb OTHOCUTCH K BbI-
6opy mexny ansrepHarBaMu. Kpome Toro, oH 06-
paliiaj BHMMaHMe Ha «BeC (peHOMEHOB» ¥ ITbITaJl-
Cs1 BBIBECTV KpUTePUM [1J1s1 OIlpefiesieHNsI TOro, Ha-
CKOJIBKO (peHOMeH MM rpyIina ¢eHOMeHOB IOfl-
HepXKUBAOT OIpeIe/IeHHYIO IUIIOTe3Y.

B nonmManum Kanrta rumnoressl Bcerma Oosee
VIV MeHee BepOsTHOCTHBI Ilomo6Ho Bomnbdy un
Martepy, KaHT cumTaeT, 4To IrmroTesbl JO/KHBI
OBITH CAaMOCTOSTEIILHBIMM, TO €CTh BeCTU K CJIefl-
CTBUSAM HaIIpsIMyIo, Oe3 IocpegHmYecTBa ApyTmx
TeOPeTUYeCKVX KOHCTPYKTOB, a TaKXXe UTO I'MIIO-
Te3bl MOT'YT BEeCTV K JOCTOBEpPHOMY 3HaHWIO, HO
He VIHIyKTVBHBIM ITyTeM; IIOCKOJIbKY 3HaHe Beex
BO3MOXHBIX CJIEICTBUV HaM HeIOCTYIIHO, WH-
JAYKTUBHBIV BBIBOJL [TaeT TOJILKO ITPMOJIM3UTE Ib-
HYIO IOCTOBEPHOCTH MJIV aHAJIOT JOCTOBEPHOCTA.
B xpurtepuu mpasusibHOM runoTessl KanTt goba-
BIJI VIHTerpalyio C allpMOPHBIMM IIPUHIINIIA-
MU ¥ CHUCTEMOVI KaTeropuy — CBOEro pofa Kpu-
Tepuil alpropHoOro nopareepxaenus. C aTuM Tec-
HO CBsi3aH KpUTepuil, Ha KOTOPBIN JOK/IaJ4MKN
oOpatm1 oco0oe BHMMaHMe, — MOHATHOCTH (Ver-
stehen): KauT TpebyeT, 4TOOBI riIIoTe3s! OBUIN HE

proceeded from the versions of the principle of
sufficient reason presented in Kant’s lectures
on logic.

The next two presentations were devoted to
aspects of hypotheses and explanations in sci-
entific reasoning. Hein van den Berg (Amster-
dam) and Boris Demarest (Heidelberg) in their
joint paper dealt with the concept of scientific
hypotheses in Kant’s philosophy in the context
of German philosophy in the eighteenth centu-
ry and the modern perception of the function
of explanation in science. The historical part of
the paper presented the views of Wolff, Meier
and Crusius on hypotheses and the problem
of probability. Wolff and Meier in many ways
saw eye-to-eye on criteria of valid hypotheses,
which included coherence and correspond-
ence of deduced consequences to experimental
data. Wolff believed possible a situation when
all partial grounds for the truth of a proposi-
tion were known and considered such a prop-
osition to be sufficiently grounded. According
to Meier, a proposition is probable when we
have more grounds for considering it to be true
than for considering it to be false. Crusius chal-
lenged this view: for him, probability was re-
lated to deciding between alternatives. He also
paid attention to the “weighing of phenomena”
and tried to derive criteria for determining how
much a phenomenon or a set of phenomena
support a certain hypothesis.

According to Kant, hypotheses are always
more or less probable. Like Wolff and Meier,
Kant believes that hypotheses should be inde-
pendent, i.e. should lead to consequences di-
rectly, without the support of other theoretical
constructs, and that hypotheses could lead to
certain knowledge, but not through induction;
because we cannot know all the possible con-
sequences the induction method only gives ap-
proximate certainty or analogue of certainty.

154



TOJIBKO MBICJIMIMBI, HO ¥ 00JIa/iayivi JOCTaTOYHBIM
OOBSICHUTEJIbHBIM MOTEeHIIaIoM, TO eCTh JlaBaJin
00BsICHEH e MaJIOM3BeCTHOIO TIOCPEeICTBOM Dosiee
M3BeCTHOro 1 Gosiee roHsTHOrO. IlepeHoc akiieH-
Ta C TIOVICKOB 00OCHOBaHVIS U JOCTVIKEHMS OCTO-
BEpHOI'0 3HaHWMS Ha alpyOpHbIe KPUTEpUM, U B
0COOEHHOCTV Ha BHSITHOCTB M JOCTYIIHOCTb O0B-
scHeHMs, comrkaer KanTa B Ooriblner cTereHu
¢ dpwiocoduent Hayku XX B., UeM C ero Iipezlie-
CTBEHHVMKaMM, B YaCTHOCTM HBIOTOHVAHIIAMU W
IOmom, v coBpeMeHHBIMM ITOCTIe/IOBaTe ISIMM
niocsterHero. Habop KpuTepueB IpaBWIIBHBIX I'T-
nore3 y Kanra okaspiBaercs mupe, yem y K. I'em-
Tiesisl, KOTOPBIVI CYMTasl IJIaBHOVI (PyHKIIVEV! Ha-
y4HOro OOBsiCHeHMsI IIpelicKazaHVe SIBJIeHUV U
OTCTaMBaJI IOIMYCTUMOCTb TUIIOTETYECKOro 000-
CHOBaHV MaJIONIOHSTHOT'O C TIOMOIIBIO YeTro-I100
elje MeHee IOHSATHOI0, <KKOHTPVUHTYUTVBHOIO».

B xome obcyxmenms noxiana /. Xavaep mom-
HsJI BOIPOC O PpasjIvuyeHUV YPOBHEV MBICJIVIMO-
cTu (MoHMMaHMe 1 Ipercrasiienue). T. IrypM 3a-
TPOHYJI IIpoOJIeMy cofepKaHMs TeopeTUYecKIx
aIlpUOPHBIX KpUTepYeB 115 IIPaBMIbHOCTY TIIO-
Te3, IIPeANOIOKNB, YTO OHV He MOTYT VCYepIIbl-
BaTbCsL COOTBETCTBYEM CYKIIeHM KaHTOBCKOVI CU-
creme Kareropum. X. JIy-Azep 3ajaia yTOUHSIO-
II[Vie BOIIPOCHL K Te3ycaM IOKJIaJ4MKOB 00 orpa-
HUYEHHOCTY VCIIOJIb30BaHMs T'MIIOTe3 00JIacThIo
ecTecTBO3HaHM 11 00 Y POBHAX JJOCTOBEPHOCTM CO-
miacHo Kanry.

Ixetime Xebosep (Purtapertbdris) mpencTaBil
OPUIMHAJIBHYIO TPaKTOBKY cdepbl Hay4qHOIO Y
KanTa, mposepis imHMIO emMapKaliy MeX1y Hay-
KOV ¥ MeTadpV3MKOVI C IIOMOIIBIO TaKoV (PyHKIINM
HayKy, Kak oOobscHeHMe. KaHT pasinuan paryo-
HaJIbHBIe VI MICTOpUYecKIe YUeHVs: TlepBble 00bsic-
HAIOT (paKThl Ha OCHOBE 3aKOHOB, a BTOpble orpa-
HUYMBAIOTCA ONVICAaHVWEeM U SMIIVPUYeCKM Ha-
OrrofieHMeM, HO IIpM 3TOM oOa TUIIa yYeHUV Op-
raHM30BaHbI cUcTeMaTnyeckn. VIMeHHO B 0OBsic-
HeHuyn KaHT Bupes 11e1b «HayKu B COOCTBEHHOM
CMBICJIE CJIOBa», TaKOV KaK HBIOTOHOBCKasi pu3u-
Ka. I'lo MHeHwmIO XeG0stepa, 310 ee pyHIaMeHTaIb-
Hasl ¥ eIMHCTBeHHas 1ejIb. [I0KJIaumK IIpoBO3-
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Kant adds to the criteria of a valid hypothesis
integration with a priori principles and the sys-
tem of categories, i.e. a criterion of a priori con-
firmation. The speakers also drew attention to
the criterion of intelligibility (Verstehen): Kant
demands that hypotheses should not only be
thinkable, but should have a sufficient explana-
tory power, i.e. should explain what is little
known through what is better known and more
readily understandable. The shift of emphasis
from the search for grounding and for certain
knowledge to a priori criteria and especially co-
herence and clarity of explanation brings Kant
closer to twentieth-century philosophy of sci-
ence than to his predecessors, notably Newtoni-
ans and Hume or his modern followers. Kant’s
set of criteria of valid hypotheses is broader
than that of Carl Hempel who believed that the
main function of scientific explanation was pre-
dicting phenomena and maintained that it was
admissible hypothetically to explain what is lit-
tle understood through something still less un-
derstood, “counter intuitively”.

In the discussion, David Hyder raised the
question of distinguishing levels of conceiva-
bility (understanding and presentation). Sturm
spoke about the problem of the content of the-
oretical a priori criteria of hypotheses, sug-
gesting that they cannot be confined to the
subsumtion of propositions under the Kantian
system of categories. Lu-Adler asked about the
thesis that the use of hypotheses should be lim-
ited to natural sciences and about Kant’s levels
of certainty.

James Hebbeler (Philadelphia) presented an
original interpretation of Kant’s view of sci-
ence, drawing a demarcation line between sci-
ence and metaphysics with the aid of science’s
function of explanation. Kant distinguished
rational and historical doctrines: the former
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I7IalllaeT «Te3VC He3aBUCHMOCTM» ¥ IIpefjlaraeT
noHuMarhk Kanrta Takum obpasom, OyaTo pasBu-
BaTh U MICTIOJIb30BaTh HayKy B COOCTBEHHOM CMBbIC-
Jle, paBHO KaK ¥ MOJIJIMHHOE 3HaHVe BOOOIIe, MOX-
HO 0e3 3HaHWMs O0IIIeV! 1 cIlelMasIbHOV MeTadpu3y-
KV, HECMOTPSI Ha TO 4TO MeTadpm3MKa PacKpbIBa-
€T HeoOXO[IVIMBIE YCIIOBVSI BO3MOXKHOCTVI BCSIKOTO
nosHaHug. JlaHHag KOHCTaTars, Iiojiaraer Xeo-
O71ep, He OTMeHSeT TOro, YTO MeTapV3VKa IIPUPO-
JTBI CJTY KVIT IIPEITIOCHUIKOV IS €CTeCTBO3HAHIS B
COOCTBEHHOM CMBICITE, @ TaKKe He IIPOTMBOPEUNT
KaHTOBCKOMY TpPeOOBaHMIO HaJINMYMS «9VICTOV»
COCTaBJISIONIEVI B HayKe B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICITE.
DTO O3HAYaeT, YTO HayKa OrpaHMYeHa 00JIacThIO
TOT'0, UTO TIO[IJIaeTCsl HayYHOMY OOBSICHEHWIO, a ee
LIeJIb — «IIPOTrPeccuBHOe»’ 00BsICHEHNEe Kay3alb-
HBIX (4aCTHBIX) 3aKOHOB, VI IPaHMIIBI TAKOTO 00B-
SICHeHMsI COBIIAIaloT C IPaHMIIAMM HayKu B cOO-
CTBeHHOM cMbIcTe. [loyiHOIleHHasi peam3anys
dyHKIIMM 0OBsCHEHMS ABJIS€TCS JOBOJIBHO CTPO-
I'IM KpuTepueM, Ho XeOG0siep HacTanBaeT Ha CBOeVl
TPaKTOBKe, B KOTOPOV ITPOBO3IJIAIIIAETCSI CBOErO
pora ocBoOOXIeHMe HayKy OT MeTadpu3IIecKmx
PaMOK, 1 KaHTOBCKWVI ITOZIXO/], K HayKe OKa3bIBaeT-
Cs1 TOpas3Io MeHee TpeboBaTeIbHBIM, YeM 3TO IIPU-
HsATO cunTaTh. Hayka n dpniocodmst kak Metadm-
3MKa IPeACTAIOT IIPU 3TOM KaK pasjIMdHble IIpo-
€KTBI JIeSITEJIBHOCTY pa3yMa, B KaXIOM M3 KOTO-
PBIX pearn3yIoTCs ero oIperesileHHble ITOTPeOHO-
cu. K mpumepy, nemykunio xareroput cam Kanr
B «[Iporreromenax» (AA 04, S. 327, Kant, 19946,
c. 87—88) oOmsicHSEeT mOTpeOHOCTSIMM MeTadu-
3MKM, a He YMCTOV MaTeMaTVKM VI YUCTOTO ecTe-
CTBO3HAHI CaMVIX TI0 ceOe (TlepBasi OIvpaeTcs Ha
COOCTBEHHYIO OYEBVIHOCTD, BTOPOe — Ha OIIBIT).
ITpn obcyxmenmm pokiaga XeOOrepa Obun
MIOTHATBI BOITPOCHL O Pas/IMUNN 11eJIell eCTeCTBO3-
HaHMs ¥ pasyMa 1 O poJIy alipyOpHOro 3HaHMs B
00OCHOBaHMM VI BBIBEIIEHUVI SMIIVIPUYECKOrO 3Ha-
Hust. CyXeHve cdepbl HayKn B COOCTBEHHOM CMBIC-
JIe 110 cdpepbl HayYHOTo OOBACHEeH s, IIPeIoKeH-
Hoe XeO0s1epoM, CyIUT IIPOoOIIeMBl 11714 cTaTyca JIo-

3To ecTb OT OJIVDKAVILLIEr O CJIICTBIA K O0JIee OTma/IeHHBIM
(A 411 / B 438; Kawnr, 2006, c. 555).
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explain facts on the basis of laws, while the
latter restrict themselves to description and
empirical observation, whereby both types of
doctrines are systemically organised. Kant be-
lieved explanation to be the aim of “proper sci-
ence”, like Newtonian physics. Hebbeler held
that it is its fundamental and sole aim. He pro-
claimed the “thesis of independence” and ar-
gued that Kant should be interpreted as if he
believed that science and knowledge in gen-
eral could be developed and used in its prop-
er sense without the knowledge of general or
special metaphysics even though metaphysics
revealed the conditions that made all cogni-
tion possible. Hebbeler argued that this state-
ment does not contradict Kant’s demand that
there should be a “pure” component in the
proper science. This means that science is lim-
ited to what lends itself to scientific explana-
tion and its aim is “progressive”® explanation
of causal (particular) laws and the boundaries
of such explanation coincide with the bound-
aries of proper science. Total compliance with
the explanatory function is a rather severe cri-
terion, but Hebbeler insisted on his interpreta-
tion which, as it were, proclaims the liberation
of science from metaphysical constraints and
makes Kant’s approach look far less demand-
ing than it is usually perceived. This approach
views science and philosophy as different
projects of reason, each meeting certain of its
demands. For example, Kant himself in the
Prolegomena (Prol, AA 04, p. 327; Kant, 2004b,
p- 79) attributes the need for the deduction of
categories to the demands of metaphysics and
not pure mathematics and pure natural science
in themselves (the former relying on its being
self-evident and the latter on experience).

* ie. from proximate to more remote consequences
(KrV, A 411 / B 438; Kant, 1998, p. 462).



TVIKV VI MaTeMaTVKY, ABYX HeOCHIOPVMBIX HayK B
niperctasiienuy Kanra. C ofHOVI CTOpPOHBI, OHU
COOTBETCTBYIOT KpUTEpUsM HayKuM B COOCTBEH-
HOM CMBICJIe, XOTSI He 3aHMMAIOTCsI OOBsICHEHVIEM.
C nmpyrovt — HeKOTOpble pparMeHThI B TpaKTaTe
KanTa 0 ecrecTBO3HaHMM JAIOT OCHOBaHMe TIOJIa-
ratb, uTo KaHT oT/esigeT MaTeMaTideckoe Io3Ha-
He (KaK II03HaHVe pa3yMOM) OT «HayKV O IPUpo-
ne» (AA 04, S. 469; Kanr, 1994a, c. 250—251). Ilo
MHenmio IlItypma, 3TOM KOIIM3mMm MOXHO 130e-
XKaTb, ecJIV IIpr3HaTh, uTo y KaHTa ecTh Kak mm-
POKOe, TaK U y3KOe oIperiesieHIie HayKy, KOTOpble
M3JI1arafoTcst 000Co0IeHHO APYT OT JIpyTa.

Amnxeaa bpaimentdax (KemOpumx, BermmkoOpu-
TaHWs) B CBOeM JIOKJIajle IIpefiCTaBWIa BepCUIo
IITMPOKOV VMHTepIpeTalun KpuUTepyueB Hay4dHO-
cru o KanTy. OHa nosiaraet, 4To B KaHTOBCKMX
TeKcTax oOHapyXuBatoTcs fBa rofxona. C ogHom
CTOPOHBI, CTPOTUI TIOAXOM, TpebyeT OT «HayK! B
COOCTBEHHOM CMBIC/Ie» aNOAMKTUYECKOM II0CTO-
BEpPHOCTW, CUCTEMAaTIYeCcKOro eIHCTBA U YIIOpsi-
JIOUYEHHOCTY B COOTBETCTBUM C pallVIOHaJIbHBIMU
IIPUHIIMIIaMY, KOTOpble HallpaBjleHbl Ha OOBsic-
HeHVe (B OTJIMYMe OT «MCTOPUYECKMX» IIPUHIIN-
TI0B, TI0 KOTOPBIM ITPOBOAMTCS KiIacCUpVMKAIIs).
C ppyron — KaHT Ha3pIBaeT HayKaMV psf, JVCIIV-
IUIVH, KOTOpbIe He COOTBETCTBYIOT 3TVIM CTPOTMM
KpUTepUsM, HallpMep XVMMMUIO (C OroBOpKammu
MOXXHO YIIOMSHYTh TaKKe OVMOJIOIMIO VI SMIIVIPU-
yecKyro Iicuxosioryio). OH HaxoIWuT MX IlepcIiek-
TUBHBIMU ¥ CJIUIIIKOM MHTEPEeCHBIMM, YTOOBI JIN-
IIIaTh MX CTaTyca HayKu. TpaKTOBKM KaHTOBeIOB
B 3TOM o0JtacTu pacxongTcs: onau (M. @punmas,
JIx. Men, JI>X. 3aMMUTO) IPVIXOIST K BBIBOLY O
TOM, UTO €IVHCTBEHHOe IOJIJIHHOe eCTeCTBO3Ha-
HVie OrpaHMYeHO 00JIacThIO HayK «B COOCTBEHHOM
cMbIcite citoBa», Apyrue (O. Yorkuuc, T. ILltypwm,
M. b. MakHasTi) camTaloT HayKu B COOCTBEHHOM
1 B HecoOcTBeHHOM (proper and improper) cMbIc-
Jle paBHOLIEHHBIMY VI TIOJTHOLIEHHBIMM Pa3HOBUJI-
HOCTSIMV eCTeCTBO3HaHMsSI B KaHTOBCKOM IIOHW-
MaHWM. Bparitenbax mperjaraeT HOPMaTMBHYIO
TPaKTOBKY, CBOET0 pofja AMHAMIYHYIO MepapXIIo
HayK. C 3TOV TOUYKM 3peHMs BCe HVCHVIUINHBI
IOJDKHBI CTPEMUTBCSI COOTBETCTBOBAaTh KaHTOB-
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In the discussion of Hebbeler’s paper, par-
ticipants raised the questions of the difference
of the aims of natural science and reason and
the role of a priori knowledge in grounding and
deriving empirical knowledge. The narrowing
of the sphere of proper science to the sphere
of scientific explanation proposed by Hebbeler
spelled problems for the status of logic and
mathematics, two unquestionable sciences in
Kant’s view. On the one hand, they meet the
criteria of proper science although they do not
do explanatory work. On the other hand, some
fragments in Kant’s treatise on natural science
suggest that Kant distinguishes mathematical
cognition (cognition by reason) from “natu-
ral science” (MAN, AA 04, p. 469; Kant, 2004a,
p. 184). Sturm believes that this contradiction
can be resolved by recognising that Kant has a
broad as well as a narrow definition of science,
which he sets out separately.

Angela Breitenbach (Cambridge, UK) pre-
sented a version of a broad interpretation of
Kant’s criteria of scientificity. She pointed to
two different approaches in Kant’s texts. On
the one hand, the strict approach demands
from “proper science” apodictic certainty, sys-
temic unity and ordering in accordance with
rational principles aimed at explanation (as
distinct from “historical” principles on which
classification is based). On the other hand,
Kant includes in sciences some disciplines that
do not meet these strict criteria, e.g. chemistry
(with some reservations, biology and empirical
psychology can also be mentioned). He finds
them too promising and interesting to deny
them the status of sciences. Opinions among
Kant scholars vary: some (M. Friedman,
J. Mensch, J. Zammito) come to the conclusion
that the only true natural science is limited to
the area of the “proper natural sense”, while
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CKOMY ¥ijlealy HayqYHOCT («HayKe B COOCTBEHHOM
CMBICITe»), HO HeoDs13aTelIbHO COOTBETCTBYIOT €My
M3HaJasIpHO. B manHOV MHTepripeTany o01acTb
HayKI B I1eJIOM IITVIpe, YeM pallyioHaIbHOe yUeHve
O IIpMpO7Ie, a OHO, B CBOIO OYepe]lb, IIIVIPe, YeM Ha-
yKa o IIpuposie B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICTIe, Y/IOBJIeT-
BOPSIIOITasl BCeM CTPOTVM KPUTEPVISIM.

Temy KpuTepmes Hay4YHOCTVM Ha IIpVUMepax
KOHKPETHBIX AVICHUIUIVH IpofoyDKvul  Maiika
bennem Maxnasmu (MuaHeatnonvc / Cent-Ilon)
B CBOEM JIOKJIazle O e[IVHCTBe pa3yMa U ero Bapy-
arsax. OOBEKTOM PacCMOTPEHMs CTayIv CyXKIie-
Hus KaHTa 0 XMWY, TICMXOJIOTUN W €CTeCTBeH-
HOVI MCTOpUM (B BOIIpOCE O pacooOpa3oBaHMM) —
TeX HayKaX, MeTO/bI KOTOPBIX He BIIVICBIBAIOTCS B
KJTaCCMYeCKyI0 KaHTOBCKYIO CXeMy Hay4HOW pa-
IIVIOHAJTBHOCTU «CBEPXy BHW3», TO €CThb B CXeMY
BBIBEZIEHVISI allPMIOPHBIX 3aKOHOB €CTeCTBO3HAHVIS
13 KaTeropuit paccyaka. Hayku, semgytmme viccrte-
[IOBaHVe «CHU3Yy BBEPX» OT SMIIMPUUYECKMX Ha-
Or1rofIeHnTI, TafoT IIpUIMePhI CBOEro pofia ajIbTep-
HAaTMBHOV pallViOHAJIBHOCTI. MaKHasIT! 1ccrieIo-
BaJI moaxozt KaxTa k 060011eHmIo pasHOOOpa3HbIX
SMIVIPUYECKV OPVEHTVPOBAHHBIX VICCIIEHOBAHT
I VIX CYICTeMaTU3aluy B COOTBETCTBUN C KpUTepH-
savm HaygHocTr. OH II0Ka3asl, 9To IIpeJITIoChlIKa-
MU 3TVIX IIPOLIENYP CJIy’KaT reHepasv3anmy, Ha-
3BaHHBIE B JIOKJIa/le «HeJIOTMYeCKVIMW eIVIHCTBa-
MI1» BBULY WX 3BPUCTUYECKOTO, TUIIOTETIYeCKO-
o, a BMecTe C TeM U CMHTeT4YeCKOro — B KaHTOB-
CKOM CMBICJIe — XapaKTepa. MaKHaJITV IO pOOHO
OCBeTWI CHIeUUKY 3TUX eIVMHCTB Ha IIpuMepax
TOrO, Kakoe 3HaueHMe KaHT mipyaBal B HayYHOM
OOBSICHEHU CJIeIYIONINM IOHATUAM: (PJIOTTICTO-
HY B XVIMWUW, JIyIIle B TICKXOJIOT MM, a TaKXe TeJle-
OJIOTVI9eCKOVI KOHIIEIIIINYI 3aMbICiIa IIPUPOIBI OT-
HOCVTEJTHHO Y4eJI0BeYeCcKOro poria B eCTeCTBeHHON
UCTOpUY, a TouHee, B yaeHny KanTa o pacax.

J1Ba moxs1ama ObIIV TIOCBSIIIEHBI KOHCTUTY TVB-
HOMY yTIOTpeOJIeHMIO pacCy/iKa B eCTeCTBO3SHaHML.
JIudus Ilammon (brakcbepr, Buprunms) mpercra-
BIJIa PEKOHCTPYKIIMIO Ccofiep>KaTeIbHbIX 1 MeTo-
JOJIOTMYeCKMX OCHOB KaHTOBCKOV KOHIIEIIIIVN
Jusmaeckon MaTepun 1 MaTepuasIbHbIX Tesl. OHa
roKasasia, uTo KaHT cTpeMuTCsI OCTPOUTDH BCe-
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others (E. Watkins, T. Sturm, M.B. McNul-
ty) believe that sciences in the proper and im-
proper senses are equally varieties of natural
science in the Kantian meaning. Breitenbach
proposed a normative treatment, a kind of dy-
namic hierarchy of sciences. From her point
of view, all disciplines should seek to comply
with the Kantian ideal of scientificity (“prop-
er science”), but not necessarily comply with
it from the beginning. In this interpretation,
the area of science as a whole is broader than
the rational doctrine of nature, which in turn is
broader than the proper science of nature that
meets all the strict criteria.

The topic of scientificity in concrete disci-
plines was picked up by Michael Bennett Mc-
Nulty (Twin Cities) in his paper on the unity of
reason and its varieties. He focused on Kant’s
notions on chemistry, psychology and natu-
ral history (the origin of races). These are the
sciences whose methods do not fit into the
classical Kantian scheme of “top-down” sci-
entific rationality, i.e. the derivation of a prio-
ri laws of natural science from the categories
of reason. The “bottom-up” sciences which
proceed from empirical observations are, as it
were, instances of alternative rationality. Mc-
Nulty examined Kant’s approach to the gen-
eralisation of various empirically oriented
investigations, and their sysematisation in ac-
cordance with scientificity criteria. He showed
that the prerequisites for such procedures are
generalisations, which he called “non-logi-
cal unities” on account of their heuristic, hy-
pothetical and at the same time synthetic (in
the Kantian sense) character. He illustrated
these unities with examples showing the sig-
nificance which Kant attached in scientific ex-
planation to such concepts as phlogiston in
chemistry, the soul in psychology and the tele-



00BEMJTIONTYIO PallVIOHAJIBHYIO TEOPVIO MaTepuy,
OCHOBaHHYIO Ha TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIX apryMeH-
Tax, M 3TO Ba>XHbBIV KOMIIOHEHT B II€JIOCTHOII CU-
cTeMe IPUPOABL DTa Teopus a priori onpeesseT
CBOVICTBA MaTepyasIbHbIX TeJI M YCJIOBUS UX OTHe-
CeHIsI K 0OBbeKTaM oITbITa. B mokitaze Obu1m 3aTpO-
HYTBI BOIIPOCHI TPAKTOBKIM KaHTOBCKOI'O TIOHSI TS
«TIOJTHOTBI» JIOTMUECKVX U (PU3MUECKMX PacCyK-
ZIeHWV, a TaK>XXe pOJIV TUIOTETMYECKIIX paccyxKiie-
HUVI ¥ MBICJIEHHBIX 3KCIIEPMMEHTOB B €CTeCTBO3-
Hauvy. OOyH 13 KIII0YeBbIX BOIIPOCOB B JTaHHOM
TeMe — BbIBe[IeHVe 3aKOHOB JIBVDKeH M TeJl: Bepo-
ATHO, MBI MOXXeM CYAUTh O TOM, YTO TeJla o 4u-
HeHbI TaKMM 3aKOHaM, HO He O TOM, KaK SMIIpPU-
yecKye 3aKOHBI MOTYT OBbITh BbIBe[IeHbI 13 allpu-
OPHBIX IPUHIIAIIOB paccyaka. IlaTToH BbICTyIIN-
Jla IIPOTUB KaK «BbIBOfAIIero» (derivation), Tak u
«IIOIUMHSIONIEro» (necessitation) moaxomos K oT-
BETy Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC, IPeICTaBMB CBOe «(PUHU-
TUCTCKOEe» IIPOUTeHNe, COITIACHO KOTOPOMY «CYIII-
HOCTHBIe CBOVICTBA CyOCTaHIIMI COIOCTaBIISIOTCS
C 3aKOHAMM J1J151 IIOCTPOeHWS CUCTeMbI ITPUPObI».

H36u0 Xaudep (OTTaBa) mpencTaBvl KaHTOB-
CKYIO KOHIIeMIIVIO eCTeCTBO3HaHMs B KOHTEKCTaX
€TI0 3II0XW VI ITO3THENIINX OTKPBITUIA. Xar?mep I10-
Kasas, 9To «MeTadmsdeckrie Havala eCTeCTBO3-
HaHMs» KaHTa MMeroT mpu3HaKky I1yOOKOro BIIu-
SIHVISI HOBAaTOPCKOVI MaTeMaTVKM 1 MexaHuKu Jle-
OHappa Diulepa. Bmecte ¢ TeM DitHINTeNH B pa-
6ote «K arIeKTpoaMHaAMUKe ABVDKYIIMXCS TeJl»
(1905) Taxxxe obpailiiaeTcsi K 37IIepOBCKOMY JIOKa-
3aTeJIbCTBY MHBAapPMAHTHOCTY TaJIVJIeeBbIX IIpe-
oOpasoBaHU. BHyTpeHHIOIO CBA3b MeXIy [BY-
Ms IPOCTpPaHCTBEHHO-BpeMEeHHBIMIU CTPYKTypa-
MM, IIpefcTaBJIeHHbIMI DVJIeEpOM ¥ DVIHIIITEV-
HOM, OOHapy>Xuy1 u onvicai I. MuHKOBCKUM B pa-
6ote «IIpocTpancTBo 1 BpeMs» (1909). Kak moka-
3aJ1 Xaﬁmep, y>Ke COBpeMEeHHVKI DUHIITeIHA OT-
MeyYaJIl CXOXKeCTh IIPUHITNIIA JIOKAJIBHOCTY, IIPU-
MEeHEHHOT0 B 3KcIlepuMeHTax DiHITetHa — [lo-
nosibckoro — PoseHa, co BTOport aHasIOT et OIlbl-
Ta B «KpuTHnKe uncTroro pasyma», HO TpeThsl aHa-
sorug onibITa KaHTa ormposepraercs crieryaibHOM
Teopviert OTHOCUTEIILHOCTAL.
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ological concept of nature’s aim concerning the
human species in natural history, more pre-
cisely, Kant’s doctrine of races.

Two papers were devoted to the constitu-
tive use of understanding in natural science.
Lidia Patton (Blacksburg) offered a reconstruc-
tion of substantive and methodological founda-
tions of Kant’s concept of physical matter and
material bodies. She demonstrated that Kant
seeks to build a comprehensive rational theo-
ry of matter on transcendental arguments, and
this is an important component of a complete
system of nature. The theory determines a priori
the properties of material bodies and the condi-
tion of referring them to objects of experience.
The paper looked at interpretations of Kant's
concept of “completeness” of logical and physi-
cal reasoning as well as the role of hypothetical
reasoning and mental experiments in natural
science. One key issue in this area is deriving
the laws of the motion of bodies: we can prob-
ably say that bodies obey such laws, but not
how empirical laws can be derived from a prio-
ri principles of reason. Patton opposed both the
“derivation” and “necessitation” approaches to
answering this question. She proposed her own
“finitist” account, whereby “the essential prop-
erties of substances work with the laws to build
the system of nature.”

David Hyder (Ottawa) presented Kant's con-
cept of natural science in the contexts of his ep-
och and later discoveries. He argued that, on
the one hand, Kant’s Metaphysical Foundations
of Natural Science shows signs of being pro-
foundly influenced by Leonard Euler’s innova-
tive mathematics and mechanics. On the other
hand, Einstein, in his Electrodynamics of Moving
Bodies (1905), also invokes Euler’s proof of the
invariance of Galilean transformations. The in-
ner connection between the two spatio-tempo-
ral structures presented by Euler and Einstein
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Pyooavp Mep (I'part / KanmauHTrpa) ocBeTnI
B JIOKJIajle MICTOPUYeCcKNil KOHTeKCT, B paMKax KO-
Toporo KanT cpopMyimipoBast IpMHINIIBL CBOEV
TeJIe0JIOT VIV V1 ITPeJICTaBIII X B KaueCTBe SBPUCTY-
YeCcKOro 1 MeTOIOJIOITYeCKOro CPeriCTB HayYHOTO
nosHaHMsA. POKycoM McciIe[IoBaHMs CTajl MaJIou3-
YUYEeHHBIVI MCTOYHMK 3TUX IPUHINUIIOB — Tejleo-
sornveckas koHnenys 1. J1. ne MonepTion 1 ero
dopmyMpoBKa HpUHIINIIA HaVMeHbBIIIero jev-
crBust: «Korma B Iiprposie mpovcxoguT HeKOTopoe
V3MeHeHe, KOJIMYeCTBO JIeVICTBYs, HeoOxommMoe
IS 9TOTO M3MeHEeH s, SIBJIsieTCsl HaIMEeHBIIIVIM 113
BO3MOXHBIX». CBoeoOpasHas 3KOHOMHOCTBH IIPU-
Ppozbl, M30MpaloIert KpaTJaniie ¥ jlerdanimye
yTH, ObUIa OTMeYeHa y)Xe aHTUYHBIMU HaTyp-
dmtocodpamu, HO TOIIBKO B 1744 T. IIPUHIINIT 9KO-
HOMHOCTM 00peJI IOCTaTOYHO OIIpesie/IeHHYIO Ma-
TeMaTU4ecKyto, pusmueckyo u uIocopcKyro
dopmy B pabortax Dwiepa m MomepTion. Mo-
IIepTION BbIBEJI U3 3TOTO IPVHIINIIA 3aKOHBI OTpa-
JKeHUs U TIpesioMsieHNs cBeTa. I TpuHInn crarmo-
HapHOCTM JIEVICTBUSA, KaK IIPVHSTO Ha3bIBaTh €ro
CeTOIIHSI, OCTAeTCS OIHVM M3 KJIFOUEeBBIX ITOJIOXKe-
HUV B COBpeMeHHO PU3IKe.

@utocodpckoe 3HauUeHMe CBOEro IIpUHIINMIIA
MortepTion BUIe B HaXOXIEHUW €IVHOV OCHO-
BB [IJIS pa3/IMUHBIX 3aKOHOB IIPUPOLIbI, YTO OBLIO
3HaA4YNMTeJIBHOV BeXOM B O0llleM HallpaBJIeHUN fesi-
TeJILHOCTV MorepTion: 3TOT MPUHIINII JaBajl pas-
raZIKy eCTeCTBeHHOIO IOpsIKa ¥ CIIyXXWI OpyAy-
eM OOpBOBI ¢ IIpeXKHer! TeJleoJIorelt B Hayke 1 00-
rocsiouy. OpHaKo, Kak oTMedaeT JI>X. MakmoHoX
(McDonough, 2020, p. 150—179), 3HaueHMe 1 BOC-
HpUSATHE YHVBEPCaIbHOTO ITPUHIIMIIA HaVMeHb-
mrero fevicteus B XVIII B. ObUIn majyieko He OIHO-
3HauHblL [lapajokcaTbHBEIM 00pa3soM 3TOT ITPUH-
LWII CY/IVJI PasBUTHE HOBOW TeJIeOJIOrMW, B TOM
uycize M OOrOCJIOBCKOVI, M [ake OT4YacTy IIOCITY-
KT eVl IIPOIeNeBTUKO. DTO 3aMedaHe IOJIHO-
CTBIO COBITafiaeT ¢ obmymy BeiBogamu P. Mepa, Ko-
TOPBIVI K TOMY K€ B CBOeM JIOKJIaJle PacKpbUT He-
sBHOe BIMsiHYe MonepTion Ha KaHTa, 4eit mpoeKkT
BO MHOIOM OBUI HaIlpaBJIeH Ha IIOVCKM eJIVHOVI OC-
HOBBI MHOrooOpasms sBireHnm n noHsTuin. Coo-
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was discovered and described by Minkovsky in
his work Space and Time (1909). Hyder showed
that already Einstein’s contemporaries noted
the similarities between the locality principle
used in the Einstein-Podolsky-Rosen experi-
ments and the second analogy in the Critique of
Pure Reason, but that the third analogy in Kant’s
experiment is refuted by the special theory of
relativity.

Rudolf Meer (Graz / Kaliningrad) described
the historical context in which Kant formulat-
ed the principles of his teleology and presented
them as heuristic and methodological instru-
ments of scientific cognition. The paper focused
on the little-studied source of these principles,
the teleological concept of Pierre-Louis Mau-
pertuis and his principle of least action: When
a change occurs in nature the amount of action
necessary for such a change is the least amount
possible. Nature’s frugality in choosing the
shortest and easiest paths was already not-
ed by ancient natural philosophers, but it was
not until 1744 that Euler and Maupertuis gave
the frugality principle a precise mathematical,
physical and philosophical form. Maupertuis
derived the laws of reflection and refraction of
light from this principle. The stationary action
principle — as it is called today — remains a
key principle in modern physics.

Maupertuis saw the philosophical relevance
of his principle in that it offered a single foun-
dation for various laws of nature, which was a
landmark in his work, because the principle of-
fered the key to the natural order and a weapon
in combating the old teleology in science and
theology. However, as noted by McDonough
(2020, pp. 150-179) the significance and percep-
tion of the universal principle of least action
were controversial in the eighteenth century.
Paradoxically, this principle paved the way for
a new teleology, including theological teleol-
ogy, and even partly ushered it in. This is the



CTBEHHO TeJIeoJIoruecKasi 4acTb KaHTOBCKOV Kp-
TUYECKOVI TeOpUM MO3HAHWSL — 3TO PeryJIaTHBHOe
yroTpebsieHMe VeV YiCTOro pasyMa, 0 KOTOpOM
KanT nosecTByeT B IIpmyiokeHMM K «paHCIIeHIeH-
TaJIbHOV ArasieKTrke» (A 652 / B 680; Kant, 2006,
c. 835). YnopsimoumBaHMe HOHATUI 00 OOBEKTax
u popMMpoOBaHMe VX €OVHCTBa SBIISeTCs (PyHK-
1mert pasyma (A 643 / B 671). Mep mokasas, 9To
«[Tpuroxenme» kK «IpaHCIieHIEHTAITBHON [IVaJTeK-
TUKe» BBICTYIIaeT CBOETO pofia MOCTOM MeXIy KOc-
MoroHment paHHero KaHTa, KOTOPBIVI B «TeOpWM
Heba» OTBepraeT IPeXXHIOK TeJIeOJIOrVIO TaK JKe,
Kak Moneprtion, 1 «KpuTHKom criocoOHOCTI Cy-
KIIeHVs», B KOTOPOVI Te3MChl O KOHCTPYVPOBaHWN
IIPVPOLIBI 3HAUMTEIIBHO CMSTYAIOTCS M TTOIUepPKI-
BaeTcsi CyObeKTMBHAs CyTh 3TOrO IIpolecca: ped-
JIEKTVPYIOIIAsi CIIOCOOHOCTD CY>KIIeHVsI HUUero He
npenviceiBaeT 00beKTy (AA 05, S. 184; Kant, 2001,
c. 111), MmaTremaTmUecKie aHaJIOI MM U 3aKOHBI MeXa-
HVIKI «He IIPUTH3ai0T II03TOMY Ha TO, 4YTOObI OBbITH
TeJIeOJIOTMYECKVIMI OCHOBAaHMSAMM OOBSICHEHWS B
dusuke» (AA 05, S. 382; Kart, 2001, c. 583). Vicce-
mosaHVie Mepa pacKpbIBaeT paHee He3aMeUeHHbIE
VICTOYHVIKVI KaHTOBCKOVI KOHIIETIIIVM CUCTeMaTV-
YeCKOTo eIMHCTBA MUpa ¥ IIPUHITNIIOB €ro T03Ha-
Hus, KoTopas, Kak orMmedaeT K. dyrent (Fugate,
2014, p. 25—27), ycTaHOBWIa HOBYIO CBSI3b MEX]Ty
TPpaJMIIVIOHHBIMI TeJIe0JIOrMYeCKMY KOHIIEIIIV-
M1 1 6a30BOVI CTPYKTY POVI PallIOHATIBHOCTYL. DTa
CTPYKTYypa PalVIOHAJIBHOCTV TIO3Ke CTaHeT OCHO-
BOVI IVTHAMWYECKOVI KOHIEIIIIMI pa3yMa, JIeXaIlen
B OCHOBE HEMEITKOTO MJIeasIn3Ma.

JBa moxs1ama ObUIV TIOCBSITIEHBI SMIIVIPUYECKO-
My ynorpebsreHmIo pasyMa B Hayke. Xyanut JIy-Ao-
sep (JxopmXTayH) IpefcTaBiiia aHaIn3 KaHTOB-
CKOT0 IToZIx0fia K 0OpallleHIIO C CTOPUYEeCKMU 11
reorpadpruecKMu CBI/IETEIIbCTBAMYI, COTIOCTABIIB
V3JI0KEHVIe STOTO TTOIXOMA B JIEKIIMSIX TI0 JIOTVIKE C
ero IpyMeHeHVeM B [IByX TpaKTaTax O pacooOpa-
3oBarvm (1775 n 1785). KaHT oTHOCWII reorpadm-
YJecKvie VI VICTOPUYeCKYIe CBU/IETeIIbCTBA K VICTOPY-
YecKOMY TUITY II03HaHMS U cpopMysIvpoBal psl
KpUTepueB X HoCcToBepHOCT. VIcTopideckoe I1o-
3HaHVE OH CYMTAJI CTOJIb K€ HeOOXOIMMBIM, KaK U
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overall conclusion arrived at by Meer, whose
paper indeed revealed an indirect influence
of Maupertuis on Kant, whose project was in
many ways aimed at finding a common foun-
dation for the diversity of phenomena and con-
cepts. In fact, the teleological part of Kant's
critical theory of cognition is the regulative use
of the ideas of pure reason which Kant spells
out in the supplement to the “Transcenden-
tal Dialectic” (KrV, A 652 / B 680; Kant, 1998,
p. 595). Ordering the concepts of objects and
forming their unity is the function of reason
(KrV, A 643 / B 671). Meer has demonstrated
that the Supplement to the “Transcendental
Dialectic” is a kind of bridge between the cos-
mogony of early Kant, who, like Maupertu-
is, rejects the old teleology in his Theory of the
Heavens and the Critique of the Power of Judge-
ment in which the thesis on the construction of
nature is significantly remitted and the subjec-
tive essence of the process is stressed: the re-
flective power of judgement does not prescribe
anything to the object (KU, AA 05, p. 184; Kant,
2000, p. 70); mathematical analogies and the
laws of mechanics “can make no claim on that
account to be teleological grounds of explana-
tion within physics” (KU, AA 05, p. 382; Kant,
2000, p. 253). Meer’s study revealed previous-
ly overlooked sources of the Kantian concept
of systematic unity of the world and the princi-
ples of its cognition, which, as noted by C. Fu-
gate (2014, pp. 25-27), established a new link
between traditional teleological concepts and
the basic structure of rationality. This structure
of rationality would later form the basis of the
dynamic concept of reason which underpins
German idealism.

Two papers were devoted to the empiri-
cal use of reason in science. Huaping Lu-Adler
(Georgetown) analysed Kant's approach to
the treatment of historical and geographical
testimony, comparing the description of this
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palioHasbHOe. VIsyueHne nipupomsl Oe3 rumores
HEBO3MOXKHO, U CJIefTyeT ObITh TOTOBBIM II0 MTOraM
IIPOBEPKM M3MEHSITh MX JINOO BOBCe OTBEPrHYTE.
INocTurars mpupomy — 00sS3aHHOCTH pasyMa, HO
IPyTrovi M3BECTHBIVI TE3VC KanHTta mracut, uro pas-
VM IIOCTUTAeT B IIPUpPOHe TO, YTO CaM B Hee BKJIa-
ObIBAET; IIPVIPOga He TOJIBKO IIOCTUIAeTCs, HO W
KOHCTpywmpyeTcst. KaHT cpaBHMBaeT pasyM ¢ Cy/b-
€V, KOTOPBIV JOIIpalIvBaeT CBUIETEISI ¥ CaMOW
IIOCTAHOBKOVI BOITPOCOB OKa3bIBaeT 3HAYMTEJILHOe
BJIVIsIHVE Ha OTBeThL JIy-Amiep HarloMmHaeT, 4To
aJIBTepPHATVBHBIV CTIOCOD JTavvi CBUIETEITBCKVIX ITO-
KasaHWMV B Cy[e 3aKJIF0YaeTCsl B TOM, YTO BOIIPOCHI
CBUIETEII0 3aaeT IIPMBJIEKINasl ero CTopoHa 3a-
IIWTHL T OOBMHEHVIS, I Cyibs BHa4aJle TOJIBKO
BBICJTYIIIVIBAET STV BOIIPOCHI VI TIOKa3aHVISL.

B TpakTtaTax 0 pacax HOpumeHeHUe CBUIe-
TeJIbCTB OBbLIIO CBsI3aHO ¢ mosuivert KanTa B guc-
KyCCUM MeXy CTOPOHHVKaMM MOHOreHesa Vi I10-
ymrenesa. KaHT BeIcTyIlaeT 3a eVMHCTBO ITPOVIC-
XOXKIIEHMSI BCeX pac, M €ro IVIaBHBIM apryMeHTOM
ObUIO TO, UYTO MOHOreHe3 0Oojiee COOTBETCTBYET
alIprOpHBIM IPUHIMIIAM. B KadecTBe nomkpertste-
HVS IIPUBOIATCS CBUIETEILCTBA IJIaHTaTOpa-pa-
Gosiagerblia [ xerimca TobuHa B HOJIB3y pacoBovi,
TO €CTh IPUPOIHON, 00YCIIOBJIEHHOCTY YMCTBEH-
HBIX pasiavunii. [IpuciymmBsarbes K cBuaeTens-
CTBY TaKoV (pUTypbl IIPOTUBOPEUNUT KaHTOBCKVM
KpUTepMsIM OOCTOBEPHOCTI CBUIETEIIbCTB, KOTO-
PpBle BKIIIOYAIOT B ce0sl aTmdeckoe m3Mepenne. Of-
Hako KaHT Bce e pelllaeTcsd VCIIOJIb30BaTh 3TU
CBVIETEJIBCTBA, IIOCKOJIBKY OHM COOTBETCTBYIOT
TOMY, YTO OH CUMUTAJI pa3yMHBIM, TO €CTh allpyop-
HBIM TIpyHIOUNaM. Jly-Aiep pestoMupyeT 3TOT
nofxor, KaHTa ciiemyronimM odpasoM: cBUIeTeIb-
CTBa UT'PaIOT Cyry00 «IIaCCUBHYIO POJIb», U VIX MH-
TepIIpeTalis BEICTpOeHa B II0JIHOM COOTBETCTBUN
C KaHTOBCKMMM IIPVIHLIVIIAMV pa3yMa KaK «MHK-
BUBUTOPCKU» JIOIPpOC cBuaeTerd cyabers; Kanr
peocTeperas oT paHATUYHOIO CJlefIoBaHMs I'-
roTe3aM, OT CKJIOHHOCTY JIep’KaTbcs 3a yOexiie-
HM/S, HO 3TO He MOIJIO HOJIHOCTBIO 3aCTpaxoBaThb
€ro CaMoro OT HEeKOTOPBIX 3abiIy>KIIeHWil, Xapak-
TepHBIX JIsl ero BpeMeHN. B oOcykmeHum 3Toro
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approach in the lectures on logic and its ap-
plication in the two treatises on the origin of
races (1775 and 1785). Kant, who considered ge-
ographical and historical accounts to be a his-
torical type of cognition, formulated several
criteria of their veracity. He considered histor-
ical cognition to be as necessary as rational cog-
nition. It is impossible to study nature without
hypotheses, so one has to be prepared to ver-
ify them in order to change or reject them al-
together. It is reason’s duty to comprehend
nature, but Kant also said famously that reason
understands in nature only what it puts into
it; nature is not only cognised, but construct-
ed. Kant compares reason to a judge who inter-
rogates a witness and significantly influences
the answers by the way he puts the questions.
Lu-Adler remarked that an alternative method
of testifying in a law court has the witness in-
terrogated by defence or the prosecution, with
the judge initially just listening to these ques-
tions and answers.

In the treatises on races the use of testimo-
ny was prompted by Kant’s position in the dis-
cussion between the advocates of monogenesis
and polygenesis. Kant maintains that all rac-
es have a common origin, his main argument
being that monogenesis accords better with a
priori principles. To establish that fact, he calls
as a witness the slave-owning planter, James
Tobin, in favour of racial, i.e. natural mental
differences. Heeding the testimony of such a
figure contradicts Kant’s criteria of the cer-
tainty of testimony, which include an ethical
dimension. And yet, Kant decides to use this
testimony because it corresponds to what he
considers to be reasonable, i.e. a priori princi-
ples. Lu-Adler summed up Kant’s approach in
the following way: testimony plays a strictly
“passive role” and its interpretation fully cor-
responds to Kant’s principles of reason as an



IIOKJIazia BIIOJIHE IIpeficKa3yeMbIM oOpa3oM Oblin
HOIHSATHL BOIIPOCHL O COIVIACOBAHHOCTU W O IIpe-
oOafarorer TOHaJIbHOCTY B3DIsimoB KaHTa Ha
packl B KOHTEKCTe ero YHVBepCaJIMICTCKOV 3TUKM
U IIpOrpeccuBHON PryIocopmmt ICTOPUNL.

Cepxuo @ysumec Ioncasec (KammuamHrpam) oc-
BETMJI MeCTO MBICJIEHHBIX 9KCIIEPVMEHTOB B pu-
nocodpum Kanta — B uacTHOCTM, OBLI IIperCTaB-
neH ananus npeanosioxenu M. I Kaimna (Ka-
lin, 1972) o ToM, YTO MBIC/IEHHBIE 3KCIIEPVIMEHTBI
UTpaloT KJIIOYEBYIO pOJIb B IIOATBEPXKAeHVV TpaH-
ClIeHIeHTaIbHbIX ITpuHINIIoB. Kpome Toro, @y-
3HTeC IIpefICTaBIII pacCMOTpPeHMe psa HaTypdu-
jocodpckmx paccyxaeHnit KaHrta (kak paHHero,
TaK ¥ IO3[IHero IepuoJioB) B KayecTBe IIPUMepOB
MBICJIEHHBIX 3KCIIEpVMEHTOB, II0Ka3aB Py 3TOM
TeCHYIO CBSI3b TeMbl MBICJIEHHBIX 3KCIIEPVIMEHTOB
C BOITpOCcaMM aHaJIOT MV ¥ BOOOpakeH!sl B KPUTU-
uveckom dpumstocodpunt Kanra.

Auzexcen Kaboponxo6 (Mocksa / KaymmHun-
rpajI) M3JIOKWI CBOV B3DVISAL Ha IIyTU Pa3BUTUA
COBpPEMEeHHOW COLIVOJIOTUI C TOYKM 3peHus TOu
KOHIIEIIINY IIparMaTu4eckoro pasyma, KOTOPYIO
KaHT nosoXmnii B 0CHOBY CBOeVl IIparMaTiuecKon
Bepcuy aHTporosioru. ’KaBopoHKOB JJOKa3bIBa-
€T, UTO KOHIIeMIIV ITparMaTi4eckoro pasyma Mo-
JKeT IOCITY>KUTh OCHOBOVI 111 aHTPOIOJIOTMYeCKN
dyHIMPOBAHHON COLMOJIOTMUM M CIIOCOOCTBOBATH
IIPOSICHEHWIO HEeKOTOPBIX COLIMOJIOIMYeCKNX IIpo-
OrmeM — ¥ TakMM 00pa3oM BO3MOXKHO ITpeorioJie-
HVie COLIVIOJIOTYeCKOV! OIIIO3UIINY HOPMaTVBHO-
ctut 1 smrvpusmMa. C aTovt Toukon 3peHms JKaso-
JPOHKOB ITPOTMBOCTOUT JIOMUHWPYIOIIIEMY B COBpe-
MeHHOVI COITVIOJIOI MY Te3VCY O TOM, UTO HOpMaTWB-
Hble KOHIIenThl KaHTa HecOBMeCTMMEI C aKTyaJlb-
HBIMV SMIIVPVKO-aHaJINTUYeCKVMU TTOXOJaMIA

Basenmun baxano8 (YnpsHoBCK / Kammuame-
rpaj) B CBOeM [IOKJlajle IIpoaHaIM3MpoBasl M-
CTeMOJIOTMUeCcKMe ¥  COoLMasIbHO-pvIocodckme
CJIEZICTBYS, BBITEKAOIVie U3 COIIOCTaBJIeHMsl KaH-
TOBCKOVI KOHIIETIIIVIV MaTeMATUKV C COBpeMEeHHOM
HeVipoHaykovt. HefaBHume OTKpBITHS B 3TOV 00JIa-
CTU CBUIETEJILCTBYIOT 00 OHTOreHeTYecKom Oc-
HOBe MaTeMaTiJecKoro MeiieHns. Ee obpasyer

A.S. Zilber

“inquisitor’s interrogation” of a witness by the
judge; Kant warned against fanatical adher-
ence to hypotheses, the tendency to hold on
to convictions, and yet this could not always
preserve him from some delusions charac-
teristic of his time. In the discussion, partici-
pants raised the question of how the tonality of
Kant’s views on races squared with his univer-
salistic ethics and his progressive philosophy
of history.

Sergio Fuentes Gonzalez (Kaliningrad) ex-
amined the place of mental experiments in
Kant’s philosophy. In particular, he analysed
Martin G. Kalin’s suggestion that mental ex-
periments play the key role in corroborating
transcendental principles (c¢f. Kalin, 1972).
Fuentes also presented a number of Kant’'s
philosophy-of-nature reflections — of the ear-
ly and later periods — as examples of men-
tal experiments, demonstrating the close link
between mental experiments and the issues
of analogy and imagination in Kant’s critical
philosophy.

Alexey Zhavoronkov (Moscow / Kalinin-
grad) set forth his views on the development
of modern sociology in terms of the concept
of pragmatic reason which Kant made the ba-
sis of his pragmatic approach to anthropolo-
gy. Zhavoronkov argued that the concept of
pragmatic reason can be the basis of anthro-
pologically grounded sociology and can help
to clarify some sociological problems and thus
perhaps overcome sociological opposition to
normativeness and empiricism. Zhavornkov
thus challenged the prevalent thesis that Kant’s
normative concepts are incompatible with the
current empirical-analytical approach.

Valentin Bazhanov (Ulyanovsk / Kaliningrad)
analysed the epistemological and socio-phil-
osophical consequences of the comparison
of Kant’s concept of mathematics and mod-
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«qyBCTBO YMCJIa» — CIOCOOHOCTH K Pas3/IMYeHIIO
KOJIM4YeCcTBa IPeIMeTOB W IIPOCTeNIINM IIPOToa-
pudmeTrgecknM oneparmsm. OHO VIMeeT CBOIO
HepOoM3MOIIOrMUeCcKyI0 OCHOBY W CBA3aHO C
OpMeHTalVeVl B IPOCTPAHCTBE V1 BpeMeHM («sTuert-
Ka MeCTa»), 3TO OffHa M3 CTAPTOBBIX TOUEK KOTHVI-
TUBHOVI 5BOJIIOIIMI MHTeJUIeKTa. BpokieHHOCTb
«4yBCTBa 4MCJIa» O3HadyaeT ero alpuopHOCTb, B
CBSI311 C UeM COBpeMeHHBbIe VccilefioBaTesi Hasbl-
BalOT CBOIO IIPOrpaMMy M3yueHWs apXUTeKTOHU-
KI MO3Tra «KaHTMaHCKOV VCCIIeZIoBaTesIbCKOVI IIpo-
rpaMMOVD» ¥ TOBOPSIT O «KaHTMAHCKOM MO3re».
IlorgaTuiiHasg M cMMBOJIMYECKasl perpe3eHTallys
«9qyBCTBa 4MCJIa» IIPOVICXOOUT y>Ke B IIpoliecce ak-
KYJIBTypaliiyi, ¥ 3TOT IPOLecC MMeeT KyJIbTyp-
HYIO U S3bIKOBYIO crenmnduxy. dopMmposaHe
CVICTEM VICUMCIICHMS Ha 2TOM OHTOTIeHEeTITYeCKOM
OCHOBe MOKHO OITMCaTh, II0 cjloBaM bakaHoBa,
KaK TPaHCIIeHIeHTaJIN3M J1eITeJIbHOCTHOIO THUIIa,
B TOM CMBICJIe YTO «CTapTOBasl O3UIIVI IIPOLIe/Ty P
c4eTa, KaK M3BECTHO, CBSI3aHa C HEIIOCpPeCTBEeH-
HOI [1esITeTTbHOCTHIO» (Baxkaros, 2020, c. 91), B xo-
TOPOVI MHOKeCTBa IIPeIMEeTOB OOBIYHO COIIOCTaB-
JISIFOTCS C KOJIMYECTBOM UYeJIOBEUECKMX KOHEUHO-
CTerL. DTO CBUIIEeTeJIbCTBYeT B I10J1b3y aHTVpeaIns-
Ma 1 OJTHOBpeMeHHO HaTypaJir3Ma B prstocodpmm
MareMaTVKN: pa3BuUTVie (POPMaTBHBIX VeV B Ma-
TeMaTVKe IIPOVICXOIUT Orrarofapsl 1esTeIbHOCTH,
HO X OCHOBa — HOpupopHas. B casm ¢ atuMm ba-
’KaHOB TTO[IHAJI B CBOEM [JOKJIaJle BOIIPOCHI O B3aw-
MOCBSI3U COLIVIOKYJIBTY PHOVI U Ouosioruecko ae-
TepMUHALVN B PasBUTUN JINYHOCTL.

JIBa 3aK/IIOUMTETEHEIX HOKJIaja ObLIVI ITOCBSI-
IlleHbl TeMe Iapajulesiert Mexnay dutocoduent
Kanra 1 xoHiernument wcropum Hayku Tomaca
Kyna. Kapun de bép (J1ésen) v I1aBes Patixas (Hero-
KacyI) oOpaTwInch K BOIIPOCY O CXOICTBAX MEXIY
ABYyMs KOHIIETILIVIAMY, a TOYHee, K BOIIPOCY O TOM,
vMeeT JIv KoHIennysa KyHa KaHTMaHCKVe KOpHL.
B xon1ie xxm3HM KyH caM oTMeuast cXofIicTBO CBOVIX
et ¢ voeamu KaxTa, omHako oH He ObUT 3HaKOM
C KaHTOBCKOVI KOHIIEIIITVeVt HayKV BO BpeMs HaIlu-
caHms cBoert KHurn «CTpyKTypa Hay4YHBIX PeBO-
oy, e bép ykasasia Ha BeposITHOe OItocpeo-
BaHHoe BivsiHue KanTa na Kyna, mockornbky Kyn
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ern neuro-science. Recent discoveries in this
field attest to the ontogenetic nature of mathe-
matical thinking. It is formed by “the sense of
number”, i.e. the capacity to tell the number of
objects and perform simple proto-arithmetical
operations. It has its neuro-physiological basis
in, and is connected with, orientation in space
and time (“the place cell”) and is one of the
staring points of the intellect’s cognitive evolu-
tion. Since “the sense of number” is inborn, it
is a priori, which is why modern scientists call
their programme of studying the architectonics
of the brain “the Kantian research programme”
and speak about the “Kantian brain”. The con-
ceptual and symbolic representation of the
“sense of number” takes place in the process
of acculturation, which has cultural and lin-
guistic features. The formation of the counting
systems on this ontogenetic basis can, accord-
ing to Bazhanov, be described as activity-based
transcendentalism in the sense that “the start-
ing position for counting is connected with di-
rect activity” (Bazhanov, 2020, p. 91), in which
sets of objects are usually related to the num-
ber of human extremities. This is an argument
in favour of anti-realism and simultaneously
naturalism in the philosophy of mathematics:
formal ideas in mathematics develop thanks
to activity, but their basis is natural. In this
context, Bazhanov raised the question of in-
terconnection between the socio-cultural and
biological determination of the development of
the personality.

The last two papers were devoted to the par-
allels between Kant’s philosophy and Thomas
Kuhn’s concept of the history of science. Karin
de Boer (Leuven) and Pavel Reichl (Newcastle)
looked at the similarities between the two con-
cepts and tried to answer the question wheth-
er Kuhn’s concept has Kantian roots. Towards
the end of his life, Kuhn himself noted the sim-
ilarity of his ideas to those of Kant; however,



BIIOXHOBJISUICS paboTaMu (PpaHITy3CKMX aBTOPOB
Hauasia XX B. — Astekcanpa Kovipe, Dmuiig Marni-
epcoHa 1 DrieH Melpkep, a X B3IVIS/Ibl YaCTUYHO
OCHOBBIBAJIVICh Ha HEOKaHTVAHCKMX ITPOYTeHMAX
KanTa. OcHOBHBIM coflepkaHMeM JI0KJIa/ia CTajlo
cpaBHeHMe mzent «CTPYKTypbl HayYHBIX PEBOJIIO-
VVD» C MaJIOVI3yYeHHOV I HOBATOPCKOVI IJIsI CBO-
ero BpeMeHM paboTovt DrteH Melpkep, BBIIIOIHEH-
Hou B mepuop, Mexay Ilepsont m Bropont mupo-
BbIMM BotHaMM. (CTOUT OTMETUTB, YTO B 3TOT XKe
Hepuoy], BpeMeHM HOsIBIJIach ellle ofHa Nofo0Has
paboTa, [10JIr0 OcTaBaBlllasics He3aMe4eHHOV, —
kHwura J1. drrexa «BosHMKHOBeHVIe 1 pa3BUTHe Ha-
y4HOro d¢axkra».) Jleonud Koprusaeb (Kamvamn-
rpai) B CBOeM J0KJIajie OOJIblle BHUMaHWS YIeIIVIT
TeMe pasiani Mmexay naesmu Kanra n Kyna 1o
BOITPOCY O BO3MOYKHOCTV IIOCTPOEHWMS e[IVIHOV Ha-
VKM C CHICTeMaTUYeCKVMU CBA3SIMU MeX1y JVCITV-
IJTMHaMM, e[[MHOrO HayYHOro oOpasa Mupa, a Tak-
JKe TI0 BOITPOCY O BO3MOKHOCTW ITPeOI0JIeH sl TeH-
JeHIIUM K pa3oOIIeHNIo Hay4HBIX JIUCHIUIUIVH.
ITpenmeToM aHaM3a CTaI OCHOBAHMS PasiInNd-
HbIx nosunui Kanra n KyHa, a Takke mx B3IJIA0bI
Ha poib drtocodprm B GopMUpPOBaHUN eIMHCTBA
1 pa300IIeHHOCTN B HayKe.

Kondepenums cobpaia HemMaslyio aygUTOPUIO,
Gosiee TIOIYCOTHM IIOCTOSHHBIX CIIyIIaTesIell CO
BCEro Mypa, akKTMBHO OOCYXIaBIIIVX 3aTPOHYThIe
TeMbl. [lyOnmKanms crarevt, IOOTOTOBJIEHHBIX Ha
OCHOBe [IOKJIaZIOB, KOTOpble OblLjIM IIpesicTaBJle-
Hbl Ha KOH(epeHIMY, IIaHUpyeTcs B XXypHasle
«VcenenoBanms 1o vicropumn 1 gpuiocodpun Ha-
ykw» (Studies in History and Philosophy of Science)
B CIlelMaJIbHOM BBIIycKe Ha Temy «Bompocer nic-
T10JIb30BaHMs pasyMa B KaHTOBCKOV dpusiocodpum
Haykw» nof, pegaknyent T. [lrypma u P. Mepa.

Baazodapuocmu. [annas nybaukayus nodeo-
mobaena npu gunarcobon noddepxxe Munucmep-
cmBa nayxu u Buicuteeo 0dpazobanus Poccutickoil De-
depayuu, npoexm Ne 075-15-2019-1929 «Kanmuan-
CKAS PAUUOHAALHOCTT U ee nomeHyuar 6 cobpemen-
HOU HAYKe, MeXHOA0UAX U COUUAALHBIX UHCTIUMY-
max», peaiusyemviii Ha base baamuiickoeo pedepans-
Hoeo yHuBepcumema um. V. Kanma (Karununepao).

A.S. Zilber

he was not actually familiar with Kant’s con-
cept of science when he was writing his book
The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. De Boer
suggested that Kuhn may have been influenced
by Kant indirectly because he was inspired by
the works of French authors at the beginning of
the twentieth century: Alexandre Koyré, Emile
Meyerson and Helene Metzger whose views
were partly based on neo-Kantian readings of
Kant. The focus of the paper is the comparison
of The Structure of Scientific Revolutions with the
little studied and, for her time, ground-break-
ing work of Helene Metzger, written in the pe-
riod between the two world wars. (It is worth
noting that the same period saw the publica-
tion of another work which had long remained
unnoticed, Ludwik Fleck’s Genesis and De-
velopment of a Scientific Fact). Leonid Kornilaev
(Kaliningrad) paid more attention to the differ-
ences between Kant and Kuhn on the question
whether it is possible to build a single science
with systemic links between disciplines and
a common scientific picture of the world, and
whether the trend of disciplines to disunity
could be overcome.

The conference attracted a sizeable audience,
more than fifty permanent listeners from across
the world who actively discussed the topics
raised. There are plans to publish articles based
on the papers presented at the conference in the
journal “Studies in the History and Philosophy
of Science”, in a special issue entitled “The Uses
of Reason in Kant’s Philosophy of Science”, edit-
ed by T. Sturm and R. Meer.
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