CTATBHU

OMAOCOONI KAHTA

VIIK 111.8:117

IIPOBJIEMA EIVHCTBA OIIbITA:
TPAHCLIEHIEHTAJIbHBIVI PAKYPC

A.A. MéodoBa '-?

Cmamosa nocBawiena paspabomie npodiemst B03mox-
HOCMU 0NbiMA 6 pamMKax MpancyeHOeHMaAbHO20 Uoeau3-
ma. B xaaccuueckoit nocmanoBke Kanma sma npobaema
Kacaemcs, KoppesAyul anpuopHulX cCmpykmyp pasyma c
peasvHocmuio. A6mop cmabum Bonpoc 00 ycaobusx 6o3-
MOXKHOCTU Onblma 6 arbmepHamubrom kaoue — kax 60-
npoc 00 ycaoBusx ezo edurcmba, ocmabasce npu 3mom 8
pamKax mpancy,eH0eHmaibHo20 udeasusma. 3a0ana ucce-
dobanus — npodemoHcmpupoBams, kakum odpasom npo-
Osema edurcmba onvima npoHussiBaem npodaemy mpam-
clyeHOeHmalbHblx ycaobuil eeo Bosmoxcrocmu. Ha ocrobe
nepenucky Kanma, « Kpumuxu wucmoeo pasyma», «I1po-
/1€20MeH08. ..» U p0a coBpemMeHHbIX KOHYEeNY ULl CO3HAHUA
npousBooumcs pekoHCHpyKyus MmpaHcyeHOeHMaibHOl
Mmodeau onvima 8 acnekme yca0Butl e2o c6asHocmu. Ima
Modeaw Bratonaem cucmemamuyeckoe eourcmbo cboticmb
npedmemo, Bvicmynaroujee 00pamHoLl CopoHo payu-
OHAAbHO020 eOuHcmba nosHaoueo ux paccyoxa. Hema-
A0BAXKHBIMU  YCA0BUAMU eOUHCMBA ONBIMHBIX OAHHBIX
cayxkam ux cBasHocms 6 cusy o0HOpoOHocmu Bpemenu
u npocmparcmba (Heamnupuveckoe cosepyanie) u opea-
Husytowas paboma anpuopHuix opm uybcmbernocmu,
co30arouyas noc1e00BamesvHoOCHL U PAOONOA0KEHHOCHTD
Abnenuil. Kax Oosee croxHoe, cunmemuueckoe ycaoBue
eduHcmba onvima onucaHa akmMuBHOCHL MpaHcyeHoeH-
manvHulx cxem; 8 kauecmbe npebpaujeHHvlx opm npo-
cmparcmbenHo-Bpementblx npedcmabieHutl oHu onocpe-
oytom kameeopuu u Abaenus, 6yoyuu «00HOPOOHBIMU»
u ¢ memu, u c Opyeumu. Ha Bepuune paccyoouorl Oe-
AMEALHOCU  HAXO00UMCA HAubosee NpodAeMAMUUHBLIL
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ARTICLES

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

THE PROBLEM OF THE UNITY
OF EXPERIENCE FROM THE
TRANSCENDENAL PERSPECTIVE

A.A. Medova >

This article is devoted to the problem of the possi-
bility of experience in transcendental idealism. In its
classical formulation by Kant, the problem pertains to
the correlation between a priori structures of reason
and reality. I approach the question of the conditions of
the possibility of experience in an alternative way, i.e.
as a question about the conditions of its unity, while
remaining within the framework of transcendental ide-
alism. The purport of this investigation is to demon-
strate how the problem of the unity of experience per-
meates the problem of the transcendental conditions of
its possibility. Proceeding from Kant’s correspondence,
the Critique of Pure Reason, Prolegomena to Any
Future Metaphysics, and some modern conceptions of
consciousness, 1 reconstruct the transcendental model
of experience in terms of the conditions of its coherence.
This model includes the systematic unity of the proper-
ties of objects, which is the flip side of the rational unity
of cognizing reason. Important conditions of the unity
of experiential data are their connectedness due to the
homogeneity of time and space (non-empirical intui-
tion), and the organizing work of the a priori forms of
sensing, which creates the sequence and coordination of
phenomena. The activity of transcendental schemes is
described as a more complex, synthetic condition of the
unity of experience; as modified forms of spatio-tempo-
ral representation, they mediate categories and phenom-
ena, being “homogeneous” with both. At the top of the
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ypobens edurcmba onvima, HA KOMOPOM CO3EPYAHUS
ynopsadouubBaromes Oeiicmbuem anpuopHuiX Kamezopuil.
Kaxk opueunasvhole, Boixodsiujue 3a npedess. 2HOCEOA0U-
ueckoil npobieMamuxu ocMuicaubaomes ciedyouue yc-
/106U 00HOpoOHoCmU onvima: 1) 00HOPOOHOCTIb CO3HAHUS
BHewnux Bewjett U camoco3Hanua u 2) edurncmbo onvima,
3a0abaemoe KOHEUHBIMU YeAAMU HUCHI020 NPUMEHEHUS.
Hauie2o pasyma. B saxatouenue 6 kauecmbe karwoueboi u
Haubosee NOKA3AMEALHOTL 045  MPAHCYEHOeHMAAbHOT
¢husocogpuu npednocwLik 00HOpoOHOCU Onvima Buvide-
saemcs eunomesa Kanma o mpancyenoeHmaisHom cpoo-
cmée ABaenutl, co30aiouem 00HOPOOHOCHb MEHIMAALHBIX
axmob8 u 00vekmMuBHoI peasbHOCHIU.

KaroueBuvie caoBa: Kanm, yciobus Bosmoxrocmu
onvima, anpuoptvie opmul uybcmbenrocmu, Mpan-
CUeHOeHMabHble  KAme20pul, —MpaHcyeHOeHMasbHbLil
cybwexm

1. BBegenme

KaHTOBCKMTI IPMHITNTI, HBIHe CTaBIIN OOIIle-
NPU3HAHHBIM, TAKOB: UTOOBI M3y YUTh pa3yM, HyX-
HO BBIBECTVI YCJIOBVISI, HEOOXOIMMBIE IS ITOJTyde-
Hus onblTa (Brook, Wuerth, 2023). Pabotsr Kanra
OTKPBIBAIOT HOBBIVI, TPaHCIIEHIeHTAJIBHBIVI JTall
pa3paboTky mpobsieMbl OmbITa, POPMYIIPyeMOT
VM KakK IIpobsieMa KOppesIamy MeXXay IPUHIIV-
IaMu pasyMa U SMIOMpPUYecKMu JaHHbIMIU. KaHT
co3[1aJl TpaHCleHIeHTaIbHYI0 MeTapM31KYy OITbl-
Ta, IIpeTeHIyIOIIyI0 Ha IlepeoCcMBbIC/IeH e HOPMBI,
COIJIaCHO KOTOPOW MBI IIpyaeM OOBEeKTY CTaTyc
peaneHOCTM (Mazijk, 2020, p. 25). Onnako Kanr
TakXXe pa3paboTayl KpUTHUUYecKyro duiocoduio,
KOTOpasi He MOXeT, B OTIN4Me OT 3KCIIeprMeH-
TaJIBHOV HayKM, HaCJIaXAaThbCsl «JOCTOBEPHBIM
IIIaroM». B ocHOBe ero MeTaV3MKI OIIBITA JIEKUAT
KJIIoueBasi IIpoOsieMa — YCJIOBUI BO3MOXKHOCTM
IOCJIe/THEro, KOTopasi IPUBOAUT K YCJIOBUSAM BO3-
MOXXHOCTM camort MeTadmsukn. CyTb 3TOM IIpo-
671eMbI B TOM, YTO IIPVHIIUITBI IIO3HAHWS JOJKHBI
dopMIMpPOBaTBCSA OIBITOM, HO OIIBIT HEBO3MOXKEH,
ecJIV eMy He IIperocIaHbl IIPVHIINIIBI TTO3HAHMSL.

Lletb cTaTbit — paccMOTPeTh 3Ty OCHOBOIIOIA-
raollyio KaHTOBCKYIO IIpo0JieMy B HOBOM PaKyp-
Cce, B KOTOPOM IJIaBHOVI ITPEIITOCHIJIKOVI BO3MOX-

activity of reason is the most problematic level of the
unity of experience, on which intuitions are ordered in
accordance with a priori categories. The following con-
ditions of the homogeneity of experience are assessed
as being original and going beyond the epistemological
problematics: 1) the homogeneity of the consciousness
of external things and self-consciousness, and 2) the
unity of experience created by the end-goals of the pure
application of reason. In conclusion, I examine Kant's
hypothesis that the transcendental affinity of phenome-
na creates the homogeneity of mental acts, and that ob-
jective reality is the key and most telling prerequisite of
the homogeneity of experience.

Keywords: Kant, conditions of the possibility of
experience, a priori forms of sensibility, transcendental
categories, transcendental subject

1. Introduction

The now universally accepted Kantian prin-
ciple reads: in order to study reason, the condi-
tions of experience must be established (Brook
and Wuerth, 2023). Kant’s works mark a new,
transcendental stage of the study of the prob-
lem of experience, which he views as the prob-
lem of correlation between the principles of
reason and empirical data. Kant created a tran-
scendental metaphysics of experience which
claims to revise the norm whereby we grant an
object the status of reality (Mazijk, 2020, p. 25).
But Kant also developed a critical philosophy
which, unlike experimental science, cannot be
content with “an authentic step”. The key prob-
lem of his metaphysics of experience is the con-
ditions of the possibility thereof, which leads to
the conditions of the possibility of metaphysics
itself. The core of the problem is that the princi-
ples of cognition should arise from experience,
but experience is impossible unless it is prem-
ised on the principles of cognition.

This article purports to look at this under-
lying Kantian problem from a new angle, in
which the main prerequisite of the possibility of



HOCTU OITBITa 4BJISeTCS €ro eIMHCTBO. DTa CMeHa
paKkypca IIpoAyKTMBHA [1J1d pa3pabOTKM Tpobiie-
MBI OIIBITa: COXPaHsI CIEVMPUKY 1 OCTPYIO IIPO-
071eMaTYHOCTDb ee TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOV ITOCTa-
HOBKM, OHa II03BOJISIET VICCITeNIoBaTh poliieMy B
OoJlee MIMPOKOM KOHTEKCTE, YUUTHIBasL Pe3ysIbTa-
THI APYTMX HaIlpaBJIeHUM VCCIIeIoBaHMs CO3Ha-
HUs — (¢PeHOMEeHOJIOTUY, KOIHUTUBHOW IICHIXO-
JIOTMV, aHAJIVTUYECKOTO KaHTOBEIEeHMS U axe
aHTUTpPaHCLIEHAeHTaM3Ma. MBI HaMepeHBI IIO-
CJIEJIOBATEIIBHO BBISIBUTH BCE BO3MOXKHBIE IIOIIXO-
OBl K MHTePIIPeTaIVV eIVHCTBA OIIbITa, KOTOPBIe
«CBEpHYTBI» B TpPaHCIIeHeHTaIbHOM jieasIn3Me
KanTa, coxpaHss mpu 3TOM ayTeHTUYHYIO KaH-
TOBCKYIO YCTaHOBKY, TO €CTh IIOCTOSIHHO yIIepXKI-
Bas B I10JIe BHMMaHWS IIPO0IeMaTIHOCTb CaMOVI
BO3MOYXHOCTVI OITBITa. B 1ITOre MBI HaMepeHBI II0-
Ka3aTh, YTO IIPEITIOCHIIKOV IIPOOIEMBI BO3MOXK-
HOCTH OIIbITa B TpaHCIeHJIeHTaJIbHOM (PuIoco-
dum BBICTYTIAET CaMa IIPVPOJIa ero OpraHu3aInm,
a IMEeHHO HeoOXOVIMOCTBD €T0 eIMHCTBA, 113 KOTO-
POro CJIefIyoT TaKVe ero KadecTBa, KaK CBSI3HOCTB,
YTIOPSIO4€HHOCTD VI OITHOPOITHOCTb.
OTTOJIKHYBIINCH OT KAHTOBCKOVI IIOCTAHOB-
KV IIpOOJIeMBI YCJIOBUTI BO3MOXKHOCTM OITBITa (2),
rcciIeioBaHMe OyJleT pasBopadynBaThCs OT OOlle-
ro K 4acTHOMYy. MBI pacCMOTpVM BHadJasie IIpe-
JIeJTbHO OOIITvie yCJIOBYMSI eIMHCTBA OITbITa TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIBHOTO cyObekTa (3): KOTHUTWMBHOE
(cucTemaTdecKoe palliOHaJIbHOe €IVMHCTBO IIo-
3HaBaTeJIbHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEVI) 11 TeJIe0sIoryecKoe
(MHTepec K OCYIIeCTBIEHNIO CYIIHOCTHBIX IieJIert
pasyma). 3adpukcrpoBaB IIpo0IeMaTIHOCTD STVIX
MIPEeNITIOCEIIOK, MBI IleperyieM K aHaium3y Ooriee
KOHKPETHBIX (POPM €IVHCTBA OIIbITa, CKOHIIEH-
TPUPOBABIINCh Ha IIPUYMHAX €ro CBA3HOCTU U
yIIOpsiZIO4eHHOCTH (4), KOTOpBle, KaK MBI TIOKaXkeM,
VMHTErpypOBaHbI B IIpo0JIeMy YCIIOBIVI BO3MOKHO-
ctv omblTa. [lonck mprymH 1po0IeMaTIHOCTI
OITBbITa B KOHTEKCTe KaHTOBCKOTO MeTofa IIpVBe-
IIeT Hac K CyITHOCTHBIM IIOJIOKEHVISIM TPaHCIIeH-
IeHTasIbHOM drtocodmnt (5), 13 KOTOPBIX CTaHO-
BUTCS BO3MOXXHBIM Ilepexofl K pa3paboTke Tesvca
00 OHOPOIHOCTM OIbITa KaK €ro KJIFOUeBOM YcC-
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experience is its unity. This change of perspec-
tive helps to advance the study of the problem
of experience: while preserving the specificity
and problematic character of the transcenden-
tal approach to the problem, it makes possible
its study in a broader context, taking into ac-
count the results of other areas of the study of
consciousness such as phenomenology, cogni-
tive psychology, analytical Kant scholarship,
and even anti-transcendentalism. I propose, se-
quentially, to reveal all the possible approaches
to the interpretation of the unity of experience,
which are “compressed” in Kant’s transcenden-
tal idealism, while sticking to authentic Kantian
principles and keeping in mind that the possi-
bility of experience is itself a problem. I intend
to show that the prerequisite of the possibility
of experience in transcendental philosophy is
the nature of its organization — that is, the ne-
cessity of its unity, its orderliness, and homoge-
neity.

Proceeding from the Kantian view of the
problem of the conditions of the possibility of
experience (2), I propose to go from the gener-
al to the particular. I will first look at the most
general conditions of the transcendental sub-
ject (3): cognitive (the systematic rational uni-
ty of cognitive faculties) and teleological (the
concern with finding the essential goals of rea-
son). After illustrating the problematic charac-
ter of these prerequisites, I will move on to the
analysis of more concrete forms of the unity of
experience, focusing on the causes of its coher-
ence and orderly character (4) which, as I will
show, are integrated with the problem of the
conditions of the possibility of experience. The
search for the causes of the problematic charac-
ter of experience in the context of the Kantian
method will lead us to the substantive propo-
sitions of transcendental philosophy (5), from
which it will be possible to pass on to the thesis
about the homogeneity of experience as its key
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sioBum (6—8). VITorom viccireoBaHVISI CTaHeT BbIIIe-
JIeHVe VI IIpoOsieMaTu3alisl BOCBMY Pas/INIHBIX
YCJIOBUV €IVHCTBa OIIbITa, KOTOPbIe IIPOCIIeXIBa-
10Tcst B prtocodpum KaHTa, 113 Hux Kak Hanbosiee
IIOKa3aTeJIbHOe IIJIs TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHOV Iapa-
AUTMBI Oy/IeT OCMBICJIEHO SMIIVPUYecKoe U TpaH-
CLIeHJIeHTaJIbHOe CPOZICTBO SIBJIEHWTA.

2. Victopust mpo0s1eMBbl yCJIOBUM
BO3MO>KHOCTW OITBITa

B3anMocBs3p BOCIIPMHMMAEMOTO ¥ YMOIIOCTV-
raeMoro MupoB ObUIa OIHOVI 3 IJIaBHBIX TEM VIC-
crrenosanmyi Kanra. Ero nHapacrarormi HTEpec
K 3TOV ITpo0JIeMe IIPOCIIEXMBAETCS B IIepeIvicKe
Ha4lHas ¢ OMcbMa K MeH/IelIbCoHYy OT 8 arrpe-
ng 1766 1. 3pece Kant dopmysmpyeT ee Kak Bo-
IIPOC O BO3MOYKHOCTW OITBITHOTO 3HAHWMS O IIPU-
pozie ay1Iv, KOTOPOro ObIJI0 OBl «JOCTAaTOYHO IS
TOro, uTOOBI MICXOOS M3 HEro I103HaTh, KaKUM 00-
pa3oM OHa IPUCYTCTBYeT B MUPOBOM IIPOCTpPaH-
CTBe KaK B OTHOIIIEHUV MaTepwuy, TaK U B OTHO-
IIIeHNM CYIIIeCTB OJIVIHAKOBOV C HeVl IIPUPOIBL. ..»
(AA 10, S. 68; KanT, 1980a, c. 517). KanT nipenmo-
JlaraeT, YTo 0coOOro BHVIMaHMS 3aC/IyXKVBaeT BO-
rpoc BocpuaTys. CIIocOOHOCTb BOCIIPVISITIS M3~
BHe y 4eJIoBeKa JJOJKHA ObITh OCOOEHHOV, TaK KaK
yeJIoBeuecKoe CYIIeCTBO IIpeICTaBIseT cO0OVI 0Co-
ObIT BUJI cOeVMHEHMs pasyMa C OMOIorm4ecKmM
TesioM. 3arpynHeHus BuagaTca KaHTy B TOM, 4TO
BOCITPVISITVIE CBSI3aHO C TeJIECHOV JIeSITeTbHOCTHIO
CTOJIb K€ $IBHO, KaK M C [esITeJIbHOCTBIO pasyMa.
CriemoBaTeIbHO, €CTIV MBI XOTVIM ITO3HAThb BOCIIP-
SITVIe KaK BHEIITHIOKO CVITY VIV CLIOCOOHOCTH YeJIo-
BeKa, HY>KHO IIPVHSATh BO BHUMaHe OTHOIIIeHs
aymm 1 Testa. Ho mocrieHMe ecTh OTHOIIEHVIS
BHYTPEHHEr0 K BHEIIIHEMY, TO eCTb COCTOSHVIS
ITYTIIVI, MBITIUTEHVIS Vi JKeJIaHVISI K COCTOSTHIIO TeJle-
CHOVI MaTepum. VI3 3TOro mosiokeHms He BUINUTCS
BO3MOXXHOCTY 3aHSTh APYTYIO ITO3HABATEJIBHYIO
MIO3UIINIO VI IepeNiT K OTHOLIEHWIO BOCIIPVHV-
MaIOITIETO 11 0OBEKTOB BOCIIPUSITHSL, KOTOpbIe (-
710cod XapaKTepusyeT KaK OTHOIIIEHVIE BHEIITHETO
K BHellTHeMy. KaHT mbITaeTcst ITOCpesicTBOM yMO3a-
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condition (6—8). The outcome of the study will
be the identification and problematization of
eight conditions of the unity of experience that
are traceable in Kant’s philosophy, of which the
empirical and transcendental affinity of phe-
nomena will be discussed as being the most
characteristic of the transcendental paradigm.

2. The History of the Problem
of the Conditions of Possibility
of Experience

The interconnection of the perceived and in-
telligible worlds was a key problem of Kant’s
research. His growing interest in this problem
can be traced from his correspondence, begin-
ning in his 8 April 1766 letter to Mendelssohn
in which he frames the question of the possi-
bility of experiential knowledge in terms of the
nature of the soul that would be “sufficient to
inform us of the manner in which the soul is
present in the universe, how it is linked both to
matter and to beings of its own sort” (Br, AA 10,
p- 68; Kant, 1999, p. 92). For Kant, the question
of perception merits particular attention. The
human faculty to perceive the external must be
special because the human being is a peculiar
connection of reason with a biological body.
Kant sees problems here, in that perception is
as obviously linked with bodily activity as it
is with the activity of the mind. Consequently,
if we want to study perception as an external
force or human faculty, we have to take into
account the relations between the soul and the
body. But these are relations of the internal to
the external, i.e. the state of the soul, thinking,
and volition to the state of matter. From this
provision Kant sees no way of taking a differ-
ent cognitive position and moving on to the
relation between the subject and object of per-
ception, which he describes as the relation of
the external to the external. Kant tries through



KJTIOUEeHVV HaTVI UICTOYHMK VIJIV CVIJTy BHEIITHEro
BO3ZIEVICTBYS ITPEIMETOB Ha HaC U IIPUXOLNUT K BbI-
BOZly, YTO 3TO HEBO3MOXKHO, IIOCKOJIBKY 3TV CVJIBIL
He nanbl B onibiTe (AA 10, S. 69; KanT, 19804, c. 517).
ITocTerieHHO PpaKypc 3asiBJIEHHOM ITpOOJIeMbl
Menstercs. B xonne 1773 r. KanT nvmer Mapky-
cy I'eprty, uTo vcciiemoBaHMs TOro, KaKMM obpasoM
OCYIIIECTBJISI€TCS CBSI3b MEXIy OpraHaMm Tejla U
MBICJIIMY, C €rO TOUKM 3peHVis, COBeplIeHHO Oec-
CMBICJIEHHBI 1 B HVIX HET HMKaKOV HEOOXOIMMOCTY
(AA 10, S. 138; KanT, 1980r, c. 535). AkuieHT niepe-
HOCUTCS Ha JPyTyIo IIpobsiemMy: HeOOXOOIMO OT-
YeTIIMBO ITOHVIMATh pa3/INyls MeXIy CyOBeKTB-
HBIMY IIPYHIMIIAMI YYBCTBEHHOCTY ¥ paccyiKa
1 dopMaMm HerocpeCcTBeHHOV HallpaBIeHHO-
CTV CO3HaHMS Ha mpenmMersl. OOpamrasich K I'ep-
11y B IvicbMe OT 7 mioHs 1771 1., oH Ha3bIBaeT 3TO
pasjideHvie OCHOBHBIM ITPaBVIOM PrIoCOPCKmX
VICCTIEIOBAHUI M OXWJAAeT OT ero IIpUMeHeHMs
Oospimix 1wI040B. OHO IMO3BOJINT BBISBUTH «OT-
HOIIIeHVIe OCHOBHBIX IIOHSITUW M 3aKOHOB, KOTO-
phBle oIpeieIsioT YyBCTBeHHO BOCIIPUHIMaeMbIV
MUp, a TaKXe HaMeTUTb B OOIIMX depTax TO, YTO
cocTaBJIsgeT CYIIHOCTh y4eHMs O BKyce, MeTadpm3u-
ke 11 Mopan» (AA 10, S. 117, KanT, 198006, c. 524).
ITpovist cKkBO3b LIeJIBIN Psify, IviceM K JInmHIHe-
py, I'epnepy, Mennenbcony, I'epiy, mpobiema B3a-
VIMOCBS3M IIO3HAIOIIero pasyMa ¥ II03HaBaeMBbIX
OOBEKTOB HAKOHeIl KpWCTa/UIM3yeTcsl B 3HaMe-
HUTOM BOIIPOCe, 3a/laHHOM B IMcbMe K Mapkycy
I'epiry ot 21 dpepasist 1772 r.: «...Ha YeM OCHOBBI-
BaeTCs OTHOLIIEHVe TOrO, YTO MbI Ha3bIBaeM IIpefi-
CTaBJleHVeM B Hac, K IpenmMeTy?» (AA 10, S. 124;
Kanrt, 19808, c. 527). Peub 3mech mieT, BbIpaxa-
Ch A3BIKOM «KpUTHMKM 4mcToro pasyma», o Koop-
IOVHALMY allpYOPHBIX CXeM, Kareropuit n ¢opm
UyBCTBEHHOCTM C ITO3HaBaeMOV ITPeIMeTHOCTHIO.
Ha uem ocHOBaHa KoppesIsiis IIpeacTaBIeHn I 1
00BEKTOB 3TMX IIpeICTaBJIeHNIL, €CIIV IIPVHIIIIBI
oOpa3oBaHMs IIpefCTaBIeHNI anpyopHbr? Vi,
MHade, II0YeMy Hallle IOHMMaHMe IIPUHIINIIOB
IIO3HaHM ABJIseTCs OJHOBpeMeHHO HOHVIMaHVeM
o0pexToB rto3HaHMA? (Allais, 2015, p. 186).
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inferences to find the source or force of the ex-
ternal action of objects on us, and comes to the
conclusion that this is impossible because these
forces are not given to us in experience (Br, AA
10, p. 69; Kant, 1999, p. 92).

Gradually, the focus changes. In late 1773,
Kant writes to Markus Herz that it is meaning-
less and unnecessary to study the connection
between bodily organs and thoughts (Br, AA 10,
p- 138; Kant, 1999, p. 141). The emphasis shifts
to a different problem: it is necessary to clearly
understand the differences between the subjec-
tive principles of sensibility and reason, and the
forms of directedness of consciousness toward
objects. In a letter to Herz of 7 June 1771, he de-
scribes this distinction as the main rule of philo-
sophical inquiry, an approach which he expects
to yield bountiful fruit. It may help to reveal “the
foundational principles and laws that determine
the sensible world together with an outline of
what is essential to the Doctrine of Taste, of Met-
aphysics, and of Moral Philosophy” (Br, AA 10,
p- 117; Kant, 1999, p. 127).

Having gone through a series of letters to
Linder, Herder, Mendelssohn, and Herz, the
problem of the connection between the cog-
nizing mind and the cognized objects finally
jells into the famous question asked of Herz in
a 21 February 1772 letter: “What is the ground
of the relation of that in us which we call ‘rep-
resentation” to the object?” (Br, AA 10, p. 124;
Kant, 1999, p. 133). To use the language of the
Critique of Pure Reason, this is about the coordi-
nation of a priori schemes, categories, and forms
of sensibility with the objective world being cog-
nized. What is the ground of the correlation of
representations and their objects if the principles
of forming these representations are a priori? To
put it in another way, why is our understanding
of the principles of cognition simultaneously un-
derstanding of the objects of cognition? (Allais,
2015, p. 186).

11
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Taxmum obpaszom dopmupyeTcss HallpabiIeHVe
IIOVICKA OHTOTHOCEOJIOTMYECKMX YCJIOBUV  BO3-
MOXXHOCTM onbiTa. ONVH U3 MePBbIX €ro pesyiib-
TaTOB — JIaTMHCKas auccepranms «O dopme u
NPUHIIAIAX YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPUHIMAEMOro
HTeuMrmudesbHOro Mupa» (1770). 3arem pertie-
Hue IpoOsieMbl ycsioBumt onibiTa KaHT mpepyiara-
eT B «Kputuke umcroro pasyma», «[Iposeromenax
KO BCSKOVI OysyIert MeTadusuke», OTTauMBaeT B
nocszepyrommx «Kpurmkax». C Toro MOMeHTa, Kak
KanT BbISIBUII TaHHYIO ITpo0JIeMy, OHa CTaHOBUT-
Cs1 JIEITMOTVBOM €ro VICCIIe[IOBaHIA, ITPeJIOMIISIO-
IIVMCS B IPYyTOM KJIIOYeBOM BOIIpPOCe — «KaK BO3-
MOXKHBI alTpVOPHBIE CUHTETUYeCKIe CYKIeHVS».

3. EgHacTBO OnIbITa
KaK ycJIOBVe er0 BO3MOXKHOCTU

EnmncTBo aTpubyTHBHO /14 OIbITa. YXKe mep-
LIENTUBHBINI yPOBEHb BOCIPUATUS aHTaXMpPo-
BaH eIMHCTBOM MHOTOOOPA3HOrO, U 3TO €IVTHCTBO
CTOJIb pafMKaJIbHO, UTO I CyObeKTa Bce BpeMs
IJTUTCS TOJTBKO 00uH onbim. Eciv vexomnTs 13 3T0-
rO CYHIHOCTHOTO €[IMHCTBA — 3TO IIYTh, KOTOPBIM
Vet (peHOMEeHOIIOr s, — MOYKHO IIPUMTH K I1apa-
nokcastbHbIM BbiBopaM. Tak, JIx. I1. Manyccakwc,
viccrienyss (peHOMeH CaKpasIbHOTO, YTBEpXKaeT,
4uTO BCe (PeHOMEHBI B PaBHOVI CTeIleH) caKpalb-
HBI, TIOCKOJIBKY YeJIoBeK He MOXET VIMeThb pa3Hble
TWUIIBI OITbITa: «Bce SIBJIeHS peUrio3Hbl, 100 HI-
KaKoe VICKJIIOUeHVe He MOXeT OBITh OITpaBIaHo, 1,
cJlefjoBaTesIbHO, BCaKast prytocoduist ecTb prizoco-
dust perurun, eciiv ee elrie XOTAT TaK Has3bIBaTh.
MBsI roBOpMM 371eCh He 00 aHaJIOTMTUHBIX ITepeXi-
BaHIIX, a CKOpee 0 “paKaIbHOV OOIITHOCTI, TIO
BBIpaKeHMIO ['ycceprist, MeXay oObeKTamu OITbI-
ta» (Manoussakis, 2019, p. 44).

EnuHCTBO OmbITa TakXe BBICTYIIAeT BaKHBIM
ITyHKTOM KaHTOBCKOVI TEOPWVI, IIPUYEM CBS3b 3Ha-
MeHMTOro Borpoca Kanrta 00 ycoBusix BO3MOX-
HOCTW OIIBITA C TpeDOBaHMEM €ero eaMHCTBA IIPo-
CJIeXMBaeTcs yXXe B IepBoM NpuOmvokeHun. [
TOT'O YTOOBI OIIBIT COCTOSIICS, HEOOXOIMMO cOOIIIO-
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This shows the direction of the search for on-
to-epistemological conditions of the possibility
of experience. One of its early results is the Latin
dissertation, On the Form and Principles of the Sen-
sible and the Intelligible World (1770). Subsequent-
ly, Kant offers a solution to the problem of the
conditions of experience in Critique of Pure Rea-
son, Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, and
gives it the final touches in the later Critiques.
From the moment Kant articulates the problem
it becomes the leitmotif of his research, which is
reflected in another key question: “how are a pri-
ori synthetic judgments possible?”

3. The Unity of Experience
as the Condition of its Possibility

Unity is an attribute of experience. Already
the perceptive level of perception is engaged
with the unity of the manifold, the unity being
so radical that for the subject only one experi-
ence lasts all the time. If one proceeds from this
essential unity — the path followed by phe-
nomenology — one may come to paradoxical
conclusions. For example, John Panteleimon
Manoussakis (2019, p. 44), investigating the
phenomenon of the religious, the sacred, main-
tains that “All phenomena are religious for
no exclusion can be justified, and therefore all
philosophy is a philosophy of religion, if one
still wishes to designate it so. We are not talk-
ing here of analogous experiences, but rath-
er of “a radical community” — to use Husserl’s
phrase — between the objects of experience.”

The community of experience is also an im-
portant requirement of Kant’s theory, where
the link to Kant’s famous question about the
conditions of the possibility of experience is
apparent at once. For an experience to hap-
pen, at least two conditions must be met: 1)
all possible phenomena should be together in
one experience and 2) all these representations
should be connected according to laws (KrV,



IeHre KaK MMHVMYM JIByX YCJIOBUIL: YTOOBI BCe
BO3MOXKHBIE SIBJIEHVISI MOLJIV HAXOOUTHCS BMECTE B
OJIHOM OIIBITE U 2) YTOOBI BCE 3TV IIPeJICTaBIIeHS
ObUTV CBSI3aHBI coriacHO 3akoHaM (A 108). Orcroma
crlemyeT KiodeBoe TpebosaHMe KaHTa K BO3MOX-
HOCTVI OITbITA — IIOZIBEZIeHVIe ITPeJICTaBIIeH NI IO
3aKOHBI, TO €CTh «COBMECTVIMOCTB» CO3€PIIaHMIT
alpUOpPHBIX KaTeropuii. V1 KOHeUHO, ITpeieIbHOoe
yCJIOBME OIIbITa — 3TO COOOIIaeMOCTh OOBbeKTMB-
HOM " Cy6’BeKTT/IBHOT7{ PpeaytbHOCTM, TPaHMUIIbI I10-
CIIeTHeV! 113 KOTOPBIX TaKXKe OCHOBATeIbHO OCMBIC-
neHbl KanToMm.

Obpamraer Ha ceOs BHMMaHMe, yTo KaHT He
duKcHpyeT CyOBEKTHOCTb KaK yCJIOBME OIIbITa.
TpancrieHeHTasIbHOE €OVMHCTBO allllepLeinin
He sBjigeTcs POPMOVI CAaMOMIEHTUYHOCTY, M03-
TOMY OHO He MOXeT UI'paTh 3Ty Poilb. ToXIecTBo
anmeprentny eCcTb CUHTe3 MHOrooOpasHOro, a
VIMEHHO CITOCOOHOCTB ITPVICOEAMHSTH OHO IIpef-
crasjieHMe K npyromy (B 133). OHo ecTs, ckopee,
dopmaIbHOe eVHCTBO, YHUBEPCAIIbHBIN aKT CY-
XKIIeHM, HeoOXOMMMBIN IJIS TOrO, «dTOOBI emnu-
HBIVI YM MOT IlepeMellaThCsl 10 psAly IpelcTaB-
JISIEMBIX 2JIEMEHTOB ¥ OCO3HABaTh MX KaK OLOVH
00BexT» (Brook, 1994, p. 131). B 11e11oM e «cyOB-
€KT, KOTOpOMY IIpMHA/JIeXNUT MBIIIIeHe, 000-
3Ha4aeTcs TIOCPeICTBOM $I, COIyTCTBYIOIIETo BCs-
KOVI MBICJIV, TOJIBKO TPaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHO, TaK YTO
MBI He BOCIIPVHVIMaeM HMKAKIX CBOVICTB €r0 11 BO-
o0r111e HIYero He 3HaeM O HeM U He IIpeJICTaB/IseM
ero» (A 355; Kant, 1999, c. 320).

Tot daxT, uto KaHT He nosaraet cyObeKTHOCTD
yCJIOBUEM OIlbiTa, OOBSICHSIeTCs, Ha Halll B3IVIAM,
IIPOCTO: AVCKYpPC CyObekTa, KaK MBI €ro ceirdac
IIpefiCTaBJIsieM, TOr7la ellle He IOSBWIICS Ha CBeT.
Tem ne menee I'1. @. CrpocoH cumTaeT 3T0 JIaKyHOM
y KanTa. /111 1IOJTHOTHI ycstoBuy onibITa 1) Hy>XKHa
BO3MOXHOCTH ITPOBOAWUTE pasjmurie MexXiy o0b-
eKTaMI ¥ BOCIIPUATUSAMM OOBEKTOB, TO eCTh HYX-
Ha CChUTKA Ha OT/Ie/IVIMBIVI KOMIIOHEHT CyOBeKTIB-
HOTO OITbITa B JIIOOOM KOHKPETHOM OOBEKTVBHOM
CyX1eHun o0 ombITe; 2) cyOBeKT OIbITa JAOJDKeH
VIMeTb CBOIO POPMYy MIEHTUYHOCTY, a IMEHHO —
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A 108). From this follows Kant’s key require-
ment for the possibility of experience: rep-
resentations should conform to laws, that is,
the “compatibility” of intuitions and a priori
categories. And, of course, the ultimate condi-
tion of experience is the link between objective
and subjective reality, the boundaries of the
latter having been thoroughly delineated by
Kant. It is noteworthy that Kant does not name
subjectivity as a condition of experience. The
transcendental unity of apperception is not a
form of self-identity and, for that reason, can-
not play that role. Rather, the unity of apper-
ception is a synthesis of the manifold, i.e. the
capacity to add one representation to another
(KrV, B 133). It is a formal unity, the universal
act of judgment needed “for a single mind to
range over a number of represented elements
and be aware of them as one object” (Brook,
1994, p. 131). On the whole, “the subject of in-
herence is designated only transcendental-
ly through the I that is appended to thoughts,
without noting the least property of it, or cog-
nizing or knowing anything at all about it”
(KrV, A 355; Kant, 1998, p. 419).

The fact that Kant does not posit agency as
a condition of experience is easy to explain: the
discourse of the subject, as we think of it today,
had not yet come into being. Nevertheless Peter
F. Strawson considers it to be an omission on
Kant’s part. The full conditions of experience
require 1) the possibility of drawing a distinc-
tion between objects and perceptions of objects,
i.e. there should be a reference to a detachable
component of subjective experience within any
concrete objective judgment about experience;
2) the subject of experience should have its own
form of identity — namely, it should be able to
ascribe experiences to itself. An adequate ex-
plication of experience would point out the full
conditions of the possibility of ascribing expe-
riences to oneself, including the existence of
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IOJDKeH OBITH CIIOCOOeH IIPUIVCHIBATE ceDe CBOM
nepexxmBaHMs. AJleKBaTHOe OOBsSCHEeHVe OIIbiTa
3aKJTIOYaJIOCh OBl B YKa3aHWM Ha IIOJTHbIE YCIIOBVAS
BO3MOYKHOCTVI CAMOIIPUIIVICBIBAHVIS IIEPEXVIBAH,
BKJIIOUAs CyIeCTBOBaHVE CyObeKTa KaK co3epriae-
Moro obbekTa B Mupe (Strawson, 1966, p. 63—64,
76). VIHpIMU c710BaMVL, 9TOOBI OOBSICHUTD, KaK BO3-
MOKEH OITBIT, HY>)KHO OOBSICHUTD, II0YeMY CYOBEKT
HaJIeJIseT ero CTaTyCcoM cf0e20 0nblima.

Ho xaHTOBCKasi MOIe/Ib OpVeHTVpOBaHa MHa-
Ue — ero MHTepecyeT IIPeXX/ie BCero CTPYKTYPHOe
VI KaueCTBEHHOe eJIVTHCTBO MeHTaIbHBIX CofleprKa-
HUV KaK IIpefIBapuTeIbHOe YCIIOBYe IIPUMEeHVIMO-
CTVI AIIPVIOPHBIX ITOHSTU K CO3epLaHsiM. MOXHO
CKa3aTh, YTO yCJIOBVIE €IVIHCTBA OITbITA IIPeICTaB-
nsetcs KanTy OoJlee cyliecTBeHHBIM, HeXeJIN yc-
JIOBUe ero cyOBpeKTHOCTI. VTest enqyHCTBa KCIUIN-
LVIPyeTcss M Ha pa3HBIX YPOBHSX, Yallle BCEro B
KOHTEKCTe eIMHCTBA IT03HaBaTeIbHBIX CIIOCOOHO-
crent. KaHT, B 4acTHOCTM, IIOITyCKaeT, UTO CBOVI-
CTBa IIPEIMETOB, B PaBHOV Mepe KaK M IIpUpoaa
MIO3HAOIIIETO MX paccyiKa, camu 1o cebe mper-
Ha3HA4YeHb! K CHCTEMATIYeCKOMY eJIVIHCTBY, I103-
TOMY BCe pe3yJIbTaThl IO3HaHWS IOIUMHEHBI 00-
MM IIPUHITATIAM, U3 KOTOPBIX OHV MOTYT OBITBH
BBIBEJIEHBL. DTO YTBEPK/IeHVIe OH Ha3bIBAeT MpPaH-
ClYeHOeHMarbHbIM 0CHOBonoA0KeHueM pasyma (A
648 / B 676). ITouemy K crcTeMaT4eCKOMY paliu-
OHAJILHOMY €JIVIHCTBY IIpe/THa3Ha4eHbI CBOVICTBA
IIpeIMeTOB — 3TO IposicHseT Te3nc KaHTa «ycito-
BUs 603MOXKHOCTU ONbimA BOOOIIIe CYyTh BMeCTe C
TeM YCIIOBUS B03MOXHOCTU npedmemol onvima...»
(B 197, Kanr, 1999, c. 188). To ecTb peus 31ech maeT
He O IIpefIMeTe KaK TaKOBOM, a O npedMenie onbvima.

EcTp eme onmH pakypc, B KOTOPOM MOXHO
MBICJTUTE €OUHCTBO OITbITa, — TEJIeOJIOIIYeCKITI,
B CBeTe KOHEUHBIX IleJIel YmcToro pasyma. Kak
ormeuaeT JI. FOmm, apXmUTeKTOHMYECKUII TPOEKT
pasyMa ¥ HeOOXOIVMOCTb OCMBICIIEHVISI OITBITa
KaK CMCTEMATIYeCKOro I1eJIOr0 Hepas3pbhIBHO CBS-
3aHpl y KaHTa ¢ MHTepecoM K OCYIIECTBIIEHUIO
CYIIHOCTHBIX Iesieit pasyma. OIBIT MOXeT OBITh
00BeIMHEeH B OTHO CHCTeMaTrYeckoe 11eJ10€ TOJThb-

the subject as an observable object in the world
(Strawson, 1966, pp. 63-64, 76). In other words,
to explain how experience is possible, it is nec-
essary to explain why the subject invests it with
its own experience.

But Kant’s model has a different purpose;
he is interested first and foremost in the struc-
tural and qualitative unity of mental contents
as a preliminary condition of applicability of a
priori concepts to intuitions. It can be said that
Kant considers the unity of experience to be
more important than the condition of its agen-
cy. He explicates the idea of unity at various
levels, more often than not in the context of the
community of cognitive faculties. Kant, for ex-
ample, allows that the properties of objects, like
the nature of the mind cognizing them, are in-
herently intended for systematic unity, which
is why all the results of cognition conform to
the common principles from which they can
be derived. He calls this the transcendental
foundation of reason (KrV, A 648 / B 676). Kant
explains why the properties of objects are in-
tended for systematic rational unity: “The con-
ditions of the possibility of experience in general
are at the same time conditions of the possibili-
ty of the objects of experience” (KrV, B 197; Kant,
1998, p. 283). It is not about the object as such,
but about the object of experience.

Yet another angle from which one can look
at the unity of experience is the teleological
one, in the light of the ultimate goals of pure
reason. Lea Ypi (2021, pp. 44-45) notes that the
architectonic project of reason and the need
to study experience as a systematic whole are
inseparably bound up, for Kant, with an in-
terest in the attainment of reason’s essential
goals. Experience can only be brought together
into one systematic whole through coordina-
tion with the goal that reason recognizes as its
own—different from the other goals which are
linked to it only instrumentally. Kant derives
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KO IIOCPEZICTBOM COOTHECEeHWsI C 11eJIbI0, KOTOPYIO
pasyM Ipu3HaeT CBOeV COOCTBEHHOW, 11eJIbl0, OT-
JIMYHOV OT OPYIUX, KOTOpbIe JIVIIb MHCTPYyMeH-
TaJIbHO cBA3aHBI ¢ HUM (Ypi, 2021, p. 44—45). Ko-
LI IIpVMeHeHMs
Halrero pasyma KaHT BBIBOOUT 13 ero OTHOIIIe-
HVS K TPeM IIpeaMeTam: cBoOozie BoyM, Oeccmep-
Turo nym u 6srTiro bora (B 825).

31ech BO3HMKaeT yyKe 3HaKOMOe HaM ITPOTUBO-
peune OITbITa, XOTs U B ApyroM pakypce. [Tocien-
HVle 11eJI YVCTOrO pa3yMa BBIXOIST 3a IIpeestbl
aMIIMpuyeckon peasibHocTn. Ho B TO ke Bpems
KaHT cunrait cBoert 3aciryrovt 000CHOBaHIMe MeTa-
dU3MKI KaK HayKyM IIyTeM OCMBICJIEHVIS allpyiop-
HBIX IIOHSITUVI, COOTBETCTBEHHO KOTOPBIM TOJIBKO
U MOTYT OBITH JaHBI IIpeMeThI B onbiTe. Kak oH
caM 3aMedaeT BO BBeIEHWY KO BTOPOMY M3IaHWIO
«KpuTnkm», 13 3THUX ero JOCTVDKEHUN «II0JTyda-
eTcs CTPaHHBIN U, TIO-BUIAVMOMY, BecbMa Hebila-
TOIIPVISATHBIVI IJIsI 1IeJIeVT BCeVI BTOPOV YacTU Me-
Tacpusukm pesynsrar» (B XIX; KanTt, 1999, c. 36).
Benp MeTadri3mKa orrbITa IleHHA TeM, YTO ITOKa3bl-
BaeT I'PaHMUIIEI IIPMMEHVMOCTY aIllpUOPHBIX pac-
CYHAOYHBIX HOHATUV M KaTeropum K IIpefMeTaM.
B TO Xe BpeMsi MMeHHO 3Ta IIeJlb — C ITOMOIIIBIO
aIIpYOPHOTO 3HAHMS BBIVITY 3a TPAHMIIBI BO3MOX-
HOTO OIbITa — COCTaBJIsIeT CyIIleCTBeHHYIO 3a/ia-
4y «I0csIefIHel» MeTadV3VKM, eCIIV B35ITh BO BHU-
MaHVie CYIITHOCTHBIE VIV KOHEeYHBIe 11eJI1 pa3yMa.
Tax uTo 1O GOMIBIIIOMY CUeTy HesCHO, KaK KOHeY-
HBbIe 11eJIV YVCTOrO pasyMa MOTYT 3a/iaBaThb eIVH-
CTBO SMIIVPUYECKOrO OIIbITA.

Msbl owepTwim [Ba DJIOOAJIBHBIX ¥ BecbMa
IIpo0JIeMaTVYHBIX OCHOBAHWS €IMHCTBA OIIbITA.
IlepBoe 13 HMX IJIaCUT, YTO €OVMHCTBO OIIbITA Ta-
PaHTUPOBAaHO TpaHCIIeHeHTa/IbHBIM OCHOBOIIO-
JIO)KeHVeM pa3yMa, TO eCTh CHCTeMaTHYecK M pa-
IIVOHAJIBHBIM €IVHCTBOM CBOVICTB ITO3HaBaeMBbIX
IIpeaMeTOB. DTO JIMIIb popMasibHas IIPeIIoChll-
Ka, OHa HMKaK He OO'BsICHSIeT IT0UeMy OITBIT BIIVICAH
B CTPYKTYPY aIllpMOPHBIX IIOHSATHUV, HO TI03BOJISET
3aMeTUTh, KaKuMM oDOpa3oMm IpobsiemMa eauHCTBa
OITbITa IIPOHM3bIBAET IIPO0JIEMY YCIIOBUTL €r0 BO3-

HedHble, VI II0CJIegHe,
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the end, or ultimate goals of the use of our rea-
son, from its relation to three objects: free will,
immortality of the soul, and the existence of
God (KrV, B 825).

This brings up a contradiction of experi-
ence with which we are already familiar, albeit
from a different perspective. The end-goals of
pure reason go beyond empirical reality. At the
same time, Kant claimed credit for grounding
metaphysics as a science by studying a priori
concepts by means of which, alone, objects can
be given in experience. As he writes in the in-
troduction to the second edition of the Critique,
from these achievements of his “emerges a
very strange result, and one that appears very
disadvantageous to the whole purpose with
which the second part of metaphysics concerns
itselt” (KrV, B XIX; Kant, 1998, p. 112). For the
value of a metaphysics of experience consists
in its showing the limits of the applicability of
a priori reasonable concepts and categories to
objects. At the same time, precisely this goal —
reaching the limits of possible experience with
the help of a priori knowledge — constitutes
an essential part of the task of the “last” meta-
physics if one keeps in mind the substantive or
ultimate goals of reason. So, at the end of the
day, it is unclear what ultimate goals of pure
reason can be set by the unity of empirical ex-
perience.

I have described two global and highly prob-
lematic grounds of the unity of experience. The
first of them claims that the unity of experience
is guaranteed by the transcendental ground-
ing of reason; that is, by the systematic rational
unity of the properties of the objects cognized.
This is a merely formal prerequisite which does
nothing to explain why experience is written
into the structure of a priori concepts, but ena-
bles us to notice how the problem of the uni-
ty of experience permeates the problem of the
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MOYXHOCTVL. BTropoe 3akiTioueH e He MeHee ITpo0Jie-
MaTWYHO: OITBITYy COOOIIAIOT eAVHCTBO KOHEUHBIe
LIeJIVI YMCTOTO pasyMa. DTOT Te3WUC IIPOTUBOpe-
YUT TOMY (PaKTy, YTO B KAHTOBCKOVI TEOPWVI OITBITA
VIMEHHO CO3€pIaHs OIPeNeIsSioT IPaHMIIbl IPY-
MeHEeHVIS allPYOPHBIX TIOHS T, 3aIlpelliasi pasyMy
paboTaTh «BXOJIOCTYIO». BO3MOXHO, 31ech cilemyer
TOBOPWTB O ABYX Pa3HBIX CMBICTIAX CJIOBA «OITBIT»,
TO €CTh MBI CTaJIKVBaeMCsl C BCTPEYAIOIINMCS Y
KanTa cMerrreHvemM pasHBIX TUIIOB AVICKYpca, SM-
IVIPUYECKOro M TpaHcIeHaeHTaTbHOro (Karpeu-
K0, 2022, c. 16). Bo BcsaxoM citydae, 3TV IIpeneIbHO
0000IIIeHHbIe YCITOBYS eMHCTBA OIIbITa He CHIMa-
I0T ero npobsemarraHocT. OOpaTuMcs K Oosiee
KOHKPeTHBIM (pOpMaM €eIVHCTBA SMIIVPUYIECKIIX
JAHHOCTEV VI allpYOPHBIX IOHATUI — K IIPUYN-
HaM VIX CBSI3HOCTVI M YIIOPSIIOUeHHOCT.

4. CBA3HOCTB M YIIOPAJOYE€HHOCTH
KaK ycJIOBMsI BO3SMOXKHOCTY ONbITa

KanToBckas rocTaHOBKa IIpoOJIeMBI OITBITa ak-
TyaJIbHa TIO ceVl feHb. DeHOMEeHOJIOr Y, KOTHUTH-
BUCTBI, HEVIpOydeHble VI aHaJITUIecKye puIoco-
¢BI TO-TIpeXXKHEMY 3a7IalOTCsT BOIIPOCOM: €CJIVI MBI
IIOHVIMAeM OIIBIT KaK «IOCTYI» K II03HaBaeMbIM
IIpeMeTaM, TO KaKOro pofa 3TOT JOCTYII 1 UTO fle-
J1aeT ero BosMOXHbIM? CortacHo KaHTy, BaxKHer-
IIlee yCJIoBYe JOCTYTIa — 3TO B03MOXHOCHY 643U
Bocnpusamuil, X OOITHOCTM M COIJIACOBAaHHOCTML.
JlaHHBIe CBOVICTBA COOOIIAIOT OIBITY ANPUOPHDLE
Gopmul uybembennocmu M MpancyeHOeHmMaAbHbIe
kameeopuu. Hammpumep, Tosibko Oraromaps ampu-
OPHOMY IIPVHIINITY, TpeIVIVPYOIIeMy TPUYMH-
HOCTb BO3MOXXHBIX OOBEKTOB OITBITa, MBI MOXXEM
OOBEKTMBHO CBA3aTh CBOV IIpefiCTaB/IeHNsI O CTaJl-
KMBarommxcs OmpsipoHbix Imapax (Boer, 2010,
p- 69) v JII0OBIX APYrMX (PU3MYECKMX B3arIMO-
HeVCcTBUSAX. B TpaHCIleHIeHTaIbHOM Wjleas3Me
CBSI3HOCTb OITbITa €CTh OOpaTHasi CTOpOHa ero y1o-
pAdouerrocmu. Mbl BHOBb TIOIa/iaeM B 30HY JIeVi-
CTBUS WCXOMHOV IIpoOJIeMBl: IOYeMy SIBJIeHMS
YIIOPAI0UYeHbI COITIaCHO MOHATVAM, He VIMEeIOIIVIM
SMIIVPITIECKOTO ITPOVICXOXKIEHST?

conditions of its possibility. The second conclu-
sion is no less problematic: experience acquires
unity owing to the end-goals of pure reason.
This thesis contradicts the fact that the Kantian
theory of the experience of intuition determines
the limits of the applicability of a priori concepts
by forbidding reason to “run idle”. Perhaps
we are looking at an instance of two differ-
ent meanings of the word “experience”, i.e. a
case of Kant mixing up different types of dis-
course, empirical or transcendental (Katrechko,
2022, p. 16). In any case, these highly general-
ized conditions of the unity of experience do
not make it any less problematic. Let us turn to
more concrete forms of the unity of empirical
givens and a priori concepts: the causes of their
connectedness and orderliness.

4. Connectedness and Orderliness as
Conditions of the Possibility of Experience

The Kantian approach to the problem of ex-
perience has lost none of its relevance today.
Phenomenologists, cognitivists, neuro-scien-
tists, and analytical philosophers still ask them-
selves: if we understand experience as “access”
to the objects being cognized, what kind of ac-
cess is this and what makes it possible? Accord-
ing to Kant, the key condition of access is the
possibility of connection of perceptions, their unity
and coherence. Experience acquires these prop-
erties through a priori forms of sensibility and
transcendental categories. For example, it is only
thanks to the a priori principle which predicates
causality of the possible objects of experience
that we can objectively connect our representa-
tions of colliding billiard balls (Boer, 2010,
p. 69) or any other physical interaction. In tran-
scendental idealism, the coherence of experi-
ence is the reverse side of its orderliness. Again,
we are confronted by the initial problem: why
are phenomena ordered according to concepts
which have no roots in experience?
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Konnenmms, ynacnenopannas Kanrom ot pa-
1yoHam3Ma HoBoro BpemeHn, TakoBa: OITBIT fe-
Jla€T BO3MOXXHBIMW «IIOPSIZIOK ¥ CBSI3b BeITer»,
aHaJIOTMYHbIe TIOPSAAKY M cBsAsu mpent. OpHako
B KaHTOBCKOV BepCUM aKIeHT CMellleH B CTOPO-
HYy TpaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHOrO CyObeKTa: KOHTaKT I10-
CJIeTHETO C peaJIbHOCTBIO BO3MOXKEH JIUIIb B CUITY
TOT0, YTO IIPEIMEeTHOCTY PacIiojIaratoTcs B HeKO-
TOopoM nopske. He vmes BosMoXXHOCTI yIIOpsI0-
YUTH CO3EPLIAHIS, MBI He IMeJIV Obl OIIbITa. TakmM
o0Opa3oM, BaKHeVIIllee yCJIOBMe OIbITa — 3TO BO3-
MOYXHOCTb YHOPSIAOYMBaHMS IeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTH,
HO caMa 3Ta BO3MOXXHOCTB C TOUKM 3peHNs TpaHC-
1leHJIeHTaJIbHOM (prytocodnm TpyIHOOOBACHIMA.
CrielyeT OTMETUTb, UTO YIOPSIOYeHHOCTh O0b-
eKTVBHOV peayIbHOCTV IIpeJCTaBjIsdeTcs 3arajod-
HOVI He TOJIBKO B paMKaX TpaHCIIeHeHTasI/3Ma.
Kak ormeuan A. DuHinTenH, «caM ¢akT, 4TO CO-
BOKYITHOCTb HaIlIIX UyBCTBEHHBIX BOCIIPUSATUI C
IIOMOIIIBIO MBIITUIEHNS! (OIlepypoBaHVie TIOHATHUS-
MV, CO3[IaHMe ¥ VCIIOJIb30BaHWE OIIperesIeHHBIX
PYHKIMOHAJIBHBIX COOTHOIIIEHU MeXy HVMWU,
COIIOCTaBJIeHVe UYyBCTBEHHBIX BOCIIPUSATUI 3TUM
TIOHSITVSIM) MOXeT OBITh IIpUBefleHa B TOPSIOK,
ABJISIeTCsl, TI0-MOeMY, TIOpa3UTeIbHbIM, ¥ MBI HU-
KOI7Ia ero He noviMem» (DuHITelH, 1967, c. 201).

Bce xareropmmt Kak 4mcTble IIOHATHSI, KOTOPBIE
a priori OTHOCATCS K OOBEKTaM, SBJISIOTCS CITOCO-
Gammt cricreMaTm3arium ombita. CozepriaHue TOXe
YIIOPsI0U4eHO: MPOCTPAHCTBO ¥ BpeMsl ITPUBHO-
CSAT B OIBIT PsIONOIOKEHHOCTh sABjieHn. CBs3-
HOCTb OIIBITA €CTh YCJIOBVE BO3MOXKHOCTY TIOCIIe]-
HETO, UTO IOCTyJmpyeTcs KanTom B «AHasorax
orbITa». OMHAKO CBSI3b MHOTOOOPa3HOIO He MOYKET
OBITH BOCIIPMHSITa YyBCTBEHHBIM 0Opa3oM. OmbIT
€CTb He cCaMV BOCIIPUSITS, a MIX CMHTe3, He Cofiep-
Katmiica B Bocopusitusax (B 129, 219); onbiT ecThb
TpaHClIeHIeHTasIbHas 100aBKa K MepIIerIIn.

B nepsont «Kputuke» KaHT oObsdcHseT cBsA3-
HOCTb OITbITa Te€M, YTO Bce (POPMBI SIBJIeHWS CyIIle-
CTBYIOT TOJIBKO B O[JTHOM IIPOCTPAHCTBE V1 B OITHOM
Bpemenu (A 110). ArrpropHble POpPMEI UyBCTBEH-
HOCTV WUI'PalOT OOBEIVHSIONIYI0 ¥ OpraHM3yIo-
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The concept Kant inherits from Modern ra-
tionalism is this: experience makes possible an
“order and connection of things” analogous to
the order and connection of ideas. However, in
the Kantian version, there is a tilt toward the
transcendental subject: the latter’s contact with
reality is only possible because objects are ar-
ranged in a certain order. Without the possi-
bility of ordering intuitions, we would have no
experience. Thus, the key condition of experi-
ence is the possibility of ordering reality; but
this ability is hard to explain from the view-
point of transcendental philosophy. It must be
noted that the orderliness of objective reality is
enigmatic, not only within the transcendentalist
framework. Albert Einstein (1936, p. 351) wrote:
“The very fact that the totality of our sense ex-
periences is such that by means of thinking (op-
erations with concepts, and the creation and
use of definite functional relations between
them, and the coordination of sense experienc-
es to these concepts) it can be put in order, this
fact is one which leaves us in awe, but which
we shall never understand.”

All the categories, as pure concepts which
are objects a priori, are ways of systematizing
experience. Intuition is also ordered: space and
time introduce connectedness into experience.
Connectedness of experience is the condition
of the possibility of the latter, which Kant pos-
tulates in Analogies of Experience. However, the
connection of the manifold cannot be perceived
by the senses. Experience is not perceptions but
their synthesis, which is not contained in the
perceptions (KrV, B 129, 219); experience is a
transcendental addition to perception.

In the first Critique, Kant attributes the con-
nectedness of experience to the fact that all
forms of a phenomenon exist in the same space
and at the same time (KrV, A 110). A priori
forms of sensibility play a uniting and organ-
izing role. Thus, the notion of time determines
the order of givenness of the manifold in the
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mIyto posb. Tak, IpescTabiieHVie BpeMeHU OIlpe-
HeJIsieT MOPSIOK TAHHOCTY MHOrooOpasus B J1yIe
(B 69), a uyBCTBEHHBIVI OIBIT HOKOUTCS Ha CUH-
TeTUYeCKOM e[IVIHCTBe OTHOIIIEHWUII BO BpeMeHU
Bcex BocrpusaTuin (B 220). Cesisp MHOroobpasms
cocTaBiIsieTcsl BO BpeMeHI. ITocKoIbKy camo Bpe-
MsI He MOXET OBITh BOCIIPMHSTO, TO BpeMeHHO
MOJIYC OIIBITa €CTh COeIVIHeHVe 0OBEKTOB BO Bpe-
MEeHV IIOCPeACTBOM IIOHATUV, 4 priori ycTaHaB-
vBarommx 310 coenvHenue (B 219). OmHospe-
MEHHOCTb ¥ IIOCJIe[IOBAaTeJIbHOCTD, BasKHEVIIIIVie
CTPYKTYPBI OIIbITa, He BOCIIPMHVIMAIVICH ObI HaMM
B SBJIEHVSIX, eciIv ObI B OCHOBe He JIeXaslo aIlpu-
OpHOe IIpeJICTaBJIeHNe O BpeMeHN. B pycre mpo-
Or1eMBI BO3MOXKHOCTM OITBITA (OHA Xe «IIpobriema
JIOCTYIIa») BOIIPOC COCTOUT He B TOM, KaK pasyMy
yIIaeTcsl yCTAaHOBUTH IIOPSIIOK B OOBEKTVBHON pe-
aJIBHOCTV, HO B TOM, ITIOYEMY PeasTbHOCTh «IIOfIa-
€TCs» STOMY YCTaHOBJIEHWIO.

CBSI3HOCTB ¥ YHIOPSIIOYEHHOCTb OIIBITa, KaK
MBI BUIVIM, He BBOISTCS B TPAHCIIEHIEHTAIBHYIO
MofIeJIb CyOBbeKTa KaK HedTO caMo cobovm pasyMe-
IOITleecs], OHM HAcKBO3b ITpoOJIeMaTH4HBbL B Hux
KpoeTcs IpoTvBOpedrie — Kareropuu, o Kanry,
OyImyum ampuopHBIMM, OOpeTalT aKTyaJIbHOCTh
TOJIBKO M3 BHEIITHNX co3epliaHmi. Tak, eciIv Mbl X0-
TVIM COCTaBUTh ceDe IIpeicTaBIIeHVie O TOM, UTO Ta-
KOe V3MeHeHVIe B paMKaXx VeV Kay3aJIbHOCTH, «Mbl
JOJDKHBI B3STh 1715 ITpUIMepa JIBVDKeHVe KaK M3Me-
HeHUIe B IIPOCTPAHCTBE, VI TOJIBKO TaKVIM ITyTeM MO-
JKeM MBI CIIeJIaTh 1115 ceOsl HarIsTHBIM V3MeHeHe,
BO3MOXKHOCTH KOTOPOT'O He MOXKET OBbITb ITOHSTA Y-
CTBIM paccynkom» (B 291; Kant, 1999, c. 246).

ITogemy ke «113 OIHWX JIUIIIb KaTETOPWUIL MBI He
MOXKEM YCMOTpPeTh BO3MOXKHOCTV KaKov ObI TO HI
6but0 Beru...» (B 288; Kant, 1999, c. 244)? [Totomy,
UTO OOBEKTVBHAS PeaIbHOCTh UVCTBIX ITOHSTU
paccyika JI0JDKHA ITOCTOSTHHO IIOITBEp)KIaThCs B
HAIIAOHBIX IIPENICTaBIeHMsIX. 31eCh SIBCTBEHHO
OIIyIIIaeTCsl HellepexoayMasi IpaHuIla OIbITa: y
Hac HeT OCHOBaHWII J1JIs1 YBePeHHOCTU B TOM, UTO
YVCTBIe PAacCyIOYHBIe IOHSTMS CKOOPIVIHVPOBA-
HBI C MaTepUaIbHOV PeasIbHOCTBIO, TO €CTh C M-
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soul (KrV, B 69), and sensible experience rests
on the synthetic unity of all perceptions of re-
lations in time (KrV, B 220). The connectedness
of the manifold is formed in time. Since time
itself cannot be perceived, the temporal mode
of experience is a connection of objects in time
through concepts which establish the connec-
tion a priori (KrV, B 219). We would not be able
to perceive simultaneity and consecutiveness,
the key structures of experience, in a phenome-
non if they were not based on the a priori notion
of time. In terms of the problem of the possibil-
ity of experience (or “the problem of access”),
the question is not how reason manages to es-
tablish order in objective reality, but why reali-
ty “submits” to such establishment.

The connectedness and orderliness of experi-
ence, as we see, are not introduced in the tran-
scendental model of the subject as something
taken for granted; they are problematic through
and through. They contain a contradiction: cat-
egories, according to Kant, being a priori, are
actualized only through external intuitions.
Thus, if we want to get an idea of such change
within the framework of causality, “we must
take motion, as alteration in space, as our ex-
ample, indeed only by that means can we make
alterations, the possibility of which cannot be
comprehended by any pure understanding, in-
tuitable” (KrV, B 291; Kant, 1998, pp. 335-336).

Why is it that “we cannot have insight into
the possibility of any thing in accordance with
the mere categories” (KrV, B 288; Kant, 1998,
p. 334)? Because the objective reality of pure
concepts of understanding must be constantly
reaffirmed in visual representations. There is a
clear sense here of the uncrossable boundary of
experience: we have no grounds for being sure
that pure concepts of understanding are coordi-
nated with material reality, i.e. with the world
of phenomena. Nor do we have a means of be-
ing assured of it once and for all; the reality



oM siBJTeHMTL. Y Hac Tak>ke HeT crioco0a B 3TOM pas3
I HaBcerjja yoenmuThCs, Hy>KHO ITIOCTOSTHHO ITpOBe-
PATH IeVICTBUTEIBHOCTD 3TOM CBsizut (A 149 / B 188).

VItak, BHeIlIHVE cO3epllaHMs He IIOPOXKIAOT
KaTeropuii, OHM «Marepuannsyor» mux. Ho mopu
3TOM IIpVIMeHeHVe KaTeropuil UaeT Topasio 1aib-
Ille, YeM OpraHM3alNs CBA3VM BOCIPUSATUIL OHO
IIpefnychbiBaeT 3aKOHBI IIPUpPOHe, B CWIY 4Yero
Iprpozia Takxke IproOpeTaeT yIOPsIO4eHHOCTE:
«aIlpVYOpPHBIe YCJIOBMS BO3MOXHOCTM OITBITa CyThb
BMeCTe C TeM VICTOYHVIKM, 3 KOTOPBIX IOJIKHBI
OBbITE BBIBEIIEHBI BCe BCeOOIITVie 3aKOHBI ITPVPOIBI»
(AA 04, S. 297, KanT, 1994, c. 54).

5. TpaHCcOoeHOeHTAIN3M
MpOTHUB IIPOM3B0JIa pasyMa

ITpoGsiema yciI0BUI BO3MOXKHOCTY OIBITa BO3-
HMKaeT M3 TOro TUIIa KaTeroprajabHOV aKTUBHO-
CTV, KOTOpBIN moctyiupyeT KaHT: Bermm cyire-
CTBYIOT caMM 1O ceOe, HO OHV BO3MOYKHEI B OITBITE
TOJIBKO corylacHoO KareropmsiM (A 399 / B 291), To
eCTb OIIBIT yKe M3BjleKaeTcs B oHsATusAX. [Ipobite-
Ma BO3MOYKHOCTW OITbITa KaK ITpo0sieMa «I0CTyTIa»
CO3HaHMS K PeaJIbHOCTY He SBJISeTCS VICKITIoUM-
TeJILHO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV, ee yHacJle[oBaIn
MHOT'VIe CYICTeMBI MBICJIN. VI B TO JXe BpeMs OHa SB-
JIIeTCSL UMCTO TPaHCIeHIeHTaIBHON: B TaKOM pa-
Kypce OHa MOIJIa BO3HVMKHYTB TOJIBKO B (prjI0Co-
dum, 1718 KOTOPOVI IPUHITUIIMAIBHO IIpU3HaHe
aIrpUOPHBIX OCHOBaHU pabOTEI pazyMa.

Ms1 ycMaTpriBaeM MICTOUYHVIK 3TOTO 3aMKHYTO-
ro Kpyra B xesjlaHuyn KaHTa ocTaBaTbcs I10CII€[10-
BaTeJIbBHBIM B MeTOfe, C IOMOIIBI0 KOTOPOro OH
IIPUXOANT K 3aKJ/TIOYeHVSIM. DTO MPOsiBIIeHe II0-
CJIeoBaTeIbHOCTY SIBJIIeTCSl peaKIlyell Ha JIOTV-
Ky IIO3HaBaTeJIbHOI'O IIpoliecca, a MMEeHHO Ha To,
YTO HeJIb3sl OOBSICHUTE, KaK II03HaHVe HeoOxomau-
MOCTY B CyOBbeKTVBHOM IIOpsIJIKe Halllero BOCIIpY-
ATV IIpeBpalaeTcs B I03HaHe 00beKToB. VIHBI-
MU CJIOBAMW, HeAb35 3AKA0UANMb 0m CY0veKkmubHo
Heobxodumocmu k obsexkmubron (A 368, 379). Dty
ycraHoBKY KanTa 1iesvkom mommepxkusai Crpo-
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of this connection must be constantly checked
(KrV, A149 / B188).

Thus, external intuitions do not generate cat-
egories — they “materialize” them. But the ap-
plication of categories goes much further than
organizing the connection between perceptions.
It prescribes laws to nature, owing to which na-
ture, too, becomes ordered: “the conditions a
priori of the possibility of experience are at the
same time the sources from which all the uni-
versal laws of nature must be derived” (Prol,
AA 04, p. 297; Kant, 2001, p. 38).

5. Transcendentalism versus
the Arbitrariness of Reason

The problem of the conditions of experience
arises from the type of categorial activity pos-
tulated by Kant: things exist by themselves, but
they are possible in experience only accord-
ing to categories (KrV, A 399 / B 291), i.e. ex-
perience is already derived in concepts. The
problem of the possibility of experience as a
problem of the “access” of consciousness to re-
ality is not exclusively transcendental; it has
been inherited by many systems of thought. At
the same time, it is purely transcendental: in
this form, it could have emerged only in philos-
ophy for which the recognition of a priori foun-
dations of the work of reason is crucial.

I attribute the source of this vicious circle
to Kant’s wish to be consistent in the method
by which he arrives at conclusions. This mani-
festation of consistency is a reaction to the log-
ic of the cognitive process — namely, the fact
that it is impossible to explain how the cogni-
tion of the necessity of a subjective ordering of
our perception turns into cognition of objects.
In other words, it is impossible to infer objective
necessity from subjective necessity (KrV, A 368,
379). Strawson supports this Kantian proposi-
tion to the hilt: it is impossible to ground not
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COH: HeJIb3s O0OOCHOBATh He TOJIBKO ITPVHITVITBI
PpeayIbHOCTM, HO JIa’ke caMy Hallly Bepy B OObek-
TUBHBIV MUp, paboTas «BOBHE», TO €CTb VICXOIIs 13
YaCTHBIX TAHHBIX MHAVBUIYaJIBHOTO CO3HAHMSL.
JIroGomt dpmsocod, KOTOPBINT HBITAeTCS 3TO Cre-
71aTh, 110 csioBaM CTpPOCOHA, TeM CaMBIM JIE€MOH-
CTPUPYET CBOIO HECITOCOOHOCTD YJIOBUTD YCIIOBYS
BO3MOXXHOCTM OITbITa BooOIIe (Strawson, 1966,
p- 5). 3mech Ha ClieHy BBIXOOWUT 3[paBblii CMBICII,
CBOEro pofia MO3HaBaTeJIbHBIV «IIPVHIINII Pealb-
HOCTVI», TJIACSIIIIVIVL, UTO IIOC/IIHSISI HEe MOXeT ObITh
IIPOVM3BOIHON OT HAIIVX CIIOCOOHOCTEN YTO-T100
o Hev1 3HaTh. Ho 11 paboTaTh «13BHE», OT OOBEKTOB,
KaK Oy[TO peasIbHOCTB [JaHa HaM B CBOEM «ecCTe-
CTBEHHOM» COCTOSIHVM, TOXKE€ HEBO3MOYKHO, VI 9TOT
JKeCT CTajI OKOHYATETHbHO HEBO3MOXXHBIM VMIMEHHO
B TPpaHCLIeH/IeHTaJIbHO (Pry1ocopmi.

Kaxkori ke 3meck Beixon? KaHT cumMTaeT, 4To MbI
MOXKeM OTKPBITh HEOOXOIVIMOCTB B Cy ObeKTMBHOM
HopsIKe TOJIBKO B TOM CJIydae, eIV Mbl yKe IIpefl-
IIOJIOXKVIM, YTO CYIIECTBYIOT IIOCTOSHHBIE OOBEK-
TBI VUIVL CyOCTaHIIVV, COCTOSHMSMM KOTOPBIX SIB-
JISTIOTCS TaHHBe gBiteHns (A 104, 252; A 93 / B
126; B 142; Paton, 1936, p. 263). Ho omsiTe-Taku B
KOpHe HeBepHO II0jIaraTh, YTO TPaHCIeH/IeHTa/Ib-
Hasl aHaJIMTHKA OIMCHIBAET OIBIT KaK HeoOXomu-
MO COCTOSIINV 3 He3aBUCHMO CYIIeCTBYIOLINX
00BEKTOB, 00pa3yIOLIVIX eAVHYI0 IIPOCTPaHCTBEH-
HO-BPEMEHHYIO CUCTEMY, VI IIbITAaeTCs Ha 3TOM OC-
HOBaHWM YCTAaHOBUTD Ja/IbHEVIIVie HeOOXOIVIMbIe
yCJIOBM BO3MOXHOCTM ombITa (Strawson, 1966,
p- 9). Tak MBI IONIaZTaeM B 3aMKHYTBIVI KPYT ITO3Ha-
HWSL B €T0 3MMCTeMITYeCcKOM MOJlyce: Mbl He MOXKeM
3aKJTIOYaTh HY OT CyOBEKTMBHBIX IPeICTaBIeHNII
K oObekTaM (B CMJIy IIO3HaBaTeJIbHOTO IIPVHIIV-
I1a peasIbHOCTH), HV OT OOBEKTOB K MIesIM (B CHITY
aIIPYIOPHOCTY TIOC/IeHMIX).

ITpenrockyIKy 3TOro IIPOTMBOPEUNS MOXKHO
YCMOTpeTb B caMOVI IIPMpofie TpaHCIleHIeHTaIb-
HOro cyopekTa. OHO BO3HMKAeT, KOIr7la MBI ITbITa-
eMCsl «HaTypaI30BaTh» TPaHCIEHEHTaIbHBIE
IIPVHIINIIBL TIO3HAHMS, TO eCThb HaWTW WX aHa-
Jlor B Ipuporne. TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHBI CyOBbeKT
He MOXeT ObITh YCTaHOBJIEH M3 IIPVPOIbBI M BHY-

only the principles of reality but even our faith
in the objective world from “outside”, that is,
proceeding only from the particular data of
individual consciousness. Any philosopher
who tries to do it, Strawson maintains, hereby
demonstrates his inability to capture the condi-
tions of the possibility of experience in gener-
al (Strawson, 1966, p. 5). Here, common sense,
that cognitive “principle of reality”, comes
to the fore. It declares that reality cannot be a
derivative of our capacity to know something
about it. Nor is it possible to proceed “from
outside” — from the objects as though reality
is given to us in its “natural” state — and this
posture becomes impossible precisely in tran-
scendental philosophy.

What is the way out? Kant believes that we
can discover the need for subjective order only
if we assume that there exist permanent ob-
jects or substances of which these phenomena
are states (KrV, A 104, 252; A 93 / B 126; B 142;
Paton, 1936, p. 263). But there again, it is quite
wrong to think that transcendental analysis de-
scribes experience as necessarily consisting of
autonomously existing objects which form a
single spatio-temporal system, and on that ba-
sis tries to establish further necessary condi-
tions of the possibility of experience (Strawson,
1966, p. 9). This gets us, epistemologically, into
a vicious circle of cognition: we cannot infer
either objects from subjective representations
(owing to the cognitive principle of reality), or
ideas from objects (owing to the a priori charac-
ter of the latter).

The source of this contradiction can be
traced to the very nature of the transcenden-
tal subject. It arises when we try to “natural-
ise” the transcendental principle of cognition
by finding its analogue in nature. The tran-
scendental subject cannot be established from
or within nature insofar as nature is constitut-
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TPU Hee, KOJIb CKOPO HPUpPOIa KOHCTUTYUPYeT-
Csl TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHBIM cyOBekToM. IlosTomy,
ecyIM TpaHCIIeHJIeHTaIbHasl pedpiekcus obparria-
eTca K CyOBeKTMBHBIM YCJIOBMSIM BO3MOXKHOCTV
€CTeCTBeHHBIX HAyK, TO MBI He MOXeM VCIIOIb-
30BaTh 3TV HayKM JJId M3y4eHUs VMMMaHeHTHOM
opraHm3aluy TPaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHBIX CyOBEKTOB,
KaK ecsiv Obl OHM camy OBUIM eCcTeCTBeHHBIMU
cymHocTamu (Catren, 2018, p. 161). Dto denome-
HOJIOTMTYEeCKUTI TIOAXO, K IpodsieMe 3aMKHYTOrO
Kpyra ycJoBuUii onbiTa. Tak, B § 64 Bropon Jactu
«Vpen x umcTovt peHOMeHOJIOrMM 1 (peHOMeHO-
norydeckont dwiocodpunm» I'ycceprb morryckaer,
YTO pasyM MOXKeT ObITb IIpesicTaBjleH KakK 3aBUCH-
MBIVI OT IIPUIPOMBL VI CaM HaTy paIvi30BaHHbIVI, HO
TOJIBKO JI0 M3BECTHOW cTelleHn. B 1esioM aToT X071
HeIIPOIyKTVMBeH, II0CKOJIbKY HeBO3MOXKHO IaTh sIC-
HOe oIIpeziesieHe 1y Xa, TO eCTh MeHTaJIbHBIX IIPO-
11€CCOB, Yepe3 ecTecTBeHHbBIe 3aBUCUMOCTI. TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTa/IbHble OCHOBaHMs CyObeKTa VMeIOT
CBOM CITIOCOOBI OITpeiesieHsl, OT/IMYHbIe OT CIIOCO-
60B ompenenenus pusmdeckux spjeHUN: «Cyob-
eKTbI He MOI'YT OBbITh IOIJIOIIeHBI ObITHEM IPUPO-
Ibl, 0O TOrda TO, UTO IpuaaeT IIPUpPOIe CMBICTI,
Oynet ynymmeHo» (Husserl, 1952, S. 297).

Ho sToT BBIXOH 13 ITpOOJIeMBl YCIIOBUI BO3-
MOXKHOCTM OITbITa HeOpraHWdYeH IIJIsg TpaHCIIeH-
IeHTasibHOrO MaeaimsMa Kanra. Kant He mesaer
IIOCJIe[THETO I11ara: OH He TOBOPUT, YTO Y allpuop-
HBIX IIPUHITATIOB IIO3HAHWS HeT HMKAKX 000CHO-
BaHWL, YTO OHM CyTb caMU TI0C/IefITHee 0OOCHOBa-
HMe BCceX Halllux IpescTa/ieHunt. Hanporus, on
yTBepXKAaeT, YTO 3TU IPUHIIUIIEL ITPOANKTOBAHEI
PeasIbHOCTBIO, YTO OHV He CyTb IIPOM3BOJI pasyMa
VI MOT'YT OBITH SMIIMPUYECKN IIpoBepeHs! (A 149 /
B 188). 3mech kpoeTcs AMCCOHAHC, CTaBIIINT ITPUH-
IMIIVAQJIBHBIM IYHKTOM TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM
dutocodpum.

Cornacno ['yccepmo, cama KaHTOBCKas ITOCTa-
HOBKa ITpOOJIeMBbI BO3MOXKHOCTM OITbITa HeIIpa-
BoMepHa. TpaHClleHIeHTaIbHBle CTPYKTYpPBI U
ecTeCTBeHHble 3aKOHOMEpPHOCTV He JO/DKHBI Ha-
XOIUTBCSA B COOTBETCTBUM APYT C IPYyroM, TaK Kak
OHVI MIMEIOT Pa3HYIO OHTOJIOT TYeCKYIO IIPUPOLY, 1
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ed by the transcendental subject. Therefore, if
transcendental reflection turns to the subjective
conditions of the possibility of natural sciences,
we cannot use these sciences to study the im-
manent organization of transcendental subjects
as though they were natural entities (Catren,
2018, p. 161). This is the phenomenological ap-
proach to the problem of the vicious circle of
conditions of experience. Thus, in §64 of the
second part of the Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phe-
nomenology and to a Phenomenological Philosophy,
Husserl allows that reason can be represented
as being dependent on nature, and is itself nat-
uralized, but only to a degree. On the whole
this is not a productive approach because it is
impossible to clearly define the spirit, i.e. men-
tal processes, through natural dependencies.
The transcendental grounds of the subject re-
quire their own methods of definition, different
from those by which we define physical phe-
nomena: “Subjects cannot be dissolved into na-
ture, for in that case what gives nature its sense
would be missing” (Husserl, 1989, p. 311).

But this way out of the problem of the con-
ditions of the possibility of experience is not or-
ganic for Kant’s transcendental idealism. Kant
does not take the last step: he does not say that
a priori principles of cognition are groundless,
and that they are the ultimate justification of
our ideas. On the contrary, he maintains that
these principles are dictated by reality, that
they are not arbitrary products of reason and
can be empirically verified (KrV, A 149 / B
188). This element of discord became a crucial
point of transcendental philosophy.

Husserl challenges Kant’s very approach
to the problem of the possibility of experi-
ence. Transcendental structures and natural
laws need not correspond to one another be-
cause they have different ontological natures;
and knowledge of the world is not the result of
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caMo 3HaHUe O MVUpe He eCcTb pe3yJIbTaT HaTypa-
Jvsanyy IpyHIMIIoB pasyma. Ho misa Kanra sta
HO3UILIVS HellpyieMsleMa, IIOCKOJIBKY pedb MIEeT O
BO3MOXXHOCTY MeTadpM3MKM KaK HayKu, HeoCIIo-
pumort B cBoent 3ddexkTmBHOCTI. MeTadmsnka
BO3MOXKHA TaKMM ke 00pa3oM, KaKM BO3MOXKHBI
4lCTasi MaTeMaTuKa ¥ UMCTOe eCTeCTBO3HaHE,
oIVparoIyecs: Ha II0JIOKeHMs], «JacThiO arlofuK-
TUYeCKM JOCTOBEPHBIe Ha OCHOBE OTHOTO TOJIBKO
pasyMa, 4acThlO ke Ha OCHOBe OOIIIero corsiaciusi
u3 omblta» (AA 04, S. 275; KauT, 1994, c. 28). D10
3HA4WT, YTO allpVOPHbIe IIPUHIINAIIBL U UyBCTBEH-
Hble JaHHBIe JI0JDKHBI IMeTh oOIlee OIoCpeyro-
Ilee 3B€HO VI e oOIIlee KauecTBO, OHM JIOJKHBI
ObITE 00HOpP0OHbIMU. MBI ITPUOIIVDKaeMcs K KIToue-
BOMY ITyHKTY Hallleyl CTaThIL.

6. MeHTasIPHasA OMHOPOOHOCTH ONbITA:
anpuopHble pOpMBI YyBCTBEHHOCTM

EnmacTBO, OOIIHOCTB, YHMBEPCAIBHOCTD —
3TO KOHCTAaHTBI, KOTOpBle OOYCJIOBIIMBAIOT HaIll
KOHTAKT C PeaJIbHOCTBIO, caMy Oy/1yun 4yBCTBeH-
HO HeHa0JIIoTaeMbl 11 HEBBIWIEHVIMBI M3 ITOTOKa
BOCIIPVSITUVL. DTOT MOMEHT BaykeH /1151 TPaHCIIeH-
JeHTaJIbHOV IOCTaHOBKM Ipo0sieMbl omnbiTa. OH
VIMIUIVILITHO IIpeNIioyiaraeT, YTO OIBITHBIE [TaH-
HBIe U3HAUAAbHO 001a0at01m 00HOpoOHoCmbi0. TakIM
00pa3oM, MBI IlepeKIIIodaeM IIpOOJIEMHBIN PaKypcC
U yTBep>XKIlaeM, 9YTO OJTHVIM V3 OCHOBHBIX YCIIOBUT
BO3MOYKHOCTV OIIBITa B TPaHCIIeH /IeHTaIbHOV (pu-
s10copum ABIISETCS €r0 OMHOPOTHOCTE. OTHOPOI-
HOCTB OITBITa IIPEJIONPe/IesIsieT BCe ero OCTaIbHbIe
oIVcaHHBIe HaMU BBIIIIe KauecTBa.

31ech MOXXHO BBIIE/INTH ABa aclleKTa — MeH-
TaJIbHasl OJTHOPOIIHOCTH COMep>KaHWUV CO3HaHMS U
OTHOPOIHOCTh MEHTAJIBHBIX aKTOB ¥ ITPEIMETOB,
JIAHHBIX B OITBITE. B 001IIMX YepTax oHV Koppepy-
IOT C IBYMsI TUIIaMM YCJIOBUVI BOSMOKHOCTY OITBITa,
KoTopble BeilesigeT y Kanra P. Xanna: dpopmais-
HBIe VUIVI JIOT/TYecKyie YCIIOBYS Y MaTeprasIbHbIe yC-
JIOBVISI, CTIEIIMaIbHO OTHOCSIINECS K OOBbeKTVBHOM
3HAYVIMOCTV VI OOBEKTVBHOVI PeasTbHOCTV, TO eCTh K
SMITMPUYECKOV OCMBICJIEHHOCTVI VI IIPVIMEHVIMOCT
npencrasienui (Hanna, 2001, p. 67—68).
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naturalization of the principles of reason. For
Kant, this position is untenable since at issue is
the possibility of metaphysics as a science in-
disputable in is effectiveness. Metaphysics is
possible in the same way pure mathematics and
pure natural science are possible. They proceed
from propositions “which are everywhere rec-
ognized as apodeictically certain, partly by
mere reason, partly by universal agreement
from experience” (Prol, AA 04, p. 275; Kant,
2001, p. 17). This means that a priori principles
and sensible data must have a common mediat-
ing link or even a common property, they must
be homogeneous. This brings me to the key point
of my article.

6. The Mental Homogeneity of Experience:
A Priori Forms of Sensibility

Unity, community, and universality are all
constants of our contact with reality, while they
themselves cannot be observed or isolated from
the stream of perceptions. This is important for
the transcendental approach to the problem of
experience. It implies that experiential data are
inherently homogeneous. Thus, we switch our fo-
cus and assert that one of the main conditions
of the possibility of experience in transcenden-
tal philosophy is its homogeneity. Homoge-
neity of experience predetermines all its other
properties described above.

The two aspects that stand out are the men-
tal homogeneity of the content of conscious-
ness, and the homogeneity of mental acts and
objects given in experience. By and large, they
correlate with two types of condition of the
possibility of experience which Robert Han-
na (2001, pp. 67-68) identifies in Kant: formal
or logical conditions, and material conditions,
specifically related to objective significance and
objective reality, i.e. empirical meaningfulness
and applicability of representations.



Obparmmcs K MEHTaIbHOVI OTHOPOIHOCTY KaK
YCJIOBMIO BO3MOXKHOCTM OIIBITa. B coBpeMeHHOV
IIOCTaHOBKe ITPO0JIeMbI CUTYyallVsl BBIITIAOUT TaK:
ecJIV MbI TOBOPUM O e[ITHOM KOHTMHYYyMe CO3Ha-
HUs, TO CJIeflyeT IpU3HaTh, YTO OHO aflallTUpyeT
JaHHBbIE Ppa3sHBbIX MOMAJIBHOCTEV ¥ PasHOWM HIpu-
ponbl (MEHTaJIBHOV, JIOTMYecKo, pu3noJIormye-
CKOVI M T.IL) C 1IeJIbIO 00ecriednTh eIVHBIV JOCTYII
K HVIM, TO eCTb ITPVBOINT pa3HooOpasue corepKa-
HVVI K HEKOTOPOVI OITHOPOITHOCTVA. Haue xkak 00b-
SCHUTB, YTO MUP sIBJIgeTcsd y3HaBaeMbIM IJIS SM-
OVPUYECKOro CyObeKTa, XOTS B KaXKIIbII MOMEHT
BpeMeHM IICUXWYecKye IIPOIYKTHl YHUKaIbHbBI?
B xorHMTMBHOV IICMXOJIOrMM 3Ta OJHOPOLHOCTD
OOBSICHSETCS IIOHATVIEM «CMBICI1», CMBICTI B IHTEP-
npetauym A. FO. Aradporoa — 310 popma amo-
JTQJIBHOVI ITpefiCTaBJIeHHOCTY JaHHBIX B CO3HAHWUU
0e30THOCUTEIPHO KaHajla MX IIOJIy4YeHMsl, CIIOo-
coba mx xpaHeHMs U KoauposaHUs (AradpoHOB,
2003, c. 14, 98—99). To ecTb CMBICII B TAHHOWV KOH-
LeINU — 3TO M eCTh YHUBepcaJbHasl «TKaHb»
CO3HaHMsI, COOOMIAOIIas eMy OIHOPOIHOCTb.

Y Kanrta MeHTasibHasi OJHOPOAHOCTBH rapaH-
TUpOBaHa B IIepBYIO ouepeb allpMOPHBIMU dPOp-
Mamm gyscTBeHHOCTH. CorstacHo KanTy, ipemme-
TBHI H/YeT0 He MOT'YT COOOIIIUTE O CBOEM e[IVIHCTBE
VIJIVI CBSI3M, HO OHVI MOTY T OBITh OOBbeIVIHEHEI Bpe-
MeHeM ¥ MeCTOM VX BOCHPUSTHS. XapaKTepusys
IIpeficTaBiIeH e O IIPOCTPAHCTBe KaK HESMIIMPU-
yeckoe M HpuM 3ToM HamggHoe, KanT ormeua-
€T, UTO cnocobHocms nodBepeamscs 6030eiicmbuio
npeomemol HOIDKHA C HeOOXOOVIMOCTBIO IIperl-
IIIeCTBOBAaTh BCSIKOMY CO3epIIaHMIO 3TUX IIpeiMe-
TOB (B 42). ®opMa Bcex BOCIIpUATII JaHa B IyIIle
PpaHBbIIIe JeVICTBUTEIIBHBIX BOCIIPUSTIU, 10 BCSIKO-
TO OIbITa OHA COAEPXKUT IIPUHIIVITBI OTHOIIIEHW
IIpeIMeTOB APYT K JIPYTYy.

BocipusiTiie mipeziMeTOB B IIPOCTPAHCTBE U
BpeMeH1 ellle He eCTb ITI03HaHe, HO TOJIBKO VX 3M-
nupudeckoe cosepuianve. OgHako Bpems U IIpo-
CTPAHCTBO JIeXXaT B OCHOBe TpaHCLIeHIIeHTaIb-
HOTO CxeMaTm3Ma — TOrO MexaHW3Ma, KOTOPBIN
obecrieunBaeT IIPVMEHVIMOCTD YVICTBIX TIOHSITU
paccyzika K siieHusIM (B 178). TpaHclieHIeHTaIb-
HBIE CXEMBI, 3TV «<MOHOI'PAMMBI YVICTOVI CIIOCOOHO-
CTV BOOOpakeHM a priori» (A 142 / B 181; Kanr,
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Let us regard mental homogeneity as a con-
dition of the possibility of experience. The
modern approach to the problem is as follows:
if consciousness is a single continuum, we must
admit that it adapts the data of different mo-
dalities and different natures (mental, logical,
physiological, etc.) to ensure a common access
to them, that is, it brings the diversity of con-
tents into a degree of homogeneity. Otherwise,
how does one explain the fact that the world is
recognizable for the empirical subject although
the mental products are unique at every mo-
ment in time? In cognitive psychology, this
homogeneity is called “sense”; sense as inter-
preted by Andrei Yu. Agafonov (2003, pp. 14,
98-99) is a form of amodal representation of
data in consciousness irrespective of the chan-
nel through which they are received, the way
they are stored and encoded. Sense on this con-
ception is the universal “fabric” of conscious-
ness which makes it homogeneous.

For Kant, mental homogeneity is guaranteed
above all by a priori forms of sensibility. Ac-
cording to Kant, things cannot tell us anything
about their unity or interconnection, but they
can be united by the time and place of their
perception. Characterizing space as non-empir-
ical and yet tangible, Kant notes that the capac-
ity to be influenced by objects must precede any
intuition of these objects (KrV, B 42). The form
of these perceptions is given in the soul before
actual perceptions; it contains the principles of
relations between objects prior to any experi-
ence.

Perception of objects in space and time is not
yet cognition, but merely their empirical intu-
ition. However, time and space form the basis
of transcendental schematism, the mechanism
which ensures the applicability of the pure con-
cepts of understanding to phenomena (KrV, B
178). Transcendental schemes, these “mono-
gram[s] of pure a priori imagination” (KrV, A
142 / B 181; Kant, 1998, p. 274), constitute the
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1999, c. 179), ecTb TO camoe orocpeyIoIee 36eHO,
KOTOpOe CO3[1aeT OHOPOIHOCTD OIBITA: B CBOEM
VHTeJUIeKTyaJIbHOM MOJIyCe OHV OTHOPOIHBI Ka-
TeropusIM, a B UYyBCTBEHHOM MOJIyce — SBJIEHVISIM.
ITpocTpaHCTBEHHBIE ITPeJICTaBIeHNS TIOPOXKIAIOT
CXeMy BeJIMYMHEL, BpeMeHHbIe — CXeMY peasIbHO-
CTV M OTPpUILIAHMS (peasIbHOCTh €CTh TO, YTO OIILY-
IIJaeTCsl KaK CYIIeCTBYIOlllee BO BpeMeHW; OTpu-
IIaHVIe ITPeJICTaBIIsIeTCs] KaK HeObITie 4ero-imoo
Bo Bpemenm) (B 182). K npumepy, cxema mevicTsu-
TEJIBHOCTY €CTh CYIIleCTBOBaHMe B OIlpefieJileHHOe
BpeMs, a cxeMa HeoOXOIVIMOCTM eCTh CYIIeCTBO-
BaHUe IIpeIMeTa BO Besikoe Bpems (B 184) m 1.1

TakmmM oOpa3om, jorndeckyie KareropyiaabHble
CBsI31, 11O KpaviHell Mepe OpraHu30BaHHBIE KaTe-
rOpMsIMM KauecTBa, OTHOIIEHNS I MOJAIBHOCT,
KanT paccmaTpuBait Kak IipeBpaltieHHble POpMBI
IIPOCTPaHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHBIX IIpeJICTaB/IeHNTA.
AnpuopHble POpMBI UyBCTBEHHOCTM, KaK MOXKHO
yOenmThbcst, 00ecriednBaOT He TOJIBKO SMITMpIIde-
CKYI0, HO VI MEHTAJIbHYIO OITHOPOIHOCTH OIIBITa,
TO eCTb IIpeBpalllaloT IIPeIMeThl B 3HaHWe, feiTas
VIX OIHOPONHBIMM OJHOBPEMEHHO ¥ BOCIIPUS-
TUIO, VI PaCCY[KY.

OmHOPOIHOCTE HAIlero BOCHPUSTUS MUpa —
Ppe3yJIBTaT PaboThI alIPUOPHBIX (POPM UyBCTBEHHO-
CTV, V1 TIO3TOMY MBI TOBOPVM 3[1€Ch O MEHTaJIBHOV
ogHOpOoIHOCTY. OIIBIT BO3MOXKEH ITOTOMY, UTO yCTa-
HAaBJIVIBAIOTCSI €IVHBIe ITPVHITUAIIEI COOTHOIIEHMT
oowvekToB omblTa. [y Kanrta ampumopsble dop-
MBI YyBCTBEHHOCTVI He 00eCTIeunBaroT COOCTBEHHO
CBSI3b BeIllel], a CKopee BKJTIOYAOT VX B OOIIYIO CU-
CTeMy, co3laBaeMyI0 UYMCTBIM CO3epLIaHVIeM.

7. TpaHcIleHAEeHTaIbHOE CPOACTBO

EcTb 11 mpyToOTI, He MeHee Ba>KHBIN acIleKT MeH-
TaJILHOVI OJTHOPOIHOCTV — 3TO YHubepcassHocmb
MblcAUMOCY npedMemo8 onvima, VX oOmmiast mo-
CTYIHOCTh mo3HaHMIo. Ha HeoOxomyMocTh [10-
IIycKaThb HedTOo IofoOHoe KaHT HaTOIKHYJICH,
vccrienyss pOpMBI PacCyHOYHON [1eATeJIbHOCTL.
OpHOpOIHOCTL OIBbITa OH (PUKCUPYeT TepMIUHa-
MU SMNUpudeckoe Vi mpaHcyeHOeHmaibHoe cpoo-
cmBo abrenun (A 113). Peur TyT mpaer o0 amamn-
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mediating link which creates homogeneity of
experience: in our intellectual mode they corre-
spond to categories, and in the sensible mode,
to phenomena. Spatial representations gener-
ate the scheme of size and temporal ones the
scheme of reality and negation (reality being
that which is sensed as existing in time; nega-
tion, the non-being of something in time) (KrV,
B 182). For example, the scheme of reality is the
existence of something at a certain time, and
the scheme of necessity is the existence of an
object at any time (KrV, B 184), and so on.

Thus, Kant considers logical categorical
links, at least those organized by categories of
property, relation, and modality, to be modi-
fied forms of spatio-temporal representations.
As can be readily seen, a priori forms ensure not
only empirical, but also mental homogeneity of
experience, turning objects into knowledge and
making them homogeneous simultaneously to
perception and understanding.

The homogeneity of our perception of the
world is the result of the work of a priori forms
of sensibility, which is why we speak about
mental homogeneity. Experience is possible
because common principles of correlation be-
tween the objects of experience are established.
For Kant, a priori forms of sensibility do not
ensure the connection of things, but rather in-
clude them into a common system created by
pure intuition.

7. Transcendental Affinity

Another equally important aspect of mental
homogeneity is the universality of thinkability of
objects of experience, their common accessibility
for cognition. Kant became aware of the need to
allow something of this kind when investigat-
ing the forms of the activity of understanding.
He refers to the homogeneity of experience us-
ing the terms empirical and transcendental affinity
of phenomena (KrV, A 113). It has to do with the



TallUV SMIVPUYECKOro OIBITa IS  pasyMa,
Orarofapsi yeMy Bce IIpeIMeTHl [IeIalOTCS MBIC-
JIVIMBIMVL; MBI IIEPEXOMM 371eCh B 30HY «MaTepu-
QJIBHBIX YCIIOBUVI OITBITa», IIPEIITOIarafominx Ofl-
HOPOITHOCTb MEHTaJIbHBIX aKTOB ¥ OOBEKTMBHOM
PeaIbHOCTA

JJOCTYIIHOCTD BCex IIPeIMETOB JIJIsI MBICIIV BOC-
HpyHMMasiach B coppeMeHHoV KanTy dniocodpm
KaK JJOJDKHOe, HO He cJlefTyeT 3a0bIBaTh, UTO TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTa/IN3M VIMeeT WCTMHHO KPUTUYeCKUN
nyx. g atonn dputocodpmm HUUero He sIBJIseT-
Csl caMo coOOVI pa3yMeFOIIIMCS, VI B 3TOM CMBICIIe
OHa HacJleflyeT paHHen PrIocopum IPeBHOCT.
Ha s3ape dwmtocodpcTBoBaHmMS TOT (PaKT, UTO BCe
MO)KHO TIOMBICJINTD, BbI3bIBaJl MHTeJIJIEKTyaIbHOe
notpsiceHue. ITudaroperiiibl 0ObsICHSIIN 3TO TeM,
YTO «BCE eCTh YMcjIo», [TapMenus — ToXIecTBOM
OBITVISA ¥ MBIIIIEHMS. DTV PaHHWE BePCUN IIpU-
YMH OHOPOIHOCTY MIIpPa, IOCTYITHOCTY €TO OIIbI-
Ty ¥ TIO3HAHWUIO IIPEJCTABIIAIOT 3HAYMTEIHHBIN
mHTepec. Tak, mdaroperiie! MCIIoIb30BaIN Tep-
MMH pipnolg (mimesis), mosiarasi, 4To Bce IIpefl-
MeTBI «ITOApa’katoT» VIV YIIOHOOIIAIOTCS YmCiIaM.
[T1aton xe BBen roHsTHE MeDEClg (methexis), ko-
TOPBIM OH ODOO3Hauasl TO K€, YTO MIparopeIipl
Has3bIBaJIV MUMECVICOM: TIparopeIibl TOBOPVIIN
0 TIOfpakaHWMM Cylero umciaM, a [DiaroH, Kak
nmirer Apucrorens B «MeTtadmsike», TOBOPUT
00 yuacmuu (methexis) cymiero B umciax (Apu-
crorestb, 1976, c. 79 (A VI 987b 10)). ITo mHeHMIO
A.H. Yantxena, I 1aToH 1cI1os1b308aJ1 TEPMUH CO-
yuacmue (methexis) 117151 BeIpa’keHMsI OTHOIIEHMS
HEKOTOPOIro CJIOKHOIo ¢pakTa K WILIIOCTPUPYIO-
ment ero yactuuHou crpykrype (Yamrxen, 1990,
c. 644). B gmasnorax «®emon» 1 «locymapcTBo»
OH TPaKTOBaJI YYBCTBEHHOe OBbITVE KaK COBOKYII-
HOCTb TOTO, UTO yuacmbyem B obIIeM MHOrooopa-
3um popM; TaKKe U pa3yM COIIpUYacTeH OBITUIO,
y4acTByeT B HeM. OTHOIIIeHVe MeX[y Belllbio
dopmort orrpeiesisieTcs 311eck Kak IapTUILAIAIIAS
(coyuactme), TakuM >xe obpazom IlimaToH pemraer
IpobsieMy COOTHOIIEHVISI YacTV VI IeJIOrO.

VITax, mpobrieMa OIHAKOBOV IOCTYITHOCT Be-
ITIeVi IS pa3yMa, TO eCTh OITHOPOIHOCT IIpeaMe-
TOB B VIX MBICJIIMOCTV, IMEeT [JOJITyIO VICTOPUIO.
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adaptation of empirical experience to reason,
owing to which all things are thinkable; here
we enter the zone of the “material conditions of
experience”, which presuppose the homogenei-
ty of mental acts and objective reality.

In Kant’s time, all things were assumed to be
accessible to thought — but we should not for-
get that transcendentalism has a truly critical
spirit. This philosophy takes nothing for grant-
ed, a quality it inherits from ancient philoso-
phy. At the dawn of philosophy, the fact that
everything can be thought produced an intel-
lectual shock. Pythagoreans attributed it to the
notion that “everything is a number”, and Par-
menides to the identity of being and thought.
These early versions of what makes the world
homogeneous and accessible to experience and
cognition present considerable interest. The
Pythagoreans used the term pipnoig (mimesis),
believing that all objects “mimic” numbers. Pla-
to introduced the me0eSig (methexis) to refer to
what the Pythagoreans called mimesis: the Py-
thagoreans thought that things mimic numbers
while Plato, as Aristotle (1933, p. 43) informs
us in Metaphysics, speaks about the participa-
tion (methexis) of things in numbers (A VI 987b
10). Alfred N. Whitehead (1961, p. 242) believes
that Plato used the term participation (methex-
is) to refer to the relation of a complex fact to a
partial structure thereof that illustrates it. In the
dialogues Thaedon and The State, he interpreted
sensible being as the totality of what participates
in the overall diversity of forms; similarly, rea-
son is part of being. The relation between thing
and form is here defined as participation, simi-
larly to the way Plato solves the problem of the
relation between a part and the whole.

We see that the problem of things being
equally accessible to reason, i.e. the homogene-
ity of things in being thinkable, has a long his-
tory. How does Kant approach this problem?
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Kak Bunut a1y mpotiiemy KanT? AHasiormnm ombl-
Ta OOBSICHSIIOT, KaKVM O0pa3oM eIVHCTBO OITbITa
IIOJDKHO BO3HWMKHYTbH W3 BOCIPUSATUIL. B mepsoM
viBmanvm «Kputnkm» KaHT mmimeT, 9To 0HO co3-
JlaeTcsl IIOCPEACTBOM UMCTOrO TPaHCIIeHeHTaIb-
HOro cuHTe3a BooOpaxkenms (A 101—102). Ho mo-
MMMO 3TOrO ecTb O0IIasi popma onwima, TO ecThb
HeIIpepbIBHOE CUHTETUYeCKOe eIVHCTBO BOC-
OpusATUSA, KOTOpoe 00pa3oBaHO CHHTETUYEeCKUM
€IVIHCTBOM SIBJIEHUVI coryTacHO moHATHSM (A 110).
Taxum oOpasoMm, Bce sBJIeHMS HaXOISTCS B MpaH-
cyendenmanvHom cpodcmbe (transzendentalen Af-
finit&t), 13 KoToporo smMnMprYecKoe CPOICTBO BbI-
TeKaeT Kak IIpocToe ciieficTere (A 114).

Cponcro mirst Kanta — 3T0 OOIIIHOCTE siBile-
H, 6naro;£1ap51 KOTOPOVI OHWU IIOAUMHSIIOTCS OH-
HUM " TeM Xe 3akoHaM (A 113). DTo HOBOIBHO
HeoXMaHHas M MaJIo pa3paboTaHHas MBIC/IB: Y
IIpeIMeTOB ombITa, o KaHTy, JO/DKHO OBITH YTO-
TO OOITlee (3TO OmHA M3 IMPUYVMH OTHOPOIHOCTV
OITbITa), YTOOBI OHWM MOIJIV ITOAIIa[IATh IO, HeVi-
CTBVE OJTHOTO alIpVIOPHOrO MPUHIINIIA MJIN aKCU-
OMBI YMCTOTO pasyMa, HarlofioOue TOro Kak orpe-
IieJleHHBle (Pr3IdecKye CBOVICTBA TeJl JIeJIaloT WX
MTOZIBEP)KEHHBIMI BO3IEVICTBUIO I'paBUTalim. Tak
JKe U IIpeJICTaBIIeH e O IIpeIMeTe TOJKHO OBITh 00-
HopooHbiM (gleichartig) ¢ moHsATMEM, YTOOBI ITpen-
MeT MOXKHO OBLJIO TIOJIBECTM IO, 3TO MOHsTHE. Tpe-
OoBaHMe HOBOJIBHO ITpOOIEMaTNYHOE, TTOCKOJIBKY
4VCTBIe TIOHATMS pacCyiKa (IPUYMHHOCTD, eIVH-
CTBO U T.IL) He VIMEIOT HUKAKOV HaJISTHOCTU U B
HPVHIINIIE He MOT'YT OBITH OITHOPOIHBIMM C KaKM-
MU-TIOO AMIMPUYECKUMI HIpercTaBieHnsMu (B
176). KaHT 1o3BosIsieT HaM yMaTh, YTO CBSI3HOCTB
OITbITa YeM-TO IofliepKaHa Ha CTOpOHe BellleV] ca-
MMX 110 ceOe.

KaHTOBCKMIT XOm MBICIIENT MOXXHO IIOHMMAaTh
CJlefyromyM o0pa3oM: Ha CTOpOHe peaslbHOCTH,
KaK OHa CyIIIeCTByeT He3aBMCKMO OT HaIllero pas-
yMa, BCe )Ke eCTh UTO-TO, YTO II03BOJIfeT el IIpe-
BpalllaThbCs B sIBJIEHME [IJISL Hac, XOTs HUKaKMe M3-
BeCTHBIe HaM IIPVHINIIBI ObITIS He TapaHTUPYIOT
KOppPeJIAIMIO PeayIbHOCTI C HAIMM CO3HaHUEM.
DTO SICHO 13 KaHTOBCKOIO JIOITyIIIeHNs, UTO sIBJjle-
HMSL MOIJIM OBl OBITH TaKVMIMM, YTO «PacCy[AOK He
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Analogies with experience explain how the
unity of experience must arise from perception.
In the first edition of the Critiqgue, Kant writes
that it is created by the pure transcendental
synthesis of the imagination (KrV, A 101-102).
But, in addition, there is the general form of ex-
perience, that is, the continuous synthetic unity
of perception formed by the synthetic unity of
phenomena in accordance with concepts (KrV,
A 110). Thus, all phenomena are in a position
of transcendental affinity from which empirical
affinity follows as a simple consequence (KrV,
A 114).

According to Kant, affinity is the unity of
phenomena thanks to which they conform to
the same laws (KrV, A 113). This is an unex-
pected and little-studied thought: objects of ex-
perience must have something in common (this
being one of the causes of the homogeneity of
experience) if they are to conform to a single a
priori principle or axiom of pure reason, simi-
larly to the way certain physical properties of
bodies make them amenable to gravitation.
Likewise, the representation of an object should
be homogeneous (gleichartig) to the concept in or-
der for the object to be put under this concept.
This is a rather problematic requirement, since
pure concepts of understanding (causality, uni-
ty, etc.) cannot be observed and, in principle,
cannot be homogeneous with any empirical
representation (KrV, B 176). Kant lets us think
that the coherence of experience is supported
by something in the things-in-themselves.

Kant’s train of thought can be understood
in the following way: reality, as it exists inde-
pendently from our reason, has something that
enables it to become a phenomenon for us, al-
though no known principle of being guarantees
the correlation of reality with our conscious-
ness. This is clear from Kant’s admission that
phenomena can be such that “the understand-



HartesI Obl ¥X COOOpa3HBIMU C YCJIOBUSIMU CBOETO
€IIVIHCTBa» VI TOT/Ia, HAIIpVIMep, «B Py SIBJIEHUN
He IIPe/ICTaBIIsUIOCh ObI HIYEero, YTo OOHApYXViBa-
710 OBI TIpaBWIIa cuHTe3a» (B 123; KanTt, 1999, c. 129).

8. OnHOPOAHOCTH OCO3HAHWMS Belllen
¥ CAaMOCO3HaHWMsI

EcTp, HaKoHeI], ellle OflHa BepCUs CBSI3HOCTIL
3TO NPUHYUN 00HOPOOHOCHIU CO3HAHUA BHewHUX Be-
weil u camocosHanus, o KotopoM KaHT Briepsble
OUIIeT B KPUTMKE YeTBEPTOrO IIapasjiormsMa B
nepsoM m3gaHum «Kputukm gmcroro pasyma» (A
371, 380), 3arem B Ilpemmciosun n «Onposepke-
HUW Vleasi3Ma» BO BTOpoM m3maHun. KanT 1o-
JlaraeT, YTO MexaHWM3MBl, olecriedmBaroIie co-
3HaHMe CBOEro COOCTBEHHOro OBITHMS BO BpeMeH!
VI OTHOLIIEHVe K YeMYy-TO, HaxOHSIIeMycsl BHe Hac,
VIIEHTVYHBL. B OCHOBe BHEIITHVIX SIBJIEHWVI VI BHY-
TPeHHEeTo co3epliaHMs JIEXXUT OTHO U TO JKe Hens-
BECTHOE HaM OCHOBaHUE, JaloITee SMIIVPIIecKoe
IIOHSITVIE OTHOCUTEIILHO 000X 3TUX MOIYCOB OBI-
s (A 379—380).

DMIOMpryUecKoe co3HaHMe MOero CyIlecTBOBa-
Hu orpeaesnMmo, o KaHTy, jImie yepes oTHe-
ceHVe K YeMy-TO, UTO CBS3aHO C MOVIM CYIIIeCTBO-
BaHMeM 1 Haxonutcs BHe MeHs (B XL Anm.). DT0
HY)XHO IIOHMMAaTh KaK HeOOXOHVIMOCTb HEeKOIrO
KOHTPACTHOT'0, B TOM 4YVICJIe TEeMIIOpaJIbHOTO POHa,
713 KOTOPOTO MBI Ce0s BbIJIeJIsIeM V1 II0 OTHOIIIEHVIIO
K KOTOPOMY MBI pacIio3HaeM cBOM cocTostHus (B
275—276). CaMoco3HaHMe IIpOTeKaeT II0 aHaJIO-
I'MV C OCO3HAHEM BHEIITHeTro Myipa: ecyIu BjleHue
IIpefIoiaraeT SMIVPUYecKoe CO3HaHVe peasIbHO-
ro IIpegMeTa BHe MeHs, TO CAMOCO3HaHMe TaKXe
He ITPOCTO CO3HaHVeE CBOMX IIPeACTaBIIEHVII, OHO
IIpefIIosiaraeT Co3HaHMe cedsi KaK peasIbHOV Bl
(Coboresa, 2017, c. 92). Takum 0Opa3oM, «IyBCTBO
ce0si» 0OpasyeT YCTOMUYMBYIO OCHOBY, Ha pOHe KO-
TOPOVI pa3BOpauMBaIOTCs «BHEIIHMe» co3eplia-
H1A. «PeaJTbHOCTh BHEIITHEro 4yBCTBa HEOOXOIN-
MO CBsi3aHa C PeaJIbHOCTHIO BHY TPEHHEro 4yBCTBa
KaK yCJIOBVe BO3MOYKHOCTY OITbITa BooOrie» (B XLI
Anm.; Kanr, 1999, c. 48—49, nmpumeu.).
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ing would not find them in accord with the
conditions of its unity”, such that, e.g., “in the
succession of appearances nothing would of-
fer itself that would furnish a rule of synthesis”
(KrV, B 123; Kant, 1998, p. 223).

8. The Affinity of the Consciousness
of Things and Self-Consciousness

Finally, there is yet one more version of
connectedness: the principle of homogeneity of
consciousness of external things and self-con-
sciousness, which Kant first writes about in the
critique of the fourth paralogism in the first
edition of the Critique of Pure Reason (KrV, A
371, 380), and again in the Preface and “Refu-
tation of Idealism” in the second edition. Kant
believes that the mechanisms of consciousness
of one’s own being in time, and the attitude to
something outside us are identical. External
phenomena and inner intuition have the same
foundation, unknown to us, which offers em-
pirical insight into both these modes of being
(KrV, A 379-380).

According to Kant, empirical consciousness
of my own existence can only be defined in re-
lation to something connected with my exist-
ence that lies outside of me (KrV, B XLn). This
should be understood as the need for a con-
trasting, including temporal, background, out
of which we isolate ourselves and in relation
to which we distinguish our states (KrV, B 275-
276). Self-consciousness takes place by analogy
to consciousness of the external world: if a phe-
nomenon presupposes empirical consciousness
of the real world outside of me, self-conscious-
ness, too, is not merely consciousness of one’s
representations, but presupposes consciousness
of oneself as a real thing (Soboleva, 2017, p. 92).
Thus, “a sense of oneself” is a steady founda-
tion against the background of which external
intuitions unfold. “For an experience in gen-
eral to be possible, the reality of outer sense is
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VHBIMM cJI0BaMV, OTHOPOTHOCTH OIIBITA Ta-
paHTHpOBaHa TeM, YTO BCe BOCIHPUATHUS W CO-
3epHaHMs 0POPMIISIOTCS Ha (POHE «peasTbHOCTHU
BHYTPEHHETO YyBCTBa». DTy CUTYaILMIO MOXXHO
oIvicaTh KaK 3epKaJIbHYIO: OIBIT He MOXeT OBbITh
BHYTPEHHIM, eCJIVI OH B TO XKe BpeMs He sBJIseT-
Csl B OIpeJieZIeHHOM CMBICiIe BHEITHVMM. Mersicy
HasbIBaeT MOIOOHBIV KOPPEIAIVIOH3M TSKeIIbIM
HacsrenvieM KanTa /1715 Beent eBporevickont dputo-
copun. OH BeIpakaeTcsd B OUCKBJIMPUKALIUA
JIIOOBIX TIOIBITOK PacCMOTpPeTh cpepbl CyObeKTIB-
HOT'O ¥ 0ObeKTVBHOTO He3aBVCHMO JIPyT OT ApyTa
(Meillassoux, 2008, p. 13). Ycr1oBust OTHOPOTHOCTM
OITbITa BHOBb OOPA3yIOT 3aMKHYTHIVI KPYT, HO yXKe
B VIHOVI IIJTOCKOCTAL.

B 3aBepireHme paccMOTpeHMs yCIIOBU €IVIH-
CTBa OIIbITa CJle[lyeT YIIPeOUTh BO3MOXHBIVI BO-
IIpOC uMTaTeslsd, II0YeMy MBI He paccMaTpuBaeM
Cpeny HMX TpaHCIIEHIEeHTaJIbHOe eIVHCTBO all-
neprentum. JenicTBUTEIBHO, OHO WIpaeT BaX-
HYIO poJIb B KAaHTOBCKOV MOJIe/IM TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIBHOTO CcyOBekTa. /11t Toro 4robnl mpemMeTsl
puoOpes KauyecTBO MBICJIIMOCTH (IIpeBpaTu-
JIVCh B 3HaHMe), pa3yM JAOJ/DKeH Co3aTh «OTHOIIIe-
HVe TIPeJICTaBJIeHN I K IIPeIMeTY, TO eCTh X 00b-
ekTrBHOe 3HaueHme» (B 137, Kant, 1999, c. 152).
YcioBreMm TakoBOro sBJISieTCS €IMHCTBO CO3Ha-
Husl, KoTopoe KanT B «Kputnke umcroro pasyma»
HasblBaeT TPaHCIIeHeHTaIbHbIM eIVHCTBOM arll-
MIepLIenIi. DTO IlepBOHAYAIBHOE ¥ HeoOXomu-
MoOe CO3HaHMe TOXIecTBa Halrero «J» Kaut orox-
IIecTBJIIeT C CO3HAHMEM CTOJIb )Ke HeOOXOIVIMOTro
€IMHCTBA CMHTe3a BCeX SBJIEHUV COIVIaCHO IIOHS-
M (A 108). Ecyiit ToHVIMaTh TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIb-
HOe eIVMHCTBO allepleniini B 3TOM KJII04e, OHO
HIYEero He IpuOaBiIsieT K pacCCMOTPEHHBIM HaMU
B ITyHKTax 3 1 4 opMaM e/IMHCTBa OIIbITa.

ITpasna, B pane dpparmenTos (A 105,108 / B 137)
KanTt rosoput, uto dpopmMasibHOe €IMHCTBO CO3Ha-
HVISL BHOCUT CYHTETUYECKOe eIVHCTBO B MHOT000-
pasue cosepLiaHMI ¥ TeM CaMbIM JiejIaeT IIpeaMe-
THI HEOOXOIVIMBIMM, I UYTO MIMEHHO OHO CO3/IaeT
OTHOIIIeHVe TIpeficTaBieHnss K oOobekTy. OmHaKo
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necessarily bound up with that of inner sense”
(KrV, B XLIn; Kant, 1998, p. 122n).

In other words, the homogeneity of experi-
ence is assured by the fact that all perceptions
and intuitions are formed against the back-
ground of the “reality of the inner sense”. This
situation can be described as mirror-like: expe-
rience cannot be internal if it is at the same time
external in a certain sense. Quentin Meillassoux
describes such correlationism as the dire legacy
Kant left for the whole of European philosophy.
It consists in the disqualification of any at-
tempts to consider the spheres of the subjective
and objective independently from one anoth-
er (Meillassoux, 2008, p. 13). Again, the condi-
tions of the homogeneity of experience form a
vicious circle, but on a different plane.

To conclude the examination of the condi-
tions of the unity of experience, I should antici-
pate a possible question from the reader — that
of why I do not consider transcendental uni-
ty of apperception to be one of them. Indeed,
it plays an important role in the Kantian model
of the transcendental subject. For objects to be-
come thinkable (and turn into knowledge) rea-
son must create “the relation of representations
to an object, thus their objective validity” (KrV,
B 137; Kant, 1998, p. 249). The condition for this
is the unity of consciousness which Kant, in the
Critique of Pure Reason, calls the transcendental
unity of apperception. Kant identifies this ini-
tial and necessary consciousness of the “I” with
the consciousness of an equally necessary uni-
ty of the synthesis of all phenomena according
to concepts (KrV, A 108). If interpreted in this
way, the transcendental unity of apperception
does not add anything to the forms of the unity
of experience examined in sections 3 and 4.

True, in some fragments (KrV, A 105, 108 /
B 137) Kant says that the formal unity of con-
sciousness brings synthetic unity to the di-
versity of intuitions, thereby making objects
necessary, and that it creates the relation of the



KaK MMEHHO eIVMHCTBO alllepLerniy OpraHusyeT
OTHOIIIeHVe BOCITPUATIS K ero 00beKTaM, OCTaeTcst
B «KpnTIKe 4MCTOro pasyma» HeIIpOSCHEHHBIM.

9. 3ak/1roueHMe

Harmr mHTepec ObUI HampasjieH Ha TO, Y4TOOBI
OCMBICIIVITh TPAHCIIEHIEHTAIBHYIO IIPo0sIeMy yc-
JIOBUVI BO3MOXKHOCTVI OITBITa B HOBOM pakypce. C
3TOVI LIeJIBIO MBI PAaCCMOTPEJIV €VHCTBO OIbITa U
JIeXAITyIo B €r0 OCHOBE OTHOPOIHOCTD B KaYeCTBe
KJTIOYEBOTO YCIIOBVISI BO3SMOXKHOCTW ITOCIIE[THETO, He
TIOKVI/Tasi TPV TOM I'PaHMUIT TPaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHOVI
mapagurMel. [lof OIBITOM MBI TIOHVMMAIIV, BCIIET
3a KaHTOM, OcO3HaHHOe BOCIPVISTIE IIEVICTBU-
TeJIBHOCTY, ITopasyMeBaroliee adpduiposaHme
YyBCTBEHHOCTV IIpeIMeTaMy, C OHOVI CTOPOHBI,
U CyIIeCTBOBaHIe BeIlell COITIaCHO ITOHSTMSIM —
¢ gpyrovt. Xor MCCIIe[IOBaHMS IIPOXOIII B pyciTe
VZIeVI, YTO BO3MOXXHOCTb OIIbITa KaK TaKoOBasl IIpo-
OslemMaTmuHa M 4TO HEOOXOOVMMOCTBL €OMHCTBA U
OTHOPOTHOCTHM OITbITa OIIpee/IeHHbIM 00pa3oM
3aiaeT 3Ty IIPo0IIEMaTYHOCTb.

B tpancnennenTtaimmsme Kanta moOble Oorree
CJIOKHBIE KaTeropuaibHble CBSI3M ITPEJIIoJiaraoT
MzIe0 MHOroo0Opasuisi, 1 HaoOOpOT, B Mjiee MHOIO-
0o0Opa3sHOro cBepHyTa Mesl eIVHCTBa MHOrooopas-
Horo (B 130—131). Paccyxniasi, uTo e 3ech Iiep-
BIYHO, KaHT mpmxoguT K TOMY, 4TO eduncmbo a
priori IIpeIIeCTBYeT BCeM TIOHSATVISIM CBS3Y, a UH-
myuyus eourcméba npeduiecmbyem xameaopun eOuH-
cmba, IOCKOJIbKY KaTeropuu CyTh pe3ysIbraT Ipu-
MeHeHWSI JIOTMYeCKMX (PYHKIOUI B CYXKIEHVSIX,
a OHM yKe IIPeIIOJIaraloT MEHTAJIBHYIO BO3MOX-
HOCTh ycTaHOBJIeHMs enyuHCTBa. CyTh Ipo0IIeMbl
OIIBITA, KaK MBI ee (POPMYJIMpYyeM, 3aKJIFOUeHa B
TOM, UTO BCe CYIIECTBYIOITe (DOPMEBI CBSI3HOCT He
IIPVCYIIN ITpeIMeTaM caMuM 110 cebe. B To ke Bpe-
MS$I CBSI3HOCTB V1 YIIOPSIZIOYEHHOCTD OITBITA He SIBJIS-
IOTCSL €T0 VICXOITHBIMM aTpuOyTaMiI — HaIIpOTUB,
OHV ITPOOJIeEMaTYHBI ¥ TPeOYIOT OOBSICHEHNS.

Awnanmsupys tekctbl KaHTa, MBI BBISIBUIIN 1ie-
JIBIVI PSIT, YCJIOBUVL €IVIHCTBA, CBSI3HOCTY U YIIOPSI-
JIOYEHHOCT OIIbITA:

3Cwm. ananms3 atoro Borpoca: (Van Cleve, 1999, p. 94)
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representation to the object. But it remains un-
clear from the Critique of Pure Reason exactly
how the unity of apperception organizes the re-
lation of perception to its objects.’?

9. Conclusion

This paper attempted to look at the transcen-
dental problem of the conditions of the possi-
bility of experience from a new angle. To this
end, I considered the unity of experience and
its underlying homogeneity as the key con-
dition of the possibility of the latter, while
remaining within the boundaries of the tran-
scendental paradigm. By “experience”, I under-
stood, following Kant, the conscious perception
of reality which implies the affection of sensi-
bility by objects, on the one hand, and the ex-
istence of things according to concepts, on the
other. My investigation sought to show that the
possibility of experience is problematic precise-
ly because it is premised on the need for unity
and homogeneity of experience.

In Kant’s transcendentalism, any complicat-
ed categorical links presuppose diversity and,
conversely, the idea of the manifold contains
the idea of the unity of the manifold (KrV, B
130-131). In reflecting on what is primary, Kant
concludes that unity a priori precedes all the
concepts of connections and intuition of the uni-
ty precedes the category of unity insofar as catego-
ries are the results of the application of logical
functions in judgments, which in turn presup-
pose the mental possibility of establishing uni-
ty. The core of the problem of experience, as I
see it, is that the existing forms of connected-
ness are not inherent in the things-in-them-
selves. At the same time, the connectedness and
orderliness of experience are not its inherent at-
tributes; on the contrary, they are problematic
and need to be explained.

Analysing Kant’s texts, I have identified a
range of conditions of unity, connectedness,
and orderliness of experience:

’See the analysis of the issue in Van Cleve (1999, p. 94).
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1. Cucremarvdeckoe eIVHCTBO CBOVICTB IIpef-
MeTOB, paBHO3HA4YHOE CUCTeMAaTUYecKOMY paiiy-
OHaJIPHOMY €IMHCTBY ITO3HAIOIIEro MX paccyka
(TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOe OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEH e pa3yMa).
2. EnyHCTBO OIIBITA, 3a/1aBaeMoe KOHEUHBIM 11eJTs-
MM YMCTOr0 IpYMeHeHs Halllero pasyma. 3. Enqnn-
CTBO OITBITA 3a CYET €r0 YIOPsJO9eHHOCTY TIOCPerl-
CTBOM aIlprOpHBIX KaTteropuit. 4. Opranmsyrormas
paboTa arpropHbIX (POPM UYBCTBEHHOCTV, CO3/a-
IoIasl IOCIIefIOBaTe/IbHOCTD M PSAIONIOJIOKEeHHOCTD
sBsteHn. 5. CBS3HOCTBD OIbITA B CYUIY OHOPOIHO-
CTU BpeMeHU ¥ IPOCTpaHCTBa (HeaMIMpudecKoe
cozepriaaue). 6. TpaHcIleHIeHTaIbHBIE CXeMBI KaK
HpeBpalieHHble  (POpPMBI IIPOCTPaHCTBEHHO-Bpe-
MEHHBIX IIpe[ICTaBJIeHNII, KOTOpble BBICTYIIAIOT
OIOCPeIyIOIIVM 3BEHOM MeX[ly KaTeropvsiMu 1
ABJIEHVSMI. 7. DMIOVpUYecKoe 1 TpaHCIeHIIeH-
TaJIbBHOE CPOJICTBO SIBJIEHWVI, CO3ZIAIOITee OHO-
POIHOCTb MEHTaIBHBIX aKTOB I OOBEKTMBHOM pe-
asibHOCTHU. 8. OIHOPOOHOCTE CO3HAHMS BHEIIHVIX
BeIllel! VI CaMOCO3HaH s, BO3HMKArOIIasi 6y1aronapst
VJIEHTVYHOCTY X MeXaHM3MOB («peaIbHOCTb BHY-
TPeHHero 4yBCTBa» KaK CKPeIUISIOMINI (DOH).

YacTb onmcaHHBIX HAMM yCJIOBUII OTHOCUTCS K
BHYTpPeHHEMY eIMHCTBY paccyaKa M pasyMa, pac-
CyZKa ¥ UyBCTBEHHOCTV, BHEIIIHErO VI BHYTpPEH-
Hero ocosHaHMd. [pyras dacte (5—7) Kacaercs
YCIJIOBUTI KOPPEJISIINY aKTOB MBIIIIJIEHS 11 00bek-
TVUBHOV peasIbHOCTH. BbIslesileHHbIe BOCeMb acIlek-
TOB — 3TO He IIPWYMHBI €IVHCTBA OITBITa, a VIMEH-
HO er0 yCJIOBYSI, TIOCKOJIBKY OOJIBIIITHCTBO M3 HUX,
KaK MBI ITOKa3aJIvi, ITpo0ieMaTIHbI U TUITOTe T Y-
HBL V KaXXIBIV1 3 3TUX BUIOB CBSI3HOCTY OIIbITa,
KaK MBI MOITIM yOenuThcs, oOpaTHOV CBOeVI CTO-
POHOVI VIMeJT BOIIPOC: Ha UeM 0cHoBblBaemcs omHo-
uleHue 1mMoeo, Umo mul HazviBaem npedcmabaeruem 6
Hac, Kk npeomemy?

ITouemy >ke MMEHHO OHOPOIHOCTH OITbITa SB-
JIgeTCSL €ro BaKHEWIIVM YCJIOBMEM, HaCTOJIBKO
Ba)XHBIM, YTO OHA [IeJlaeT BO3MOXXHBIM IIOIIBerle-
HVIe Co3epLiaHMI o], TOHATHA? Bo-TiepBbIX, 60/Ib-
IIIVHCTBO YCJIOBUTI €IVHCTBA M CBSI3HOCTY OITBbITa
(1—4, 6) n1 sBIAIOTCS, COOCTBEHHO, CITOCO0AMM CO3-
maHM ooV Koppersiuyi. Ho Hanbosiee mHTEpec-
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1. The systematic unity of the attributes of
things, equal to the systematic rational unity
of the reason cognizing them (transcendental
principle of reason). 2. The unity of experi-
ence, determined by the end-goals of the pure
application of reason. 3. The unity of experi-
ence, due to its being ordered by a priori cate-
gories. 4. The organizing work of a priori forms
of sensibility, which creates the sequence and
coordinateness of phenomena. 5. The connect-
edness of experience, owing to the homogene-
ity of time and space (non-empirical intuition).
6. Transcendental schemes as modified forms
of spatio-temporal representations which me-
diate categories and phenomena. 7. The empir-
ical and transcendental affinity of phenomena,
which create the homogeneity of mental acts
and objective reality. 8. The homogeneity of the
consciousness of external things, and self-con-
sciousness arising from the identity of their
mechanisms (the “reality of the inner sense” as
the binding background).

Part of the above conditions pertains to the
inner unity of understanding and reason, un-
derstanding and sensibility, and external and
internal consciousness. The other part (5—7)
has to do with conditions of the correlation of
mental acts and objective reality. The eight as-
pects identified above are not the causes of the
unity of experience, but merely conditions be-
cause the majority of them, as I have shown,
are problematic and hypothetical. Each of these
types of coherence of experience, as we can see,
has a flip side, expressed in the question: what
is the basis of the relationship of what we call rep-
resentation within us to the object?

Why is the homogeneity of experience the
key condition, a condition so important that it
makes it possible to conceptualize intuitions?
First, the majority of the conditions of the unity
and coherence of experience (1—4, 6) are in fact
methods for creating this correlation. But the
most interesting conclusions at which I have



Hble BBIBOBI, K KOTOPBIM MBI IIPUIIIIN, JIeXaT B
IOPYTOVI INTOCKOCTH. 3a BCeMM OOBSICHUTEITBHBIMU
XoflaM¥, KOTOpBle IIPOCIIeXMBAIOTCA B (PUIIOCO-
v KanTa 11 KOTOpBIe CBSI3aHBI C IIpo0sIeMot yc-
JIOBUW OIIBITa, IIPOCTYIIaeT OAMH MOTMB: [JOJDKHO
OBITH YTO-TO, UTO OOecriednBaeT OIHOPOIHOCTH
MJIeN YMCTOTrO pasyMa, pacCyJOYHBIX HOHSITUN U
00BEeKTVBHON IeVICTBUTEIIBHOCT.

DTOT MOTMB KPWUCTAJUIU3YeTCd B YCIOBUU 7,
IIperioaramIieM TpaHCLeH/IeHTaJIbHOe CpOI-
CTBO sBJIEHUV. DTO 3ByYUT (PaHTACTMUHO, HO Y
Kanra nmocrarouHo daHTacTM4ecKIX MOMEHTOB.
W xorga oH goryckaeT, YTO MUP MOT Obl OBITH U1
VMHBIM, He COOOpasHBIM C YCJIOBMSIMM eIVHCTBa
Harrrero paccynka (B 123), u xorma roBoput, 9To
CYILIECTBYIOT M3BeCTHBIe allpVOPHBIe 3aKOHBI, KO-
TOpble eJIaloT IPUpPoAay Bo3MoxkHOM (B 263), 1 B
M3BECTHOM (pase O KOIePHUKAHCKOW PeBOJIIo-
11, B KOTOPOVI JIOITYCKaeTCs, YTO Ipe/IMeThl KaK
OOBEKTHI UyBCTB JOJ/KHBI COITIACOBBIBATHCS C J10-
onbITHEIMM TIOHSTHMsIMM (B XVII), 1, Hakoner,
KOIZla yTBepXJaeT allpMOPHOCTBb ITPOCTPaHCTBa
U BpeMeHU, 13 Jero cjiefyeT: 1) oHu He IIpucyIm
BelllaMM caMVM TI0 ceOe, 2) opraHm3aliys Harlero
BOCIIPUSITIS He eIVHCTBEHHO BO3MOXHas, 3) UTO-
ObI OBITH pa3yMHBIM CYIIIECTBOM, He 00s13aTeIbHO
MMeTb TaKoVl TWUII UyBCTBEHHOCTU, KaK y Hac (A
252,254 / B 310).

['mmnioTesa o TpaHCIleHIeHTaJIbHOM CPOJICTBE SIB-
JIEHWTI TOXKE MOXXET IIOKa3aThCsl HEBEPOSITHOM, 115
KanTa 3T0 MMeHHO Tak: «f crrpalmBao o3Tomy,
KaK 0ObsCHsieTe BbI ceOe CIUIOITHOe CPOCTBO SB-
neHuyt (Ogarogaps KOTOPOMY OHM ITOTUYMHSIIOT-
CsI TIOCTOSTHHBIM 3aKOHAM ¥ JIO/DKHBI TOIXOIUTH
o Hux)?» (A 113; Kant, 1999, c. 141). YtoOsI 3TO
OOBSICHUTB, MBI IOJDKHBI IOYCTUTD CIIeIyIoIee:
pasyM 1 peasIbHOCTb HaxXOAATCS B OTHOIIEHMAX
TPaHCIIeHIEHTaJIBHOTO POJICTBA.

Mpl mocTUIIM rpaHNUL], parioHaIbHON (PuJIo-
codum, TO ecTb IPaHUL] IIPUMEHVMOCTU YMCTOrO
pasyMa, HOCKOJIBKY ABUTaJIMCh IOCIIeIOBaTeIbHO
TI0 TPaHCIIEHIEHTAJIBHOVI TPAaeKTOPUM. DTO 3aKO-
HOMEpHO, TaK KaK TpaHCLIeHJIeHTaJIV3M HalleJjleH
Ha pedrleKCHIO CIeIUIeHUs pasyMa C JIeViCTBU-
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arrived lie in a different sphere. Behind all the
explanatory moves in Kant’s philosophy con-
nected with the problem of conditions of ex-
perience, one can discern a persistent motive:
there must be something that ensures the ho-
mogeneity of the ideas of pure reason, the con-
cepts of understanding, and objective reality.

This motive is crystallized in condition 7,
which assumes a transcendental affinity of phe-
nomena. This may raise eyebrows — but then
there are many things that may raise eyebrows
in Kant. For example, when he allows that the
world could be different, and not conform to
the conditions of the unity of our understand-
ing (KrV, B 123); when he says that there are
certain a priori laws which make nature possi-
ble (KrV, B 263); when he remarks, famously,
speaking about the Copernican turn, that things
as objects of sensibility should be coordinat-
ed with concepts preceding experience (KrV,
B XVII); and, finally, when he asserts the a pri-
ori character of space and time, from which it
follows that: 1) they are not the properties of
things-in-themselves, 2) our perception could
be organised in a different way, and 3) to be
an intelligent creature, one need not necessari-
ly have the same type of sensibility as we have
(KrV, A 252,254 / B 310).

The hypothesis of the transcendental affini-
ty of phenomena, too, may seem to be incred-
ible, as Kant himself admits: “I ask, therefore,
how do you make the thoroughgoing affinity of
the appearances (by means of which they stand
under constant laws and must belong under
them) comprehensible to yourselves?” (KrV,
A 113; Kant, 1998, p. 235). To explain this, we
must admit the transcendental affinity of rea-
son and reality.

We have reached the limits of rational phi-
losophy, i.e. the limits of the applicability of
pure reason, because we have consistently fol-
lowed the transcendental trajectory. This is
logical because transcendentalism is focused
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TeJIbHOCTBIO, KOTOpOe MBICIIUTCS «B ITIpefiesie» CBO-
ent BosMoxxHOcTH (Ménosa, 2018, c. 52). 3mech Mbl
OpVOIM3VIINCE K OYeHb BaXKHOMY, Ha Halll B3IVISI,
MOMEHTY TpaHCIeHJeHTaJIbHOI dwiocopum —
KaK KaHTOBCKOVI, TaK M B HeJioM. B myHkrax 4 n
5 mpI 0Ocyxmaim, nouemy KaHT He MoxeT pac-
CMaTpMBaTh allpMOpPHbIe IIPVHIINIIBI KaK IOC/Ie-
Hee OOOCHOBaHME BCeX HAIMX IIPeICTaBIIEHUN
11, B KoHeuHOM mTore, [Tprpomsl. Mer 00bsicHIIIN
3TO MeTOIOJIOTMYECK, KaK IIPOsiBJIEHVe 3[IPaBOro
cmbiciia KaHTa-rHOCeosora, Kak paboTy Io3HaBa-
TeJIBHOTO «IIPVMHINIIA peaslbHOCT». Ho mnpies sm-
IVIPVYeCKOro ¥ TPaHCLEeHIeHTaJIbHOTO CPOICTBA
SBJIEHUV [TOKa3aJla, YTO y IIpo0IeMaTMIHOCTI yC-
JIOBUVI OIIbITa €CTh SK3VCTeHIIMaIbHOe U3Mepe-
Hue. VI3BecTHO, uTo KaHT 11 XOTesI NOTecHUTD pas-
yM, 4TOOBI 1aTh MecTo Bepe. Ho mn3 ero auckypca,
1o KpaviHen mepe B nepsont «Kpurtuke» n «lIpo-
JIeTOMEHaXx. ..», COBEPIIIEHHO $ICHO, UTO HEeT HMKa-
KOV MHCTaHIINM, Ha KOTOPYIO MOXXHO BO3JIOXKWUTB
OTBETCTBEHHOCTh 3a KOPPEJISLMIO pasyMma U pe-
JIBHOCTY. DTa KOppersius — OOBEKT ITOCTOSH-
HOT'0 BOITPOIIIaHMs, 3TO JIUIIIL rumoTe3a. Ho rurmo-
Te3a CIlacuTesIbHasl, IIOTOMY YTO «eC/IV pa3yMOM
MOYKHO 3aJ1aBaTh IIEPBOIIOHSTIE, TO MBI IIOr MOV
(Mamapmamswoty, 1992, c. 100). DTo 3HAYUT, UTO
aIpriopHble OCHOBaHV Halllero pasyMa IapaioK-
CaJIbHBIM 0Opa30M He TI03BOJISIOT IOJIyYaTh OIpe-
IereHMs ObITMS 113 YMCTOrO MBIIIIeHvs. Ecim Obl
9TO OBUIO TaK, TO HAIIV IIO3HABaTeILHEIE CII0CO0-
HOCTV C HeOOXOOMMOCTBIO CO3IaBasIi ObI OMMH-e-
IOVHCTBEHHBIVI MUP, M TO3HABATeILHBIN IIPOIiecC
VICKJII04asl Obl MOMeHTBI cBoOoIEL [TosTOMy TpaH-
ClieH/IeHTaJIbHasi priocoduis McciieayeT He Ipu-
YMHBI OIIBITa, a TUIIOTETUYeCKIe YCIIOBIS €ro BO3-
MOXKHOCTWM, KaXkK[j0e M3 KOTOPBIX OHa BUOUT KakK
npoOzemarvaHoe. Ho Takmm oOpasom oHa He OT-
puiiaeT akT OPUCYTCTBUA CBOOOTHOTO MBICIIS-
IIIEeTO CYIIIeCTBa B peaIbHOCTM.

Ot xpuTnueckov dpviocodpmn Kanra HeoTbem-
JIeM TOT (paKT, UTO MOJI BOIIPOCOM HaXOMMTCS cama
BO3MOXXHOCTB OIBITA. TpaHCIleH/IeHTaIbHas IIPO-
OriemMaTM3a1Is OIBITa OOYCIIOBIIIA CYIIIECTBEHHY IO
4acTb VCTOPUM eBpoIeVicKon dwiocodpun, Io-
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on the “maximum possible” nexus between
reason and reality (Medova, 2018, p. 52). This
brings us to what is, in my opinion, a very im-
portant aspect of transcendental philosophy,
Kantian or otherwise. In sections 4 and 5, I dis-
cussed why Kant cannot consider a priori prin-
ciples to be the ultimate grounding of all our
representations, and ultimately, of Nature. I
have explained it methodologically as a man-
ifestation of the common sense of Kant the
epistemologist, as the work of the cognitive
“principle of reality”. But the idea of empirical
and transcendental affinity has revealed an ex-
istential dimension to the problem of the con-
ditions of experience. Kant, of course, wanted
to find reason to give more ground to faith. But
his discourse, at least in the first Critique and
Prolegomena, makes it clear that there is no au-
thority that can assume responsibility for the
correlation between reason and reality. This
correlation is an abiding moot point; it is only
a hypothesis. But it is a redeeming hypoth-
esis because “if reason can set the first princi-
ple, we are done for” (Mamardashvili, 1992,
p- 100). This means that, paradoxically, a prio-
ri grounds of our reason prevent us from using
it to derive the definition of being. Otherwise,
our cognitive faculties would inevitably create
a one-and-only world and the cognitive process
would rule out the element of freedom. That is
why transcendental philosophy looks not into
the causes of experience, but into the hypothet-
ical conditions of its possibility, considering
each of them to be problematical. But this is not
to say that it denies the fact of the presence of a
freely thinking creature in reality.

Undeniably, Kant’s critical philosophy puts
the very possibility of experience into ques-
tion. The transcendental problematisation of
experience accounts for much of the history of
European philosophy because it touches upon
the issue of the validity and cognitive effec-
tiveness of all mental representations or mean-
ings. Kant’'s investigations marked a turning
point for philosophy and science whereafter it



CKOJIBKY OHa 3aTPOHYJIa BOITPOC O IIPaBOMEPHOCTV
V1 ITIO3HABaTeIbHOV 3P (PEKTVBHOCT BCeX MEeHTaJIb-
HBIX IIpeficTaBIeHNi1 Wi 3HadeHMit. Vlccienosa-
Hus Kanra cramm ms dpustocodunt 1 HayKu 1o-
BOPOTHBIM IIIaroM, TI0cjle KOTOPOTo OTCTPAaHWUTBCS
OT TpaHCILIeH/IeHTaJIbHOTO paKypca MCCiIeqoBaHs
ombITa yke HeBo3MOoXHO. CoBpeMeHHble HaIlpaB-
JIeHVsI B OHTOJIOTMM ¥ 3MVCTEMOJIOTUW TaK WU
MHaJe MO3ULIVOHUPYIOT ceOsi OTHOCUTEIbHO KaH-
TOBCKOVI ITPOOJIEMBI YCIIOBUTI BOSMOXKHOCTY OITBITa
U TIpefIIPUHMMAIOT CyIleCTBeHHBIe YCVIINS, YTO-
ObI BEIOpaThCst 3 cdepsl ee BiavsHMA. KaHTOBCKOE
yCIJIOBYe OTHOPOHOCTY OIIbITa, 10 MHeHMIo Mervi-
sICy, OCTaJIoch IIocCiIeflyrorent dpusiocopun B Ha-
CTIEZICTBO KaK yOeXXmeHHOCTh, 4To dvtocod Mo-
XeT VIMeTb JOCTYII TOJIBKO K KOPPeJIsSLUi MeXITy
MBIIIIJIeHVieM 1 ObITIIeM, HO HMKOT/Ia K 4eMY-TO Ofl-
HOMY M3 HUX B OTHAeJIbHOCTN. KaHTOBCKMII TpaH-
CLIeHJIeHTaJI3M eCThb Bepa B IIepBMYHOCTb OTHO-
IIIeHNs Tepell WIeHaMy 3TOro OTHOIIeHUs, Bepa
B KOHCTUTYTUBHYIO CMJTy VX B3aVIMHOI'O OTHOIIIE-
HusA (Meillassoux, 2008, p. 13—14). DTa ycraHOBKa
HaCTOJIBKO BJIMSTeIbHA, YTO €Ml CJIOKHO UTO-JIV-
60 TTpOTMBOIIOCTaBUTE. UTOOBI MBICJIUTD JIEVICTB-
TeJIbHO B HOBOM KJIfoue, prstocod JI0JDKeH coBep-
HIIUTh aKT PelInTe/IbHOTO BBIXOHAa 3a IIpeflesbl
OCHOBHOTI'O IIPMHIIMIIA KaK KaHTMAHCKOV, TaK U
BCeVl MTOCTKaHTMAHCKO (prytocodmm: OTKa3aThbCs
OT WJIey, COIVIaCHO KOTOPOVI peasibHOe, TO, UTO CO
BpeMeH KaHTa IpMHSTO Ha3bIBaTh OOBEKTMBHO-
CTBIO, TpebyeT OBITh ITPOTyMaHHBIM JI0 TaKOVI CTe-
IIeHM YMOIIOCTUTaeMOCTV, KOTopas CIiocoOHa pas-
BEpPHYTH Ilepes] HaMM yCJIOBUSL BO3MOXKHOCTY €ro
niostBrteHMst (Cohen, 2018, p. 172).
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has been impossible to sidestep the transcen-
dental aspect of the study of experience. Mod-
ern trends in ontology and epistemology must
position themselves with regard to the Kantian
problem of the possibility of experience, and
struggle to free themselves from its influence.
The Kantian condition of the homogeneity of
experience, Meillassoux believes, has been in-
herited by subsequent philosophy, in the form
of the conviction that the philosopher can deal
only with the correlation between thinking and
being, and never with one of them separately.
Kantian transcendentalism is wedded to the
idea that this relation takes precedence over its
members; that the inter-relation has a consti-
tutive power (Meillassoux, 2008, pp. 13-14). So
influential is this attitude that it is hard to coun-
ter it. To really think in a new way, the philos-
opher has to perform an act of going beyond
the main principle of Kantian and all post-Kan-
tian philosophy: to cast aside the idea that re-
ality, which since Kant’s time has been called
objectivity, needs to be thought to the point of
becoming intelligible, and unfolding the condi-
tions of its possibility (Cohen, 2018, p. 172).
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