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JI. @. I'apcua®?

B «@usocodckmx JIeKHmax», IpOoYrMTaHHBIX
B 1804 r, ®punpux Illnerens mpoHMIATEIBHO
oIpeneInsl OAHY W3 LeHTPaJIbHBIX TPyTHOCTEN
«KpuTnkm amcToro pasyma», B KOTOPOW «KPUTH-
Ka dniocodpmm TIIaTeIbHO CMelllaHa C KPUTUKOM
Harreyt criocobHocTn mosHaHMs» (Schlegel, 1804,
S. 240—241). Ta xe caMas TPYIHOCTb JIEKUT B OC-
HOBe KHUTY «YdeHne o mosHaHuM» (Wissenschaft-
slehre) duxTe, KOTOpaAs IIpeICTaBIIsIET COOOVI ITO-
IBITKY IIPeBPaTUTh PUIIOCOPUIO B HAy UHYTO JTOK-
TPUHY ¥ HPOCJIeANTh, KaK BCce IO3HaBaTeJIbHBIe
CIIOCOOHOCTY BOCXOJISIT K €IMTHOMY OCHOBOIIOIara-
romeMy npuanyny. Ecim, kak yreepxaer Ilre-
reJib, IepervieTeHve 3TVX JIMHU SBJIeTCs OCHOB-
HOVI TPYJHOCTBIO TpaHCIIeHeHTaIbHOV PUII0COo-
dum, TO OHM B TO ke BpeMs YaCTUYHO obecrieum-
BaIOT 1 ee DOraTCTBO, TIOCKOJIBKY IOKa3bIBAOT, YTO
BCe 3TO IIpeIIpusATIe HaXOOUTCS Ha Iepeceve-
HWY, BbIpaXkasiCh CETOHSIITHNM $I3bIKOM, (hu.10C0-
¢uu pasyma vi memagpurocogpuu.

Onnako 3TO OOraTcTBo He OBUIO COXpaHEHO
MIOJTHOCTBIO Ha IPOTSKEeHUM BCeWl MCTOPUM pe-
LTIV TPaHCLeHIeHTaIbHOM drtocodrm. ert-
CTBUTEJILHO, C MOMeHTa II0sIBJIeHNsI HeOKaHTHaH-
CKOrO [IBVDKeHMs], TI0C/IeJOBaBIIIero 3a BO3HMKHO-
BeHVeM B XIX B. HoBoW drstocodpcKovt AMCHUILIIN-
Hbl — srmcteMosiornmu (Handbook of Epistemolo-
gy, 2004, p. 3), B AMCKyccusix B 9TOV 001acTy cTasia
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In his Philosophical Lectures held in 1804,
Friedrich Schlegel perspicaciously identi-
fied one of the central difficulties of the Cri-
tique of Pure Reason, namely the fact that in
this work “the critique of philosophy is thor-
oughly mixed with the critique of our faculty
of knowledge” (Schlegel, 1804, pp. 240-241).
The same difficulty lies at the heart of Fichte’s
Wissenschaftslehre, which is an attempt both
to turn philosophy into a doctrine of science
and to trace all cognitive faculties back to one
grounding principle. If, as Schlegel claims, the
interweaving of these strands is a central dif-
ficulty in transcendental philosophy, it is also
part of its richness, since it shows that this en-
terprise lies at the crossroads of what would
today be called “philosophy of mind” and
“metaphilosophy”.

This richness, however, has not been en-
tirely preserved throughout the history of the
reception of transcendental philosophy. In-
deed, since the appearance of the neo-Kantian
movement, following the advent in the nine-
teenth century of a new philosophical disci-
pline called epistemology (Woleniski, p. 3), the
mental strand of transcendental philosophy has
overwhelmingly dominated the discussions
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IIOMVHVIPOBaTh MeHTaJIbHAS BeTBb TPAaHCIIEHIeH-
TasbHOV prytocodpmn. Kak crreficTeue, TpaHcleH-
IeHTasIbHas Prtocodis IIOCTEIIeHHO OT/IeIss1ach
oT MeTadpmI0coPCcKmx cooOpakeHnt. B dpuxrean-
CKOVI PeLeNIINI 3TO IIPOSBIISIETCSI OCOOEHHO OT-
YeT/IMBO B HeIaBHeN ¥ B IIeJIOM OJIecTsImein pe-
KOHCTPYKIIMM ITpoekTa «Beck duixTe», aBTOPBI KO-
TOPOTO YTBEPXXIAIOT, YTO IS 3aBepIIieHns oOpa-
3a PuxTe KaK TpaHCLEeHIeHTaJIbHOro dpuiocoda
HeoOXOIVIMO paccMaTpyMBaTh JBa JPYIMX acIek-
Ta €ro MBICJIN — MeTadpVIIOCOPCKMI M IOMYJIsIp-
HBIT (C)sterreich, Traub, 2006, S. 11). Takum oOpa-
30M, OHM IIpefIiojaraimT, YTO MeTaduiocodmis
He $BJIeTCSl CYIIeCTBEHHOV YacThIO TpaHCIIeH-
IeHTasbHOM prstocodpunt. OHM, KOHEYHO, ITpaBbl
B TOM, UTO KacaeTcs OOBIYHOIO ¥ JOMUHMPYIOLIe-
TO IpurieMa B TpaHCLIeHJIeHTaIbHOM (prytocodm,
HO, KaK IIpOoHMIIaTesIbHO 3ameTi1 Opuapnx Hle-
rejib B IIPVIBEIEHHOM BBIIIIe OTPBIBKE, 3TO HE TO,
KaKVM 00pa3oM TpaHCIeHeHTaIbHas ritoco-
dust OblTa chopMmyIMpoBaHa M3HavaIbHO. Heko-
TOpble HelaBHVE pabOTHI IIPUBJIEKIIV BHUMAaHe
K JJaHHOMY MeTamIocodCKOMy acIeKTy TpaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaIbHOM (prytocodpmms, Harrpumep OrrecTsi-
mag kaura Kapua ge bép «Kanrosckast pecdpopma
MeTadmsukm» (De Boer, 2020). B apanornmaHoM Ha-
IpaBJieHnM (OHAKO B MCCIIeIOBaHWM, ITOCBSIIeH-
HOM B ocHOBHOM PDuixte) Muxaw JleBun mpose-
JIaJI TIPEBOCXOMHYIO paboTy IO BOCCOEIVIHEHVIIO
MeHTaJIbHOV " MeTadpmIocOpCKOV COCTaBIIAIO-
X TpaHCHeHAeHTaIbHON driocodnm B CBO-
ent kuure «CrcreMa mpeit: O mepcrieKTYBUCTCKOM
obocHoBaHMM pa3yMa Bciter, 3a Kantom 1 @uixre»
(Lewin, 2021; matee B KpyIJIbIX CKOOKax yKa3bIBa-
IOTCSI HOMepa CTPaHMUII II0 3TOMY M3IaHMUIO).
Kuura pasnerieHa Ha n1Be yactu. Ilepsas rocssi-
meHa ropgxony Kanra v @uixre K pasyMy Kak CIio-
COOHOCTM TTPOV3BOAUTD WleN, a BTOpasi — BO3pO-
KIIEHWIO TpPaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHON rytocodpmm Kak
COBpeMeHHOVI MeTaVI0COPCKO MCCiIeNoBaTe b
CKOVI ITporpaMMBL. IlepBasi 94acTh COCTOUT M3 ABYX
miaB (2 u 3): B OHOV paccMaTpvBaeTcs TIOIXO]I
Kamnra, B mpyrovi — @uxre. Bzanmornericrsue aBTo-
pa ¢ obommu dustocodamu 3aBepiriaeTcss popmy-
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in the field. As a consequence, transcenden-
tal philosophy was progressively dissociated
from metaphilosophical considerations. In the
Fichtean reception, this is particularly clear in a
recent and otherwise brilliant reconstruction of
Fichte’s entire project, Der ganze Fichte, where
the authors claim it is necessary to complete
Fichte’s image as a transcendental philosopher
by considering two other aspects of his thought:
the metaphilosophical and the popular (Oster-
reich and Traub, 2006, p. 11). They thus suggest
that metaphilosophy is not an essential part of
transcendental philosophy. They are certainly
right as regards the usual and dominating re-
ception of transcendental philosophy, but this
is not the way transcendental philosophy was
originally formulated, as Friedrich Schlegel has
perspicaciously remarked in the passage above
mentioned. Some recent works have contribut-
ed to highlight this metaphilosophical aspect
of transcendental philosophy, such as Karin
de Boer’s brilliant Kant’s Reform of Metaphys-
ics (2020). In a similar direction, but in a work
mostly focused on Fichte, Michael Lewin does
excellent work to reconnect the mental and the
metaphilosophical strands of transcendental
philosophy in his Das System der Ideen (Lewin,
2021. Further in parentheses are the page num-
bers of this book).

The book is divided into two parts. The first
is dedicated to Kant and Fichte’s approach to
reason as a faculty of ideas and the second to a
revitalisation of transcendental philosophy as a
contemporary metaphilosophical research pro-
gramme. The first part has two chapters (2 and
3): one on Kant and one on Fichte. The author’s
engagement with both philosophers results in
the formulation of a “concept of reason in nar-
row sense”. The second part has six chapters:
the first three present this notion of reason in
narrow sense as a concrete contemporary “re-
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JIMPOBKOV «KOHIIEIIIIVV pa3yMa B Y3KOM CMBICIIE».
Bropast yacTe BK/IIOYAeT IIeCTh IJIAB: IIepBble TPU
IIPe/ICTaBIISIOT KOHIIETIIIMIO pa3yMa B Y3KOM CMBbIC-
Jle — KaK KOHKPeTHYIO COBpeMeHHYIO «/CCilefIoBa-
TEJIBCKYIO IIPOrPaMMY», a B IIOCJIEIHVX TPeX IIOMI-
poOHO 0OCYyXIaroTcss KpUTUYecKye BO3pakeHWs
IIPOTVB 3TOV IIPOrPaMMBI ¢ Pa3sHOOOPa3HBIX COBpe-
MeHHBIX IIepcrieKTVB. B cBoeM mpoHMIIaTeIbHOM
apryMeHTaTVBHOM [IBVDKEHWUI aBTOP WCIIOJIb3yeT
Teopuro DUXTe O MATEPUIHOCTM — O IISITY TOUKaX
3peHMs pa3yMa, YTOOBI OCMBICJITE HEKOTOPbIE 113
3TVIX BO3PakeHMUV B paMKax (pXTeaHCKOV MeTaTe-
OpeTIYecKON CTPYKTYPbl, KOTOPYIO caM aBTOp Ha-
3bIBaeT «pedpiIeKTVBHBIM IIePCIIeKTVBI3MOM>.
IlepBas 171aBa TIepBOV YacTW IIpefjiaraeT o0-
HOBJIAIOMIN ofxo, K dpustocodpmm Kanra. B ca-
MOM JieJle, eCJIVI BEePHO, YTO IIeHTpasIbHOe MeCTO
B 1ieppont «KpuTuke» 3aHMMaeT apryMeHT, 00o-
CHOBBIBAIOIINII HEOOXOAMMYIO CBSI3b MEXIy UyB-
CTBEHHOCTBIO U PacCyKOM, TO eCTh TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHas JedyKIINs, TO CTOJIb )Xe BepPHO U TO, YTO
pabota KaHTa sBJIsleTCSI KPUTUKON 4UCHI020 pa3-
yma. Takvim ob6pa3oM, aBTOp, HAXOOAIINIICS B AN-
asiore ¢ HeJTABHVMMM VCCIIeOBAHMSMM TPaHCIIeH-
HeHTaIbHOM AuasiekTuky KanTa (cM., Hamp.: Wil-
laschek, 2018; Meer, 2019), mpemiaraeT IIOHOVITH
K KpuTudecko dpwiocodnm, onmpasich Ha KaH-
TOBCKYIO KOHIIENIIMIO umcToro pasyma. Coriac-
HO JIeBUHY, «4MUCTBIVI pa3syM B OCHOBHOM OIIpe-
feJisieTcd ero IpouyKTamu — wujgeamm» (S. 42).
On ytBepxnaer, uro KaHT m3BjIeKaeT MHOHATHE
«mpes» n3 dpuocodpun Ilnarona, HO orpaHMYN-
BaeT ero B JIByX OTHOIIEHMSX: a) cdepy ero mpu-
MeHeHWS, KOTOpasl BKJIIOYaeT He OOBEKTHI BO3-
MOXKHOT'O OITbITa, a CKOpee IIpezriosiaraeMble I10-
HSTV COBEPIIIeHCTBa, He BCTpeydalolyecs B OIlbl-
Te (S. 50), u 0) ero mpupomy, HOCKOJIbKY €ro OH-
TOJIOTMYECKUTI CTaTyC IIofBepraeTcss KPUTUKE,
4TOOBI OCBOOOANTE MECTO [JIsI €T0 PeryJIsTUBHON
POIM «yHOPsiAOYeHNS] MHTEIUIEKTYaJIbHOIO 3Ha-
HUS B HamOoslee KPyITHbIe BO3MOXKHBIE CHCTEMa-
Tdeckre equHUIBD (S. 99). CremoBaresipHO, 110
MHEHWIO aBTOpa, Kakaasi U3 Mae cBsi3aHa ¢ KOH-
KPeTHOVI YIOPsIOYVMBAOIIEV IIPeCyIIO3MIIen

search programme”, whereas the last three
thoroughly discuss critical objections against
such a programme from different contempo-
rary perspectives. In an insightful argumenta-
tive movement, the author employs Fichte’s
theory of quintuplicity, the five points of view
of reason, to make sense of some of these ob-
jections within a Fichtean metatheoretical
structure that the author calls “reflective per-
spectivism”.

The first chapter of the first part provides a
refreshing approach to Kant’s philosophy. In-
deed, if it is true that the central argument of
the first Critique is the one grounding the nec-
essary connection between sensibility and un-
derstanding, i.e. the transcendental deduction,
it is no less true that Kant’'s work is a critique
of pure reason. The author thus suggests, in dia-
logue with recent research on Kant’s transcen-
dental dialectic (such as Willaschek, 2018 and
Meer, 2019), approaching critical philosophy
on the basis of Kant’s conception of pure rea-
son. According to Lewin, “pure reason is main-
ly defined by its products, the ideas” (p. 42).
He argues that Kant extracts the notion of idea
from Plato’s philosophy, but restricts it in two
ways: (i) its scope of application, which does
not include objects of possible experience,
but rather presupposed concepts of a perfec-
tion not to be found in experience (p. 50); and
(ii) its nature, since its ontological status is crit-
icised in order to make room for its regulative
role of “ordering intellectual knowledge into
the largest possible systematic units” (p. 99).
Each of the ideas is thus, according to the au-
thor, related to the specific ordering presup-
position of the field in which it appears, and
each of them is related to what the author calls
“immanent functions of reason” (p. 102). The
author identifies six kinds of ideas in Kant’s
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TOTO 1015, B KOTOPOM OHa TOSIBJIIeTCH, M KaKaas
U3 HUX CBsi3aHA C TeM, YTO aBTOP Ha3bIBaeT «VIM-
MaHeHTHBIMU (PYHKIIMSAMU pasyMa» (S. 102). Jle-
BUIH BblJIeJIsIeT I11eCTh BUIIOB el B dputocodpmm
KanTa (mOcTysaTel, IpakTuUdecKye Veu, 3CTe-
TUYeCcKVe VeV, TPaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHbIe TIOHSITVIS
pasyMa, TeopeTuuecKye Maeu 1 apXUTeKTOHYe-
CKVe mzeu) 1 IIpefyiaraeT OpraHm30BaTh X BCe,
OCHOBBIBASCh Ha TOM, UTO OH VIMEHYeT «CeIbMBIM
BUIOM», KOTOPBIM SIBJISIETCS «CaM pa3yM Kak CIIO-
cobHOCTh Mpzem» (S. 112). TakmuM obpasoM, 3TOT
CeabMOVI BV VIIEVI CIIY>KMUT KJIFOUOM K CO3/IaHWIO
HabpocKa CucTeMBbl mpevl, KOTOPbIl «OydeT ocy-
IIlecTBJIeH ropaszio Oosiee payiKaIbHO 1 CHCTeMa-
Tdeck» B prstocodpmm @uxre (S. 113).
brnaropapss takomy mopxonmy k Kanrty nepe-
xor, K duxTe morydaeTcs Oosiee TUIABHBIM 11 eCTe-
CTBEHHBIM, YeM Te, KOTOpble HeITIoCPeICTBEHHO OC-
HOBaHBI Ha (PUIXTEAHCKOM IIOVICKe ITepBOHauasla.
Kaxk ykasbIBaeT aBTOp, BOIIPOC O IIepBOHaYaJle I1o-
apiigercs B pytocodprm DrxTe He Kak mpobdriema
cama 110 ce0e, a Kak OTBeT Ha 3ajlady CHUCTeMaTW-
3auy «pyHKImi pasyma» (S. 114). JlesuH Bblje-
JISIeT [IBe MOAEeIIV CUCTeMaTM3allii: a) KaHTVaH-
CKYIO, TO eCTb IlepeunciieHvie PpaKTUUecK OTKPbI-
BaeMbIX PaKTOB CO3HAHVsSI, CBI3aHHBIX C COOTBET-
CTBYIOIIVMM MM 3aKoHaM1 U pyHKImsaMu (S. 116),
u 0) dpuXTeaHCKyI0, KOTOpas 3aKJIIOYAeTCs B II0-
CTVDKEHUM «BBICIIIETO I CaMOTro [CHOTO M3 aKTOB
pasyMa», ¢ KOTOPBIM 3aTeM CBsi3aHBl BCe OCTalb-
Hble TipyHLMIIH (S. 117). CornacHo Jlesuny, @nx-
Te B XOJle cBoero pmiocodckoro pasBuUTHs paspa-
GaTeIBaeT /Be pa3IMUHble CTpaTeruyu oIperere-
H 9TOTO BhICIIero akTa: nepsasd (1o 1800 r.) ocHo-
BaHa Ha aKTe, IIOCPEICTBOM KOTOPOro pasyM 00-
peTaet camocosHaHMe (S. 118); Bropast (rmocsze 1800
I) ommpaeTcs Ha pedrieKcuio 00 akTe, IIOCper-
CTBOM KOTOPOTO Pa3yM IIOPOX/AeT CBOe BBICIIIee
npezicTaBiieHne, abcortoT (S. 141). Ilepsas cTpate-
I'visl OCHOBaHa Ha pa3MBIIIUIEHNN O MOMEHTaXx ca-
MoTIoJIaTaHMs pa3yMa, KOTOpbIe aBTOpP M3BJIeKaeT
3 cobcrBeHHoro mpoureHms «Nova Methodo»
PuxTe, a UMEHHO: aKT, HeIloCpe/ICTBeHHOe CO3Ha-
HVe, IPOIYKT M criocobHoCTh (S. 120). Bropasi, mo
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philosophy (postulates, practical ideas, aes-
thetic ideas, transcendental concepts of rea-
son, theoretical ideas and architectonic ideas)
and proposes to organise all of them based on
what he calls the seventh kind, which is “rea-
son itself as a faculty of ideas” (pp. 112). This
seventh kind would thus offer a key to sketch
a system of ideas which will “be carried out
much more radically and systematically” in
Fichte’s philosophy (p. 113).

Based on this approach to Kant, the transi-
tion to Fichte is smoother and more natural
than those directly based on Fichte’s quest for
a first principle. As the author indicates, the
question of a first principle appears in Fichte’s
philosophy not as a problem in itself, but as a
response to the challenge of systematising “the
functions of reason” (p. 114). Lewin identifies
two models of systematisation: (i) the Kantian
one, i.e. an enumeration of the factually discov-
erable facts of consciousness, which are associ-
ated with their respective laws and functions
(p. 116); and (ii) the Fichtean one, which is the
grasping of the “highest and clearest of the acts
of reason”, to which all the others are then re-
lated (p. 117). According to Lewin, Fichte de-
velops in the course of his philosophical career
two different strategies to determinate this
highest act: (a) one, until 1800, based on the act
through which reason acquires self-conscious-
ness (p. 118); (ii) another, after 1800, based on a
reflection on the act through which reason gen-
erates its highest representation, the absolute
(p. 141). The first is based on a reflection on the
moments of the self-positing of reason, which
the author extracts from his reading of Fichte’s
Nova Methodo, namely: the act, immediate con-
sciousness, the product and the faculty (p. 120).
The second, according to the author, is a Fichte-
an strategic means to bring the public’s atten-
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MHEHWUIO aBTopa, sBiisercs mis OuxTe crpaTeru-
UecKMM CpefiCTBOM IIpMBJledb BHMMaHMe oOlile-
CTBEHHOCTM K CJIOKHBIM OIlepalysiM CIIOCOOHO-
CTU pasyMa, KOTOPBIVI OCTaeTCsl OCHOBOIIOJIararo-
IIVIM IPUHITAIIOM cucTeMsl (S. 143).

CorytacHO aBTOpY, TaKasl PeKOHCTPYKIIMS IIO-
3BOJIgeT M30eXaTh, C OHOV CTOPOHBI, PEIyKIINN
MIPUHITNAIIA OCHOBaHMS K royion pedriekcum, Kak
ato mennaer [durep Xenpux (Henrich, 1966), v
K KaTeropuyeckOMy VMIIepaTUBy, KakK IIpefla-
raet Aangpeac IImuar (Schmidt, 2004), a ¢ gpy-
TOVl — IpeCTaBJIeHMs O (PUXTEaHCKOM V3MeHe-
HUY JIOKTPUHBL B pe3yJIbTaTe IO3UTUBHON Iepe-
OLIeHKM OO0)XecTBeHHOro abcoiIfoTa, UTO MOXKHO
HavTy, Hartpumep, y Kapen I'movr (Gloy, 1998). Kak
yTBepXXIIaeT aBTOP, PasyM OCTaeTCs «VCTUHHBIM
LIEHTpoM» ITpoekTa DuxTe Ha IPOTKEHUN BCell
ero TBopueckon mesresibHOCTH (S. 158). VIMmeHHO
Ha OCHOBe pPa3MBIIUIEHNUV 00 3TOM IIeHTpe, II0
MHeHMIO aBTOpa KHUTrM, Puxre paspabarbiBaeT
CBOIO TEOPUIO IIATY cpep HeVICTBIS UAeNL: IIPUpPO-
IBI, MOPaJIV, 3CTETUKM, pelurum u dusocodum
(S. 165). Puytocodms 3meck accOMMUPYeTCsi C pasy-
MOM, ITOHMMaeMBbIM KaK CIIOCOOHOCTB, HOPOXK/IAt0-
I1asl ¥ apXUTEKTOHMUECKYI0 MIero, 1 000CHOBbIBa-
IOIIVVI IIPUHILINII, — 3Ty KOHIIENIIMIO pasyMa aB-
TOp HasbIBaeT «Pa3yMOM B y3KOM cMEbIciie» (S. 180).

Bropas dacTe KHWUIM IOCBsllleHa MeTadrio-
CO(PCKIM CJIEZICTBMAM TaKOTO OTHOIIEHMS K pasy-
My B y3KOM cMblIciIe. IlepBeie Tpu m1aBbl (C 4-11 110
6-10) HaIlpaB/leHbl Ha CO3[IaHIe KOHLIIINM pasy-
Ma KaK VCCIIefoBaTesIbCKoV IIporpaMmbl. Coriac-
HO aBTOPY, pa3yM B y3KOM CMBICJIe He CJIeflyeT Iy-
TaTh C COBPEMEHHBIM IOHSTVIEM PALVIOHAIBHOCTH,
IIOCKOJIBKY OH HalleJleH Ha M3ydeHue IIpoliecca
dopmMupoBaHMs IpefCcTaB/IeHN 1, ITPOCIIeXMBas
VIX BIIOTB JIO TIEPBOVICTOYHVKA, HO He OXBaThIBasl
pasiaHble obstacTy ux mposisienus (S. 190). On
TaKyKe HECBOAVIM K TIOHSTVIO KYJIBTYPbl, IIOCKOJIb-
Ky VMMeeT MeJI0 CO Cnoco0Hocmblo pasyMa, a He
C MaTepyaIbHBIMI KOHTEKCTaMV €TO IIPOsIBIIEHNUT
(S. 197). V1 HakoHer1, ero HeIb3s OTOXKIIECTBIISATH
¢ 00beKTMBHBIM IV aDCOITIOTHBIM Pa3yMOM B Te-
reJIeBCKOM CMBICITE, ITOCKOJIBKY OH OCHOBaH Ha pes-

152

tion to the complex operations of the faculty of
reason that remains the grounding principle of
the system (p. 143).

Following the author, this reconstruction
avoids, on the one hand, the reduction of the
grounding principle to bare reflection (as de-
fended by Henrich, 1966) or to the categorical
imperative (as proposed by Schmidt, 2004),
and, on the other hand, the notion of a Fichte-
an change of doctrine due to a positive reas-
sessment of the divine absolute (as can be
found, for instance, in Gloy, 1998). As the au-
thor puts it, during Fichte’s whole career, rea-
son remains the “true centre” of his project
(p. 158). It is based on a reflection on this cen-
tre that Fichte, according to the author, devel-
ops his theory of the five spheres of operation
of ideas: nature, morality, aesthetics, religion
and philosophy (p. 165). Philosophy here be-
ing linked to reason, understood as the faculty
originating both the architectonic idea and the
grounding principle — this conception of rea-
son is what the author calls “reason in narrow
sense” (p. 180).

The second part of the book extracts the
metaphilosophical implications of this en-
gagement with reason in narrow sense. The
first three chapters (4, 5 and 6) aim to estab-
lish this conception of reason as a research
programme. According to the author, reason
in narrow sense should not be confused with
the contemporary notion of rationality, since
it aims to examine the formation of a rep-
resentation by retracing it to its original source
and not the different fields of its manifesta-
tion (p. 190). It is also irreducible to the con-
cept of culture, since it deals with the capacity
of reason and not with the material contexts of
its manifestation (p. 197). And finally, it is not
to be identified with objective or absolute rea-
son in a Hegelian sense, since it is based on a



KOM PasJIamy MeXKIy CIIOCOOHOCTBIO 11 ee IIpIMe-
HeHVeM — pas3/IN4iny, OTCYTCTBYIOIIEM B IIO[IXOfIe
Teresisi, KOTOPBIVI COCPEIOTOUYEH Ha KOHKPETHOM
pasBepTBIBAHMM IIPOsIBIIeHUT pasyMa (S. 206).

O ToM, 4TO 3HaUUT IIPeBPaTUTh TaKOe IIOHATIE
pasyMa B MCCIIeIOBaTeJIbCKYIO IIpOrpaMMy, TOBO-
putcs B I1aBe 5. Ommpascs Ha paboTsl vtocoda
Hayku VImpe JlakaToca, aBTOp HOHMMAaET VCCIIefI0-
BaTeJIbCKYIO IIPOrPaMMy KaK HEUTO, OTHOCSIIIeeCs
KaK KO BCeM BO3MOXKHBIM HayYHBIM 00J1acTsM, TaK
" K PasJIMYHbIM TeOpUsIM BHY TPV OHOV 00IacTu
(S. 214—215). B ocHOBe TakOV IPOrpaMMBbI JIEXKUT
Jkecmkoe A0po, KOTOpOe «OIIpenerIseTcs: KaK 4acTh
METOMIOJIOTYEeCKOrO pelleHs» U «3alllUIIaeTCs
OT ompoBepkeHMs» Orarofgaps «IOCTOSHHO MO-
IuUITIpyeMOMY» peMHio 0e301nacHOCy T3 BCIIO-
MoraTeIbHbIX TuroTes (S. 216). 3ammTa Iponcxo-
IAT Ha OCHOBE JIBYX B3alIMOIOIIOTHATOIINX CTpa-
TEernm: Heeamubuoil 36pucmuky, KOTOpas VIMeeT
7leJI0 C BO3HMKAIOIIVIMM aHOMaIMsIMU IIPOrpaM-
MBI, VI n03umubHot 36pucmuxu, KoTopas IIpeaBoc-
XVIIJaeT BO3MOXHBIe TIpengTcTBus (S. 216—218).
B cnty sTom nyHamMydeckort mpupombl MCCieIo-
BaTeJIbCKMX IIpOrpaMM MX MOXHO paccMaTpy-
BaTh KaK IpOrpeccupyoliye win Jerpagnpyro-
e (S. 219—221). ABTOp BUONT B MeTaTeopeTmye-
ckoM nopxopie Jlakaroca mosie3HBIVI MHCTPYMeHT
117151 paboTHI ¢ pasHOOOpPasHBIMIU (PIUIIOCOPCKIMM
TeUeHVSIMU U IIIKOJIaMU, a TaKXKe C pa3INuHbIMU
TeOpeTUYeCKMI HO3ULVAMY, VIV CepUsIMU Te-
opunt (Theorienreihen), BHyTpy Kaxkmovt M3 HuX
(S. 224). B yacTHOCTM, aBTOp IIPUMEHSIET ero K co0-
CTBEHHOMY IOHSATUIO pa3yMa B y3KOM CMBICJIe, KO-
TOpO€e OH V3BJIEKAeT M3 CBOeVl padoThI ¢ prytoco-
duent Kanra 1 @uxre. Takum obpasom, maHHas
MccIIeioBaTesIbcKas IIporpaMMa COAepXKUT B CBO-
eVl OCHOBe Jkectnkoe s0po, B KOTOPOM pa3yM — 3TO
CIIOCOOHOCTB CO3[IaBaTh U IIPVIMEHSITD Mley, U Hy-
XJaeTcs B 3alllyTe TIOCPEeICTBOM BbISIBJIEHVS BO3-
MOXXHBIX aHOMaJIUV ¥ IPeIBOCXWUIIIEHNs IIpO-
O71eM 11 Bo3pakeHM (S. 232—236).

B rmaBe 6 yTBepxgaeTcs, 4TO B 3aBMCHIMOCTM
OT TOro, KaK MIMEHHO IIOHMMAeTCs Kecmkoe A0po,
K HeMy IIpeIbsBIIAIOTCS pasjInuHble TpeOOBaHMs
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sharp distinction between a faculty and its use,
a distinction abandoned in Hegel’s approach,
which is focused on the concrete deployment
of the manifestations of reason (p. 206).

What it means to turn this notion of rea-
son into a research programme is discussed
in chapter 5. Drawing on the works of the
philosopher of science Imre Lakatos, the au-
thor defines “research programme” as some-
thing related to all possible scientific domains
as well as to different theories within a field
(pp. 214-215). The programme is based on
a hard core that “is determined as part of a
methodological decision” and “protected from
refutation”, thanks to an “always modifiable”
protective belt of auxiliary hypotheses (p. 216).
The protection occurs based on two comple-
mentary strategies: negative heuristic, that deals
with occurring anomalies of the programme
and positive heuristic, that anticipates eventu-
al obstacles (pp. 216-218). In virtue of this dy-
namic nature of research programmes, they
can be seen as either in progression or in de-
generation (pp. 219-221). The author sees in
Lakatos” metatheoretical approach a useful
tool to deal with the different currents and
schools in philosophy as well as with the di-
verse theoretical positions, or series of theories
(Theorienreihen), within each of them (p. 224).
In particular, the author applies it to his own
notion of reason in narrow sense, which he
extracts from his engagement with Kant and
Fichte. This research programme is thus based
on the hard core that reason is the faculty for
creating and applying ideas, which is to be
protected through the identifications of even-
tual anomalies and the anticipation of prob-
lems and objections (pp. 232-236).

Chapter 6 argues that, depending on the
way the hard core is conceived, different de-
mands and strategies of grounding are re-
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u cTpaTervvt ooocHoBaHmA (S. 248 —264). Ilo MmHe-
HUIO aBTOPa, KOI7a pasyM OIIperesieTcs B Y3KOM
KaHTOBCKO-(DVIXTEAHCKOM CMBIC/Ie, CYIIECTBYIOT
TPV BO3MOXKHOCTM ero obocHoBaHM: 1) Ha OCHO-
Be «OIIpefieJIeHHOCTY aKTOB pasyMa», 2) Ha OCHO-
BE CHCTEMATMYeCKOro «BCTpaMBaHMS (PyHKIIUI
pasyma» (S. 269) mm 3) Ha OCHOBe SKCIUIMKAIIUN
pa3sHooOpasyisd MHEHM KaK pa3/INMUHBIX IIPOsIBIIe-
HUI pasyMa. VIMEHHO 3TOT HOAXOM, pa3paboTaH-
HBIVI TTO3THUM DUIXTe, CJITYKUT KIIFOUOM K (POpMYy-
JIVIPOBKe COOCTBEHHOV IIO3MIIMI aBTOpa B OCTaB-
IIVIXCS TT1aBaxX KHUIN. [71aBa 6 3aBepliiaeTcs 1pes-
BOCXMIIIeHVeM BO3pakeHUV MPOTUB JaHHOW WC-
CJIEIIOBATEIIBCKOVI IIPOrPaMMEBL. ABTOP OpraHM3y-
€T VX Ha OCHOBe «IIATV TPOIOB» aHTUYHOro pu-
s1ocodpa-nMppoHVIKa ATPUIIIEL IIPOTUB BO3MOX-
HOCTW CyIIleCTBOBaHMs IIepPBOIIPUHIINIIA, a IMeH-
HO: OeCKOHEeUHBIVI perpecc, MpecyHIo3uins, Kpy-
rooOpa3HOCTb, Hecorjlacve ¥ OTHOCUTEIBHOCTH
(S. 278 —281). ITocrremHme f1Ba CBSI3aHBI C YeTBIPbMS
MO3THVMY KPUTHUUYECKUMU 3aMedaHUSAMY IIPOTUB
MIOHATNSA pa3yMa — KOHCTaTalyieVl ero HellpyBJle-
KaTeJIBHOCTY, 37I0yHOTpeOIeH s BIaCThIO, UTHO-
PVpOBaHMS IM CBOVIX ITPOTMBOITOJIOXKHOCTY V1 VIH-
TepcyOobeKTMBHOCTH (S. 282—283).

B nocriemHmx Tpex riaBax BTOpoVt yacTu (C 7-11
1o 9-10) aBTOp paccMaTpuBaeT BO3pakeHUsl Ipo-
TVUB TaKOW VCCIIe0BaTeIIbCKON ITporpaMmbl. Oco-
OeHHO cepbe3HO OH BOCHPUHMMAET BO3pakeHNs,
CBsi3aHHBIe C IIOHSATUSMV Hecorylacusl ¥ OTHOCH-
TeJIBHOCTU. Ero oTBeT OCHOBBIBaeTCS Ha TOM, UTO
OH Ha3zBaJl «pedIIeKCMBHBIM TIepCIIEKTVBI3MOMY,
TO €CThb Ha MeTaTeoOpeTNdecKOV IO3MUIINM, KOTO-
pasi, ¢ OIHOV CTOPOHBI, PaIVKaIbHO IPUHVIMA-
eT pa3Inums, a C APYrorl — pasMBIIUIZET O HUX
B pamkax MeTadpwiocodpmm (S. 288). Takosa, 110
MHeHMIO JleBrHa, HavIydIllast CTpaTervis, Io3Bo-
JIroIIast CIIPaBUThCS C BO3PaKeHMIMM 1 TeM ca-
MBIM 0D0OCHOBaTh pas3yM B y3KOM cMbiciIe (S. 289).
DTOT TIOAXON TO3BOJIsieT aBTOPY paspaboTaTh
CTpaTeruio OIeHKM TpebOoBaHUM ¥ NPUTA3aHU,
nogpa3yMeBaeMbIX KaXKIIOVI TeOPeTUIeCKON IT03V-
nwmen (S. 298—299). [lannas cTparerus B JIByX I10-
CJIeHVIX IJIaBaX KHUTV CTAaHOBUTCS OCHOBOVI [IJIsI
3(pPeKTMBHOrO IPOTMBOCTOAHWS BbIIIEYIIOMSI-
HYTBIM BO3pa’kKeHVISIM.

lated to it (pp. 248-264). According to the
author, when reason is defined in the narrow
Kant-Fichtean sense, there are three possibili-
ties of grounding it: (1) based on the “certainty
of the acts of reason”, (2) on a systematic “em-
bedding of the functions of reason” (p. 269) or
(3) on the explication of the diversity of opin-
ions as different manifestations of reason. This
latter is the approach developed by the late
Fichte which offers the key to the formulation
of the author’s own position in the remaining
chapters of the book. Chapter 6 is concluded
by the anticipation of objections against this
research programme. The author organises
them based on the “five tropes” of the ancient
pyrrhonist philosopher Agrippa against the
possibility of a first principle, namely: infinite
regress, presupposition, circularity, dissent
and relativity (pp. 278-281). The last two are
associated with four recent criticisms against
the notion of reason, namely: its unattractive-
ness, abuse of power, neglect of its counterpart
and of intersubjectivity (pp. 282-283).

In the last three chapters of the second part
(7, 8 and 9), the author engages with the ob-
jections against this research programme. He
takes the objections related to the notions of
dissent and relativity especially seriously.
His response is based on what he calls a “re-
flective perspectivism”, a metatheoretical po-
sition that, on one hand, radically accepts
difference, and, on the other hand, reflects on
it within the framework of a metaphilosophy
(p- 288). This is, according to Lewin, the best
strategy to deal with the objections and there-
fore to ground reason in narrow sense (p. 289).
This approach enables the author to develop a
strategy to evaluate the demands and claims
implied by each theoretical position (pp. 298-
299). This strategy offers the background of
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IIare TpomoB Arpumniibl paccMaTpVBarOTCS
B m1aBe 8. OTBeT Ha IlepBble Tpu Tpoma (becko-
HEYHBIVI perpecc, IpecymIo3nIns 1 Kpyrooopas-
HOCTB) OCHOBaH Ha IIOHSTUM CIIOCOOHOCT, pac-
CMaTpuBaeMoVi KaK BO3MOXKHOCTB peaIn3aliui ue-
ro-ioo (S. 303). Pasym B 3TOM cMBIC/Ie — He OHTO-
JIOTVIYeCKMVI TIEPBOITPUHIINII, @ CIIOCOOHOCTH KOH-
CTPyMpOBaTh ¥ WCIOJIb30BaTh IIOHSTMS, CIIOCO0-
HOCTB, KOTOpasl, TI0 MHEHUIO aBTOpa, peaibHo npo-
ABasemcsa B cOOCTBeHHBIX ontepariusix (S. 316). [Isa
MOCJIeHNX Tpola (Hecorylace ¥ OTHOCHUTesIb-
HOCTB) 00CY>KIAlOTCs B paMKaX Teopum ToUeK 3pe-
H1A PUXTe, KOTOPYIO aBTOP OTOXAECTBIISET C II0-
HATVEeM pedrIeKCMBHOIO IepCreKTMBM3Ma. JTa
CTparerusl pacKpblBaeT yTBepXKIeHMs, IIpeIioia-
raeMble KaXk[IbIM 13 Pa3/INUHbIX MUPOBO33PEHNT],
U OTKpbIBaeT TOPM3OHT JJI BO3MOXKHOCTEV WX
npuMupenmns B MeTadpmiocodpckmx paMkax. Jle-
BIH PEKOHCTPYMPYyeT PVIXTeaHCKIe OIpeIesIeH s
AT pyHAaMeHTalIbHbIX addeKToB, Ha OCHO-
Be KOTOPBIX popMmpyeTcs BUileHe 11eJI0r0: IyB-
CTBEHHBIV, IIPaBOBOVI, SCTETVYECKU, PeITUIMO03-
HBIVI VI pallOHaJIBHBIV (VUIV Hay4dHBIV). Kaxkmbin
adpdexT cBsizaH C COOCTBEHHBIMI TPeOOBaHMAMM
U TIPUTSA3AHMAMMY, JIOKAIIVIMIUCS B OCHOBY IIperl-
cTaBJIeHMsI 000 BCeX OCTaJIbHBIX 0bstacTsx (S. 326).
Bce onm o-cBoeMy pasyMHBI, HO TOJIBKO IOCIIe]I-
HV SIBJISIeTCS OIJIVHHO Hay4uHBIM (S. 327).

B riaBe 9 obcykiaroTcst ueThIpe «OOIIMX MecTa»
(topoi) HemaBHeNt KpUTUKM pasyma. IIpoTus 00BM-
HeHVsI B HeIIPVBIIEKATeJIBHOCTI aBTOp TaKTiude-
CKV VICIIOJIB3YeT IIpVieMBbI IIepCIIeKTMBI3Ma, YTOOBI
JIOKa3aTh, YTO MOTYT (11 JaXke JOJDKHBI) CYILIeCTBO-
BaThb pas3/IM4HBbIe VccilefloBaTelIbcKIie IIPOrpaMMBbl,
TaK 4TO Ta IIporpaMma, KOTopas CBsi3aHa C pasy-
MOM B Y3KOM CMBICIIe, YTBep)KAaeT JIUIIIb TO, UTO
MBI MOXXeM paccy>kaaTb 00 maesdx M CIIOCOOHOCTSIX
(S. 332). UYro kacaetcs 3710yHoTpeOsIeHs BJIaCThIO,
aBTOpP yKasblBaeT, UTO II0[0OHas KpUTMKa He OT-
HOCUTCSL pasyMy B Y3KOM CMBICJIe, TIOHVIMaeMOMY
KaK CyObeKTVBHasl CIIOCOOHOCTh KOHCTPYWMpPOBaTh
upen (S. 337). Haxkoner1, o BOIIpocy MIHOPUpPOBa-
HVISI pa3yMOM CBOVIX ITPOTMBOIIOIIOKHOCTY VI WIH-
TepcyObeKTMBHOCTH JleBH yTBepXkmaeT, 4To ¢po-
KyC Ha pa3yMe, a He Ha 3TVX JIPYTVX aclleKTaXx sIBJIsi-
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his effective engagement with the above-men-
tioned objections in the last two chapters of
the book.

The five tropes of Agrippa are dealt with in
chapter 8. The response to the first three tropes
(infinite regress, presupposition and circular-
ity) is based on the notion “faculty”, under-
stood as the possibility of realising something
(p- 303). Reason in this sense is not an onto-
logical first principle, but a capacity to build
and use concepts — a capacity that, according
to the author, actually appears in its operations
(p- 316). The two final tropes (dissent and rel-
ativity) are discussed within the framework of
Fichte’s theory of points of view, which the au-
thor identifies with the notion of reflective per-
spectivism. This strategy exposes the claims
implied by each different worldview and
opens the horizon to the possibility of recon-
ciling them in a metaphilosophical framework.
Lewin reconstructs Fichte’s identification of
five fundamental affects based on which a vi-
sion of the whole is generated: the sensible,
the legal, the aesthetic, the religious and the
rational (or scientific). Each affect is related to
its own demands and claims based on which
a view of all the other domains is generated
(p- 326). All of them are reasonable in their
own way, but only the last one is properly sci-
entific (p. 327).

Chapter 9 discusses the four topoi of the re-
cent criticism of reason. Against the accusation
of unattractiveness, the author employs a tac-
tical use of perspectivism to argue that there
can (and even should) exist different research
programmes, so that the one related to reason
in narrow sense solely claims that we can talk
of ideas and faculties (p. 332). In relation to the
abuse of power, the author argues that this crit-
icism does not concern reason in narrow sense,
understood as a subjective capacity of build-
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€TCs1 YaCThIO CO3IaHN [TAHHOV KOHKPETHOV VICCITe-
JI0BaTeJILCKOV IIPOrPaMMBI, 1 3TO BOBCE He VICKITIO-
4aeT JIPYTruX MCCiIeIoBaTeIbCKMX IIPorpaMM, KOTO-
pble B KOHEYHOM MTOTe MOIJIV ObI COCPeIOTOUMTHCS
Ha yKa3aHHBIX IPyTX acriekTax (S. 338 —340).
Iomxor aBTOpa MMIUIMIIMTHO HOAHUMAET Psil
yBJIeKaTeJIbHBIX BOIpocoB. KakoBa cBd3b Mex-
Ay PYHKIMSAMU pasyMa, MOPOXKIIAIOIIMMIU WJIeN,
1 PyHKIMSMY, TOPOXIAIONIMMU TabiIuIly Ka-
Teropuit? Ilouemy cyiecTByeT cembs BUIOB WjIeV
B KpuTHdeckon dvtocodpun Kanra v nams Togek
3peHNs pasyma B nosgHen duiocodum duxre?
Bce i1 oM ocHOBaHBI Ha PyHKIMAX pasyMma? Uro
Kacaetcst DuxTe, TO KaKOBa CBsI3b MEX]1y YeThIPb-
M4 MOMEHTaMI caMOIIoJIaraHMsl pasyMa U Teopu-
eyl KBMHTACCeHIINM, KOoTopasi ObUla paspaboTaHa
nosaHee? Ecyivt pasym 11 ero IpoayKThl (1en) 8-
JISFOTCS Iy TeBOIHOV HUTBIO (PI0COCKOro My Tu
®duxTe, 03HaUaAeT JIN 3TO, YTO «S» paHHen dwio-
copum Puxrte — 3710 Ues pasyma? Ecim 11a, To
KaK cjleflyeT IOHMMATh €ro CBA3b C OCOOBIM BU-
JIOM VIHTYWIIUM (MHTeJUIeKTyaIbHOM)? YKasbiBa-
€T JIVI 3Ta CBA3b C MHTYMIIMEV Ha TO, YTO JaHHas
uiesi He TIOJTHOCTBIO ITPOTMBOIIOCTABIISIETCS OIIbI-
Ty? bortee Toro, B MeTadn10codpCKOV YacTy aBTOp
IIpefrioiaraeT, 4YTO pasjINyHble VicCIleloBaTelIb-
CKVie TIpOrpaMMBbl HaXOISITCS B OTHOIIEHMSIX KOH-
KypeHIu Opyr ¢ gpyroM (S. 29, 237), Tem caMbIM
yKasplBas, UTO «Pa3syM B Y3KOM CMBbICJIe» — OffHa
U3 VCCTIeZIoBaTeIbCKMX ITPOrpaMM Cpefyt ITPOYMX.
BmecTe ¢ TeMm moHSATHE pedIeKCVBHOTO IlepCIiek-
TVBW3Ma, OCHOBAaHHOe Ha TeOpUM TOueK 3peHMs
DuixTe, IIpesicTaBIIsieT OOV CBOEro pojia MeTare-
OpuIO, IIPV3BAHHYIO 00eCIIeYnTb PaMKM IS COCY-
IIIeCTBOBAHMS pa3/IMUYHBIX TOUEK 3peHMs 1 TeM ca-
MBIM M30eXaThb Toro, uto KaHT, Kak n3BecTHO, Ha-
3BaJI «I10jIeM OMTBBI 3TMX OeCKOHEeUYHBIX CIIOpOB»
(A VIIL; KanT, 1994, c. 9). fIBisgeTcs mt mcciieoBa-
TeJIbCKasl IIporpaMma «pasyma B Y3KOM CMBICIIe»
OTHOVI M3 IPYIVIX IIPOrpaMM MJIV 3TO MeTawccle-
JoBaTeIbCKasi IIporpaMMa, IO3BOJILIONIas v3de-
JKaTb OECKOHEUHBIX CIIOPOB MEXXITy ITPOrpaMMaMIA?
Bce 3T Bompockl — 3HaK KaudecTBa pelleH3lpye-
MOVI KHUTM, TIOCKOJIBKY OHWVI IIOKa3bIBaOT, YTO aB-
TOP IIOIAJI B TOUKY, OOpaTVBIINCH K aCTIeKTy TpaH-
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ing ideas (p. 337). Finally, regarding reason’s
neglect of its counterpart and intersubjectivi-
ty, Lewin claims that the focus on reason and
not on these other aspects is part of the estab-
lishment of this specific research programme,
which does not exclude other research pro-
grammes that could eventually focus on these
other points (pp. 338-340).

The author’s approach implicitly raises
some fascinating questions, such as: What is
the relationship between the functions of rea-
son originating the ideas and the functions
originating the table of categories? Why are
there seven kinds of ideas in Kant’s critical phi-
losophy and five points of view of reason in
Fichte’s late philosophy? Are all of them based
on functions of reason? As regards Fichte,
what is the relationship between the four mo-
ments of the self-positing of reason and the
theory of quintuplicity later to be developed?
If reason and its products (the ideas) are the
guiding thread of Fichte’s philosophical path,
does it mean that the I of Fichte’s early philos-
ophy is an idea of reason? If so, how should its
connection with a special kind of intuition (the
intellectual one) be understood? Does this con-
nection with intuition indicate that this idea
is not entirely opposed to experience? Moreo-
ver, in the metaphilosophical part, the author
suggests that different research programmes
stand in a relationship of competition to one
another (pp. 29, 237), thereby indicating that
“reason in narrow sense” is one among oth-
er research programmes. On the other hand,
the notion of reflective perspectivism based
on Fichte’s theory of points of view is a sort
of metatheory to provide a framework for the
coexistence of different perspectives, and thus
avoid what Kant famously called a “battle-
ground of endless disputes” (KrV, A VIII). Is
the research programme “reason in narrow



CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOV prytocodnm, 3aciTyKuBaroIieMy
BHVIMaHWVS M VICCITeIOBaHMS CTOJIb ITPOHUIIATE b
HOTO, KaK B 3ToM1 paborte. I1lesymHT ofHaXIbI CKa-
3aJ1 O TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHON drtocodum: ee Be-
JIMYanIIas 3acjyra COCTOUT He CTOJIBKO B TOM, UTO
OHa TIO3BOJISIET «PACIyTaTh Te IIPOOJIEMBI, KOTO-
PpBle JI0 Tex TI0p ITpeJICTaB/IsINCh HaM Hepas3pely-
MBIMI», CKOJIBKO B TOM, UTO OHa ITOPOX/IaeT «Co-
BepIIIeHHO HOBBle Borrpockh (Illerntmar, 1936, c. 4).
Boseiag 3acityra paccMaTprBaeMovt KHUTY COCTO-
UT B IIOCTAaHOBKe HEKOTOPBIX M3 3TVX COBEPIIIEHHO
HOBBIX ITpO0JIeM TI0 OTHOIIEHWIO K COBpPeMeHHO
IpaKTuKe Pryiocopum.
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sense” one among other programmes or is it
a meta-research-programme to avoid endless
disputes among programmes? All these ques-
tions are a sign of the quality of this book,
since they show that the author hits a nerve
by addressing an aspect of transcendental phi-
losophy that deserves more attention and re-
search, such as the insightful one presented in
this work. As Schelling once said about tran-
scendental philosophy: its greatest merit lies
not as much in the fact of providing “a ready
solution to problems hitherto insoluble”, but
rather in the fact of generating “entirely new
problems” (Schelling, 2005, pp. 23-24). It is a
great merit of this book to pose some of these
entirely new problems in relation to the con-
temporary practice of philosophy.
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