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CIIOHTAHHOCTUM V1 CMHI'YVJIZIPHOCTMN:
TUIIOTETUYECKHUM ITOOXOO KAHTA
K CBEPXUYBCTBEHHOMY
¥ K IEPECMOTPY OCHOBAHUM
META®U3UKN

M.-9. 308xko0!

Tunomemuueckusi 1n00xo0 x cBepxuybemBerriomy,
paspabomanuviil Kanmom 6 eeo mpex «Kpumukax», npu-
MepoM KOmopo20 ABAAeMCA AHAAUS SCIeMUYecko2o U pegp-
Aexmubroeo cyxoenutl 6 mpemveil «Kpumuxe» ¢ ux npun-
UUNOM CAYUAUHOU 1e4eco00pasHoCU, MOXKem paccma-
mpubBamucs kax ocHoBa 045 HOBoe0 pyHOAMeHMA Mema-
pusuxu. ITockorvky Kanm oepanuuus nosnanue cpepoit
uyBembennozo cosepuyanus, HeBO3MOXHO meopemuteckoe
nosuanue boea, cybvexma, Beujeii-6-cebe u mpancyeHoeH-
masvHolx uoeil. Imo npubooum x cboeeo pooa «Heeamub-
HOUL meoa0euu» Buicuieeo npuHyuna u cBepxuybembenHoeo
6 yeaom. ITpuuunst 3moeo kpotomes 6 xapaxmepe npono-
3UYUOHANBHO0 MbLULACHULS, KOIOPOE MOXKEN 02PaHUUUII,
eduHuuHY10, cBepxuybembeHnyto peassHOCHb MOAbKO NO-
cpedcmbom npedukamuBHuix cysx0eHun u OuckypcubHo2o
Mmoisenus. Caedys npumepy Kanma, Ho Bpaspes ¢ ezo
mepmuHoA02uel A HA3bIBar0 peasbHo cyuecmByoujue Cut-
2YAAPHOCTIU, BKAI0UAA MBICASUAUX, SHAOUUX, IKEAIOUJUX,
uyBembyouUX YHUKAALHBLX UHOUBUO0B, KOMOPbIX Mbl 3HA-
eM Kax A100eil, CHOHMAHHOCIMAMU, UoDbl OMAULUMb UX
011 ONUCAMEABHBLX XAPAKMEPUCTTUK, NPUNUCHIBACMBIX UM
npeduxamubuuim moiuiaenuem. «IIpaxmuxo-0oemamuye-
ckoe» usnoxxerue Kanmom nocmyaamoB o boee u beccmep-
muu Oyuiu, ocHoBanHoe Ha «gpakime c60600b1» u eeo cBA3u ¢
MoparsHulM umnepamubom, obecnequbaenm 6o3mMoxKHOCHTD
«Bvicuieeo 041a2a» KAK KOHEUHOU yeAu MOpaLbHo20 nobede-
HUSl, HO He Moxem YyooBiemBopums HauLy nompedHocms
8 nosnanuu cBepxuybemBernoeo. Ymobrvl «3a10Kumsb oc-
HOBY» 04 onbima Hauletl codCmBeHHOT caMOCO3HaArUer
peaivHocmu, peassHocmu Opyeux, no0obHbIx Ham, Beujell,
Boixodsuyux 3a npedeavt wybemberroeo cosepyaniis, u uc-
MUHHOU 83aUMHOCTIIU, He0OX00UM UHOT Memoo, KOMmopulil
Bedem Hac «3a npedeavl ObiMUA U MblCAU» K De3ycA0BHOMY
Hauasy 00Yc1064eHHOU peasbHOCTL.

Karouebote caoba: Kanm, memagpusuxa, cbepxuyb-
cmBennoe, Boe, cuneysspHoe, MOCMYAAmMbl, eunomesd,

anasoeus, pechaexmubroe cyxoerue, CHOHMAHHOCU
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SPONTANEITIES AND SINGULARITIES:
KANT’S HYPOTHETICAL APPROACH
TO THE SUPERSENSIBLE
AND THE RE-FOUNDATION
OF METAPHYSICS

M.-E. Zovko'

The hypothetical approach to the supersensible de-
veloped by Kant in his three Critiques, exemplified by
his analysis of the aesthetic and reflective judgment in
his third Critique, with their principle fortuitous pur-
posiveness, can be considered as the basis for a new
foundation of metaphysics. According to Kant's limita-
tion of cognition to the realm of sense intuition, theo-
retical knowledge of God, the subject, things-in-them-
selves, transcendental ideas is impossible. This leads to
a kind of “negative theology” of the highest principle
and the supersensible as a whole. The reasons are root-
ed in the character of propositional thought, which can
only circumscribe a singular, supersensible reality by
means of predicative sentences and discursive thought.
Taking Kant’s lead, but in contrast to his terminology,
I call really existent singularities, including the think-
ing, knowing, desiring, feeling unique individuals we
know as human beings, spontaneities, in order to
distinguish them from descriptive characteristics at-
tributed to them by predicative thought. Kant’s “prac-
tico-dogmatic” account of the postulates of God and
immortality of the soul, based on the “fact of freedom”
and its connection to the moral imperative, ensure the
possibility of the “highest good” as final aim of moral
behaviour — but cannot satisfy our need for knowledge
of the supersensible. To “lay the groundwork” for ex-
perience of our own self-conscious reality, the reality
of others like ourselves, of things which transcend the
boundaries of sense intuition, and of true reciprocity, a
different method is needed, one which leads us “beyond
being and thought” to the unconditional beginning of
conditional reality.

Keywords: Kant, metaphysics, supersensible,
God, singular, postulates, hypothesis, analogy, reflec-
tive judgment, spontaneities
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BBemenme: KaHT 0 HEBO3MOXKHOCTH
TeopeTn4ecKoro sSHaHUA
0 CBEepX4YyBCTBEHHOM

Kaxmpiin uestoBek >kejlaeT oOpecTM OIBIT Ha-
CTOSIIIIETO IIOHMMAaHMS, eOVHeHMs, OOMIIHOCTY
(wn mo KpaviHeyl Mepe OOIeHMs, KOMMYHMKa-
11UV, B3aVIMOJEVICTBYS) C OT/IeIbHBIMY YHVKAaIIb-
HBIMV VHAVBUIAMY «CBOETO Poa», «cede Tomo0-
HBIMI», VI €ITHCTBEHHBIM VICTOUHMKOM COOCTBEH-
HOVI YHMKaJIBHON peaibHOCTHU. ITpobiiema, cocTo-
dlas B TOM, KaK MBICJIUTh ¥ BBICKa3bIBaTbCd O
eIVIHMYHBIX CYIIeCTBYIOIIVX PeayIbHOCTX, IIPo-
SBJIAIOIINXCS KaK Belllyl, COOBITMS VIV OfyIIeB-
JIeHHBIe CYIIecTBa, 0COOEHHO O TeX, UTO BBICTY-
MaloT B KayecTBe IPUYMH OTIEIbHBIX SIBJIEHWU,
KOTOpBle MOYKHO BOCIIPMHMMATh WIN IIperioia-
raTh IIPOMCXOAAIIMMI OT HUX — He IpeBpalas
VX B 0000IIIeHIS VI «BeIIH, TTIOPOXKAEHHbBIE MBIC-
JIBIO», — 3Ta Ipo0sieMa TeCHO CBsi3aHa C JIPyTou:
KaK MBICJIUTh €IMHUYHYIO PeaylbHOCTh TOTO, YTO
MBI IIpeficTaBisieM Kak bora wim Ilepsonpuan-
HY BCEro, YTO €CTh, MOXKeT MJIV JOJDKHO OBITh. DTa
BTOpasi IpobsieMa Oblila 1eHTpaIbHO 11715 PWIo-
copCcKOV MBICIIV C CaMOro ee 3apoxaeHus. Eciam
171 PeJIUTVIO3HOV MBIC/IV HanOoJslee aKTyaIbHbIM
BOIIPOCOM JIOJDKEH OCTaBaThCs BOIIPOC O TOM, KTO
171 Hac Bor v KakoBbI JOJDKHBI OBITH HAIIIV OT-
HOIIIeHNs, TIOJIoKeHNe, TToBefleHe, 00s3aHHOCTI
I10 OTHOIIIEHNIO K HeMY/HeVl/HUM U OXKUIaHUs OT
Hero/Hee/HnX, TO Wi dprtocoda IIeHTPaIbHBIM
BOIIPOCOM 4BJIsIeTCs IIpeXK[ie BCero BOIIPOC CHUCTe-
MaTUYeCcKM: IIOHMMaeTcst Jin Bor kak BeicIee
ObITHe, Actus purus, VIVt aOCOITIOTHAsI CAMOMBICTIS-
Ifask MBICJTb B apUCTOTEJIEBCKOM CMBICTIe, TJIM KaK
HeBbIpa3uMasl IIepBOIIpUYMHa 3a IIpeeiaMiu Obl-
TV I MBICJIV, KaK B TpaJyIVV IIATOHOBCKOW 1
IIJIATOHWYecKom prstocodpmmt.

s KanTa norsaTme bora B ero dpwiocodpckom
acrieKTe OCTaeTCsl LIEHTPaJIbHON 11eJIBI0 U BepII-
HOVI CHUCTeMBI pasyMa, KOTopas [IOJDKHa 3aHSThb
MeCTO IIpeXxHel MeTadpU3MKU JOKPUTUYECKON
TpaguIliY, ¥ pasMbIIUIeHNs O IoHsATUM bora
IIPOHWM3BIBAIOT BCIO €ro MBIC/Ib HauMHas C OTKa-
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Introduction: Kant on the Impossibility
of Theoretical Knowledge
of the Supersensible

The experience of real contact, union, com-
munion (or, at the very least, community,
communication, reciprocity) among singular
unique individuals “of one’s kind” who are
found to be “like oneself”, and with the one
singular source of one’s own unique reality, is
the desire of every human being. The problem
of how to think and speak about singular exist-
ent realities, whether they manifest themselves
as things, events, or animate beings, particular-
ly those which act as the occasion of singular
occurences which can be perceived or inferred
to originate with them — without turning them
into generalities or “thought-entities” — is
closely related to the problem of how to think
the singular reality that we posit as God or the
First Principle of all that is, can, or should be.
The latter problem has been central to philo-
sophical thought since its beginnings. Whereas
for religious thought, the most urgent question
must remain who God is for us and what our
relationship, attitude, behaviour, duties toward
and expectations of him/her/it/them must be,
for the philosopher the central issue is first of
all a systematic one, whether God is conceived
of as highest being, actus purus, or absolute
self-thinking thought in an Aristotelian sense,
or as the ineffable first principle beyond being
and thought as in the tradition of Platonic and
Platonist philosophy.

For Kant the concept of God in its philo-
sophical aspect remains the central aim and
pinnacle of the system of reason which is to
take the place of the former metaphysics of the
precritical tradition, and reflection on the con-
cept of God permeates his thought, from his
repudiation of traditional proofs of God’s exist-
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3a OT TPaOUIIVIOHHBIX [JOKAa3aTeIbCTB CYyIIeCTBO-
BaHMA bora v HOIBITOK OCTUYb 3HAHMS O CBEPX-
YyBCTBEHHOM ¥ 3aKaHYVBasl HU3BeIEeHVEM VeV,
BBITIOJTHAIOIIVIX POJIb Oe3yc/IOBHOrO Haydasia ¥ 3a-
BepIlleHVs Bcero 0Oyc/IOBJIIEHHOTrO 3HaHMS U eV-
CTBUS, B 00JIaCTh IIPOOIIeMaTYHOTO U PeryJIsSTUB-
HOT'0, a TaK>Ke HaJleJIeHVeM VX POJIbIO IIOCTYJIaTOB
OPaKTUYECKOrO pasyMa.

Teopermueckoe nonsaTre bora, cormmacHo «Kpm-
TMKE YMCTOIO pasyMa», HEeBO3MOXXHO, IIOCKOJIBKY
B YYBCTBEHHOM CO3epLiaHUI He MOXeT ObITh JaH
OO0BEKT, KOTOPBIVI eMy COOTBeTCTBYeT. TogHO Tak
JKe HeBO3MOXKHO TeopeTudeckoe II03HaHUe CyOb-
eKTa WIM Bely camont 1o cebe. ITpruanHbl 3TOrO
IIPOCIIEXXMBAIOTCS B IIPUPOIE CaMOI'O IIPOIIO3IIV-
OHaJIPHOI'O MBIIIJIEHVSI, KOTOpOoe OrpaHM4YMBaeT
PeasIbHOCTB CBOMX OOBEKTOB ITOCPEICTBOM IIpeI-
KaTMBHBIX CY>KIEHUI M AVICKYPCUBHOV apr'yMeH-
TaLl, HO He MOXeT JaTh ITPSIMOI0, SMIIVIPIYECKO-
r'0 3HaHWSsI O peajIbHO CYILIEeCTBYIOIIVIX MHAVBIMIAX
VTV KaKMX-JI00 OeCKOHEeYHO pa3BOpadmBaOIIVIX-
CsI MOMEHTAaX JIV COOBITHMSIX, 13 KOTOPBIX COCTOUT
HAIII OIIBIT B 11eJI0M. YTOOBI OT/IMYUTh TaKye JIvd-
HOCTW, MOMEHTBI 1 COOBITMS OT OITMCaTeIbHBIX Xa-
PaKTepuCTUK, IIPUIHICBIBAEMBbIX VIM ITpeaKaTB-
HBIM MBIIIJIEHVIEM, ST Ha30BY 3TV KOHKPEeTHBIE CO-
OBITIS CUHTYIIIPHOCTSIMY, a KOHKPETHBIX MBICIIS-
LVIX, SHAOIINX, JKeJIaloIIVIX, YYBCTBYIOLIMX JIVIY-
HOCTeN M3 Halllero JXM3HEHHOI'O OITbITa, KOTOphIe,
KaK MbI 3HaeM, IIOXOXKM Ha HaC caMMX, — CIIOHTaH-
HOCTAMM. DTUM 51 XO4y OOpaTuUTh BHMMaHMe Ha
AHAJIOTMIO MEXOy HaIlMM CO3HaHMeM eqUHIY-
HBIX MOMEHTOB HAIIEeTO OMbITa M «CaMOCO3HaHU-
eM» Halllell COOCTBEHHOV eqMHWMYHOM WMIeHTIY-
HOCTM KaK KOHCTUTYWMPOBAHHOV CBSI3HBIM €IVIH-
CTBOM TaKMX MOMEHTOB, BOCHPMHWMMAaEeMBbIX Kak
IIPOVICXOASIIME JINO0 OT Hac caMmX, JIMOO M3BHE,
TO €CTb OT «Uero-TO» MJIV «KOI'0-TO» BHEITHEro I10
OTHOIIIEHVIO K HaIel cOOCTBEHHOV areHTHOCTVL
AHBajiorvs MeXJy CO3HaHVeM eIVIHMYHBIX MO-
MEHTOB ¥ COOBITMVI HAIIIErO OITbITA VI CLIOHTAHHO
aKTVBHOCTBIO CAMOCO3HaHMs (CBOETO VIV Uy>KOT0)
COCTOUT B 00IIeVt (PYHKIIMM TaKMX MOMEHTOB CO-
3HaTEeJIPHOIO ¥ CaMOCO3HATe/ILHOI'O OIIbITa, IIPOo-
ABJIAIOIIENICI B X CIIOCOOHOCTM IeViCTBOBATh He

ence and attempts to achieve knowledge of the
supersensible, to his relegation of ideas which
fulfil the role of unconditional beginning and
completion of all conditional knowledge and
action to the realm of the problematic and reg-
ulative, and to their role as postulates of practi-
cal reason

A theoretical concept of God is impossible
according to the Critique of Pure Reason, since
no object can be given in sense intuition which
corresponds to it. In the same way, it is impos-
sible to have a theoretical cognition of the sub-
ject or the thing-in-itself. The reasons for this
can be traced to the nature of propositional
thought itself, which circumscribes the reality
of its objects by means of predicative sentences
and discursive argument, but cannot provide
direct, experiential knowledge of really exist-
ing individuals, or any of the infinitely unfold-
ing moments or events which our experience
as a whole comprises. In order to distinguish
such individuals, moments and occurrenc-
es from the descriptive characteristics attrib-
uted to them by predicative thought, I refer to
these particular events as singularities, and to
the specific thinking, knowing, desiring, feel-
ing individuals of our lived experience whom
we know to be like ourselves, as spontaneities,
by which I mean to draw attention to the anal-
ogy between our consciousness of the singular
moments of our experience to the “self-con-
sciousness” of our own singular identity as
constituted by the bundled unity of such mo-
ments, perceived either as originating with
ourselves or from without, i.e. is from “some-
thing” or “someone” external to our own agen-
cy. The analogy between the consciousness of
the singular moments and events of our expe-
rience and the spontaneous activity of self-con-
sciousness (our own or another’s) consists in
the shared function of such moments of con-
scious and self-conscious experience in their
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TOJIBKO KakK Oe3ycsioBHBIV terminus ad quem, focus
imaginarius VI BOOOpakaeMBIVI CBepXUyBCTBEH-
HBIVI OOBEKT 1Ien pasyMa B KAHTOBCKOM CMBICTTE,
HO ¥ KaK 0OpasyIoIInii OTIIpaBHYIO TOUKY (termi-
nus a quo), M3 KOTOPOW MPSIMO VJIV KOCBEHHO VIC-
XOUT Halll OMBIT CIIOHTAHHOTO VJIU eIVHUYHO-
rO MCTOYHMKA aKTMBHOCTY (Hallleyl coOCTBeHHO,
APYToro uejoBeKa WM KaKOVI-TO KOHKPETHOV
Bery). [TombpITKa OCMBICIIUTD 3Ty aHAJIOIMIO MO-
KeT ITOKa3aThCsl COMHUTEIIBHOM caMa 110 cebe, 1o-
CKOJIBKY JIf00asi HOIBITKA OTPasUTh eIVHUYHYIO
VIV CLIOHTAHHYIO PeayIbHOCTh B IIpeIMKaTVIBHBIX
CYXXOEHMIX M IUCKYPCUBHOM MBIIIUIEHMV Heus3-
OeXXHO [OJDKHA BKJTIOUATh Te JKe 0000IIeH s, KO-
TOpBbIe XapaKTepU3yIOT IIPOIO3UIIMIOHaIbHBIE Bbl-
CKasbIBaHMS U AVCKYpPCUBHOE MBIIIUIEHVe B Iie-
JIOM, M1 TeM CaMbIM HeMelJIeHHO ¥ aBTOMaTUYeCcK!
AVCTaHITMPOBaThCs, KaK oObsicHseT [erens B cBo-
€1 IJIaBe O «1yBCTBEHHOV JOCTOBEPHOCTI» B «De-
HOMEHOJIOTM», OT HEIIOCPEACTBEHHOCTVI «3TOr0»,
«3[1eCh» U1 «TeIlepb», KOTOpasi JIEKUT B OCHOBE JIIO-
Ooro KOHKpeTHO IO3HaBaeMoro ombiTa (Ieress,
2000, c. 54—57). Tem He MeHee MeTadV3MKa CTpPe-
MUTCS BBIVITY 3a IIpeesTbl SMIVIPUYeCcKOro coriep-
JKaHMS YeJIoBeYeCcKOro OIbITa K CBePXUYBCTBEH-
HOVI PeaJTbHOCTY «aOCTPaKTHBIX» Ve (emVHIY-
HBIX CYIIeCTB MJIV «BeLerl caMuX 10 cebe», cyOn-
eKTa, Mupa, cBobosibl, 6eccmeprus, bora), n Kanr,
OYeBVTHO, TOXe VIMeJI TaKoe HaMepeHwe, Korja OH
BBIIIIEJT 32 pPaMKV KPUTUKM TPagUIIIOHHOV MeTa-
Jusukn B «TpaHClIeHIEHTaIbHOV [IVaIeKTIKe»,
uTOOBI 3aHOBO IIPECTaBUThH lleHTpasIbHbIe MIen
MeTadu3MKM B KavecTBe IIOCTYJIaTOB IIpaKTide-
CKOT'O pasyMa 1 3aJI0KITh OCHOBBI KOCBEHHOT'O I10-
3HaHM VeV ¢ HOMOIIIBIO TUIIOTETYEeCKOro (CM-
BOJIMYECKOrO, aHaJIOTOBOI0) MeToIa, paspaboTaH-
Horo B «KpuTuke criocOOHOCTY Cy>KIIeHMSsI».
Byay4n runoreTyecKyM LeHTPOM VIV LIeJIbIO
OIIBITHOV PeayIbHOCTY, Meu OIlpee/leHHBIM 00-
pasoM TPaHCLEHAVPYIOT U OOBEAVNHSIOT Pa3po3-
HEHHBIVT YYBCTBEHHBIV OIIBIT, Oy Iydnt BHe ero pa-
MOK. DTO MOXXET OBITh CBS3bIBaHVIe TaKVX ITePEeXV-
BaHWVI C HaIIIM CaMOIIOHVIMaHVeM, YTOObI cdop-
MIMPOBATh IIpefICTaB/IeHe O cebe KaK O CyObek-
T€, CITOCOOHOM COXPAHSITBCS OECKOHEYHO I0/ITO B

M.-E. Zovko

capacity to act not only as unconditional termi-
nus ad quem, the focus imaginarius or imagined
supersensible object of an idea of reason in the
Kantian sense, but also as forming a point of
departure (terminus a quo) from which, direct-
ly or indirectly, our experience of a spontane-
ous or singular source of activity (our own or
another’s or some particular thing’s) proceeds.
The endeavour to think this analogy may ap-
pear questionable in itself, insofar as any at-
tempt to capture a singular or spontaneous
reality in predicative sentences and discursive
thought must necessarily involve itself in the
same generalities as characterise propositional
statements and discursive thought as a whole
and, therewith, distance itself immediately and
automatically, as Hegel explains in his chapter
on “sensible certainty” in the Phenomenology,
from the immediacy of the “this,” the “here,”
and the “now” which lies at the basis of any
concretely knowable experience (Hegel, 1970,
pp. 82-86). It is nevertheless the striving of met-
aphysics to reach beyond the empirical content
of human experience to the supersensible re-
ality of “abstract” ideas (of singular beings or
“things-in-themselves,” the subject, the world,
freedom, immortality, God), and this was clear-
ly also Kant’s intention when he moved be-
yond the critique of traditional metaphysics
in the “Transcendental Dialectic” to reintro-
duce metaphysics’ central ideas as postulates of
practical reason, and establish the foundations
for indirect knowledge of ideas through the hy-
pothetical (analogical, symbolic) method devel-
oped in the Critique of Judgment.

As the hypothetical focus or aim of an ex-
perienced reality, ideas transcend and unify
disparate sensible experiences in a particu-
lar manner. Whether this involves bundling
those experiences to a self-understanding of
ourselves to form the idea of ourselves as sub-
jects capable of persisting indefinitely in our
self-conscious identity as individual beings
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VIIeHTUYHOCTY CAaMOCO3HaHVISA KaK MHIVBY/Tyalb-
HOe CYIIeCTBO (yCTaHaBJIMBas MIelo OeccMepTiis)
VUIVL BBICTYIIATh B Ka4yecTBe IIePBOIPUYMHBI Ha-
111ev1 COOCTBEHHOVI IeSITEJTBHOCTY (B COOTBETCTBUM
C mzieers CBOOOIBI), a MOXKeT OBITh IIPeITIOIOKeH e,
YTO CyIIEeCTBYIOT PYIVie CPAaBHUTEIIBHO YCTONYN-
Bble eIVHbIe ICTOUYHVKIM OeVICTBUW MJIV aKTUBHO-
cu (Bor, mpyrue desioBeueckve JIMYHOCTY, APY-
T'vie OfyllleBJIeHHbIe VIV HeOyIleBJleHHbIe CyIIle-
CTBA, COBOKYITHOCTb BCEX TaKMX CYIIIECTB), — BCe
3TV HECOIIOCTaBMMBIE BU/IBI MIIeV (PyHKIIVIOHMPY-
0T aHAJIOTMYHBIM 00pPa30M IT0 OTHOIIEHMIO K Ha-
IIIeMy YYBCTBEHHOMY OIIBITY, UTO /ieJlaeT BO3MOX-
HBIM VIX CPaBHUTEIIBHOE PacCMOTPEHVIE.

«KpuTnka umcroro pasyma» BelleT K CBOErO
poria HeraTVMBHOVI TEOJIOT MV KaK €IVTHCTBEHHO BO3-
MOYXHOMY CHIOCOOY TIOCTVMYB BBICIIIVVI IIPVHITATII 1
eIVIHBIV VICTOYHVK HaIllero ObITis. IF031HT cpaB-
HWI 3TOT CHelVUYecKII pe3ysIbTaT KpUTide-
ckont dprtocodpmnt KaHTa ¢ HeraTBHOV TeOIOr V-
en1 HeorwtaroHm3sMa (cMm. Diising, 2010, S. 63 —64).
XoTst KOoMy-TO cpaBHeHVe ¢ MeTadwsukort Nous
ITmoTmHa MOXET IMOKas3aTbCd OIMIMOOYHBIM, IIa-
paJuTeNnV BIIOJIHe Y3HaBaeMbl. VI3-3a Harrevt Hecrio-
COOHOCTVI TOJTyYUTh TeOpeTrdecKoe 3HaHVe I1eH-
TPaJIbHBIX M/IeVl PasyMa, HeOOXOIVIMBIX 115l OCHO-
BaHMsT Mopa, «KpuTHKa IIpaKTIYecKoro pasy-
Ma» TIoJIaraeTcs Ha IIOCTyJsIaTel bora n GeccmepTiast
IyIIIM, 9TOOBI 00ecTrieunTh BO3MOXKHOCTD BBICITIETO
Or1ara Kak KOHEYHOVI 11eJIV1 MOPaJIBHOTO JIEVICTBISL
Ho 1 TOoro 9rtoOBlI ITOAKpPENnUTh HAIl >KMBOW
OIIBIT PeaJIbHO CYIIeCTBYIOIIVIX BEIIeVI 11 YIOBJIeT-
BOPWUTB HAIITy IOTPeOHOCTH B ITOJIVHHOM >KIBOM
KOHTAaKTe ¢ COOOV1, IPYTVMM 11 OOKeCTBEHHBIM, He-
obxonmm Ipyrovi MeToI, KOTOPbIVI BeIeT Hac «3a
rIperiesTbl OBITHSE VI MBICIIVD K HEITPOITO3MIIVIOHATTb-
HOMY, HEIVICKYPCMBHOMY 3HaHMIO 0 0e3ycJIOBHOM
Hadvasie 00yCIIOBJIEHHOVI peasIbHOCTIA

Kax momuepkmBan CrimHO3a, Heb3sl JIFOOUTH
abCTpPaKIINIO, «ITIOPOXK/IEHVE MBICIIN»; TOJIBKO pPe-
aJIbHO CYIIeCTBYIOIIAsl eIVHWYHAS PeaIbHOCTh
cnocoOHa BBI3BAaTh B Hac «Dojiee CWJIBHYIO JIIO-
00Bb», KOTOpPasi IIO3BOJIUT PeasIn30BaTh HaIITy VIC-
TUHHYIO cBOOOy M Or1axkeHCTBO (cM.: Zovko, 2014;
CrimHo3a, 1957a, c. 154; cM. HvKe cHOcKy 3). Vimen-
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(establishing the idea of immortality) or acting
as the original cause of our own activity (in ac-
cordance with the idea of freedom), or wheth-
er it leads us to assume the existence of other
comparably persistent, unified sources of ac-
tions or activity (God, other human individ-
uals, other animate or inanimate beings, the
totality of all such beings), all these disparate
sorts of ideas function in an analogous way
with respect to our sense experience, making
them capable of being treated in a comparable
manner.

The Critique of Pure Reason leads to a kind
of negative theology as the only possible ap-
proach to the highest principle and singu-
lar source of our being. Diising has compared
this specific outcome of Kant’s critical philoso-
phy to the negative theology of Neoplatonism
(cf. Diising, 2010, pp. 63-64). While some may
tfind the comparison with Plotinus” metaphysics
of Nous erroneous, parallels are clearly recog-
nisable. Due to our inability to gain theoretical
knowledge of the central ideas of reason re-
quired for a foundation for morality, the Cri-
tigue of Practical Reason relies on the postulates
of God and immortality of the soul to ensure
the possibility of the highest good as the final
aim of moral action. But in order to undergird
our lived experience of really existent things
and to fulfil our need for genuine living contact
with ourselves, others, and the divine, a differ-
ent method is needed, one which leads us “be-
yond being and thought” to non-propositional,
non-discursive knowledge of the unconditional
beginning of conditional reality.

As Spinoza emphasised, one cannot love
an abstraction, a “thought-entity”; only a real-
ly existent singular reality is capable of arous-
ing in us the “greater love” which will enable
the realisation of our true freedom and bless-
edness (cf. Zovko, 2014; cf. Spinoza, 1985, 299-
300; cf. below, footnote 2). This, I believe, is



HO II03TOMY, KaK MHe KakeTcsl, B pa3BUTUmn puio-
codckort Mpiciivt KaHTa akIieHTbI CMeIIaroTcs OT
aHa/Iv3a yCJIOBUV BO3MOXKHOCTY TIO3HaHM B I1ep-
Bov1 «KpuTHnke» (OpMeHTMPOBAHHOIO Ha TEOPUIO
CO3HaHMS) K IPaKTUKO-OPUEHTUPOBAaHHOMY 000-
CHOBaHWMIO BBICIINX IleJIefl MOPaJIbHOTO IIOBejle-
HWS YeJloBeKa Bo BTopovi «KpuTiuke» 11, HaKOHell,
K 3CTeTMYeCKV 1 TUIIOTeTIYeCK) OPMeHTIPOBaH-
HOMY 0OOCHOBaHMIO HAIIIEro MOIX0Aa K CBepXUyB-
CTBeHHOMY B TocsieriHelt «KpuTuke». Tak, HaM He-
JIOCTATOYHO IIPEeICTaBUTh MOPAJIBHBI MMIIepa-
TVB ¥ Hallle VICTMHHOe 0J1aro B KayecTBe BBICIIIEN
11eJIV1 YeJIOBEUeCKOro ITOBeJIeHMs]; IJIsl TOrO UTO-
ObI MBI 3aXOTeJIN IIPEAIIOUeCTb XyAIIeMY JIyUlllee,
HaM HeoOXOIVIMO BIIOXHOBJISITBCSI BOCTOP)KEHHBIM
CTpeMJIeHVeM K «IO/DKHOMY» V1 JIFOOOBBIO K BBIC-
1ieMy 071ary, KOTOPOrO MBI MOYKEM JKeJIaTh KaK I
OpyTux, Tak n 1iist ceds (Zovko, 2013). Do craHO-
BUTCSL BO3MOXHBIM OJIarofapsi KaHTOBCKOW KOH-
LIETIIIVIV 3CTETUYeCKOro 1 pedieKCUpPYIOIIero cy-
XOeHMs 1 Oj1arofapsi ero TMIoTeTNYeCcKOMY ITOfI-
X0y K IIOHMMaHMIO CBepX4YyBCTBEHHOI'O W IIeH-
TpaJIbHBIX UEV pasyMa.

ITpn TaxoM mopxome Oe3ycIOBHOe Hadasio yc-
JIOBHOVI peajIbHOCTM SIBJISIeTCSl He «OOBeKTOM», a
3CTeTUYeCKM VI TUIIOTeTIYeCKV JOCTYITHOV 11eJIbI0
1 POKYyCOM IO3HaHM U BbICTyIIaeT B KauecTBe Ta-
KOBOI'O TakKXe KaK pedIeKCHBHO IlepeXuBaeMasi
OTIIpaBHas TOYKA LIS B3aMMHOIO ITO3HAHWMS Hac
KaK ITO3HAIOLINX CYILIeCTB — B MaHepe, CpaBHU-
MOVI ¢ OECKOHEUHOV B3aVIMHOCTBIO, BBIPA’KEHHOV
B [ lepBom Asikmsuane» [Tinarona (132a—133b) 06-
pasoM IJIa3a, BUIIIero ceOs B IJIa3y, BUIMAIIEM
Hac, BUAAIINX ero BUOSIINM, — U Tak jajlee 70
6eckoneunoctm (ITnaton, 19904, c. 262). [11a Kans-
Ta B KOHEUHOM CcYeTe 3TO He OObeKTMBHOe 3HaHe
U JTake He IPpaKTUYeCKUIl MMIIepaTB, a KpacoTa
IIPOSIBJIEHUTI CJTy9altHOM 11e71eCO00Pa3sHOCTH, CBO-
OomHO yTBep)K/IaeMbIX B IPUpPOLe U MCKYCCTBE, 1
aHAJIOTMYHBIX IepeXVBaHWUI CBEPXUyBCTBEHHO-
ro, KOTOpble MOT'YT TIOOyAWUTH JIIOfIeV TIOXKeJIaTh,
4TOOBI TO, UTO OHV MOTYT VJIVI He MOT'yT IIPU3HATh
CWJION paszyMa, ObIJIO IIPUHSITO B KauecTBe VCTUH-
Horo Os1ara 1171 ceds 1 IS APYTHUX.
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why Kant’s emphasis shifts in the course of his
philosophical ceuvre from a consciousness-the-
oretically oriented analysis of the conditions
of the possibility of knowledge in the first Cri-
tique, to a practically oriented foundation of
the highest aims of human moral behaviour in
the second Critique, and finally to an aestheti-
cally and hypothetically oriented foundation
of our approach to the supersensible in his fi-
nal Critique. It is not enough, namely, to lay be-
fore us a moral imperative and our true good
as the highest aim of human behaviour; in or-
der to want to choose the better over the worse,
we need to be inspired by an enthusiastic de-
sire for the “ought” and a love of the greater
good, which we can desire as much for others
as for ourselves (cf. Zovko, 2013). This is made
possible by Kant’s understanding of aesthetic
and reflective judgment and his hypothetical
approach to the supersensible and the central
ideas of reason.

In this approach, the unconditional begin-
ning of conditional reality is not the “object”,
but the aesthetically and hypothetically acces-
sible aim and focus of knowledge, and acts as
such also as the reflectively experienced point
of departure for reciprocal knowledge of our-
selves being known — in a manner comparable
to the infinite reciprocity expressed in Plato’s
First Alcibiades (132a-133b) by the image of an
eye seeing itself in the eye seeing us seeing it
being seen — and so forth ad infinitum (Plato,
1927, pp. 206-211). For Kant, in the final ac-
count, it is not objective knowledge or even a
practical imperative, but the beauty of man-
ifestations of freely affirmed manifestations
of fortuitous purposiveness in nature and art
and analogous experiences of the supersensi-
ble which can motivate humans to desire what
they may or may not recognise by the power of
reason to be that which is truly good for them-
selves and for others.
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KanT mpepyiaraer HaM OCHOBaHUe JIJIsI «TI03V-
TMBHOTO» JIOIIOJTHEH NS K CBOEVI COOCTBEHHOI pop-
MyJie «HEeTaTMBHOV TeOJIOTMI», OCHOBAaHHOV Ha
ero Kputudeckom duiocodpun. IT0 OcHOBaHMe
npefcTaeT B opMe MeTapU3UKM eIVHUYHBIX
JKVMBBIX CTIOHTAaHHOCTEV TIOCPeICTBOM €ro «IIpak-
TUYECKV-IOTMaTIYeCcKoro Iiepexofia K CBepXdyB-
crBeHHOMY» (AA 20, S. 305; KanT, 19946, c. 419; cp.
Langthaler, 2010, S. 158) 1 B yBegomiieHMs1X 00 ¥1C-
I0JIb30BaHMM TUIIOTETMYECKOro MeTona B «Kpu-
TUIKE CIIOCOOHOCTM CY>XXIEHWs» Y OPYIUX YacTsiX
ero paboThl, K YeMy ero mozBejia KpUTVKa Hews-
OeXXHOro MayIeKTIYecKOro XapaKTepa JIFoOOro
«TeOPeTUKO-IOrMaTUIecKoro» Ioaxona K MaesiM
(Langthaler, 2010, S. 157—158; AA 20, S. 273; Ka#T,
19946, c. 395).

B «Kputnke umcroro pasyma» TeopeTundeckoe
3HaHVe OrpaHNYeHO CyOBEeKTOM VI MUPOM, KaKu-
MW OHV HpPeJICTAIOT 1epel, HaMy B UyBCTBEHHOM
cosepraHun. Tem He MeHee «TpaHCIIeH/IEHTaIb-
Hoe» MoHMMaHMe KaHTOM ycJI0BU BO3MOXXHOCTM
aIlpMOPHOTO 3HaHM, He3aMeHMMas «PeryJIsiTUB-
Has» PYHKIIMS MAeV IS TeOpeTdecKoro 3Ha-
HUS ¥ Hen30eXHasl eCTeCTBeHHasl IOTPeOHOCTh
B 3HaHMM O cBOOOME, OeccmepTmmt 1 bore B coBo-
KYIIHOCTM OIMCBIBAIOT cpepy JOCTOBEPHOCTY Me-
TadpU3MKM, He HOBYIO caMy TI0 cebe, HO, BO3MOX-
HO, HOBYIO B CHelMdUYecKOM KOCBEHHOM WU I'M-
MIOTETUYECKOM IIOAXOfle K CBEpXUyBCTBEHHOMY.
J1axxe HeyJIOBMMBIE 11 HeIllO3HaBaeMble Belllyl caMU
110 ce0e 1 MX aHTUIION, CAaMOCO3HAOIINT TIO3HAO-
UL CyOBeKT U MPVHIINII TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOTO
e/IMHCTBA aTlIlepleIY, BEICTYAIOT KaK I'MIIoTe-
TUYeCKVe TOUKM (POKYCHPOBKM, K KOTOPBIM, KaK
K MarHUTHBIM TIOJIIOCAM, IIPVBSA3aHO VI OTHECEHO
BCe 3HaHMe O gBJIeHNsAX. be3 aTux mosrocos yesio-
BeYeCKMVI OIBIT He MOXeT JIaXke CyIIleCTBOBaTh, He
TOBOPs y>Ke O TOM, YTOOBI CTaTh ITPeIMEeTOM TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaIbHOV KPUTUKIA.

DTO JIIOOOMBITHOE [IBOVICTBEHHOE OTHOIIIe-
HMe OIIbITa K TMIIOTeTMYeCKMM aHTUIIOAAM Be-
Imevt caMumx 1o cebe m cyOBeKkTa camoro mo cebe
nofTeepxaercsa y Kanra B «KoHKypcHOM coum-
HeHUM O IIporpecce B MeTtadpmsuke» (1794). B Hem

Kant provides us with the basis for a “posi-
tive” pendant to his own form of “negative the-
ology” as based on his critical philosophy in the
form of a metaphysics of singular, living spon-
taneities through his “practico-dogmatic transi-
tion to the supersensible” (FM, AA 20, p. 305;
Kant, 2002b, p. 395; cf. Langthaler, 2010, p. 158)
and in intimations of the hypothetical method
employed in the Critique of Judgment and else-
where in his work, to which he is led by his cri-
tique of the unavoidable dialectical nature of
any “theoretico-dogmatic” approach to ideas
(cf. Langthaler, 2010, pp. 157-158; cf. FM, AA 20,
p. 273; Kant, 2002, p. 364).

In the Critique of Pure Reason, theoretical
knowledge is limited to the subject and world
as they appear to us in sense intuition. None-
theless, Kant’s “transcendental” understanding
of the conditions of the possibility of knowl-
edge a priori, the indispensable “regulative”
function of ideas for theoretical knowledge,
and the ineliminable natural need to pursue
knowledge about freedom, immortality and
God, together describe a realm of validity for
metaphysics, not new in itself, but perhaps
new in the specific indirect and hypothetical
approach to the supersensible. Even the elu-
sive and unknowable things-in-themselves and
their antipode, the self-conscious knowing sub-
ject and the principle of the transcendental uni-
ty of apperception, act as hypothetical focal
points to which, as if to its magnetic poles, all
knowledge of appearances is tethered and re-
ferred. Without these poles human experience
cannot even exist, much less form the subject of
a transcendental critique.

This curious dual relationship of experience
to the hypothetical antipodes of things-in-them-
selves and the subject-in-itself is reaffirmed by
Kant in the Prize Essay on the Progress in Met-
aphysics from 1794. There, Kant emphasis-
es that both our knowledge of objects and our
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KanT momguepkmBaeT, 9YTO Kak Hallle 3HaHMe 00
o0BeKTax, Tak ¥ Hallle 3HaHMe 0 caMIX cedbe — 3To
TOJIBKO 3HaHMe 0 gBiieHusx. [lociencTsus mprme-
HEHWS 5TOV TPpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOVI TOUKU 3peH s,
OTHAKO, OCOOEHHO TIOpa3uTesIbHBI B OTHOIIIEHV
cyobekra: make KaHT yTBepXiaeT, uTo «Bcero 6o-
Jlee TIOpakaeT CTpaHHas MBIC/Ib, YTO ¢, paccMa-
TpUBaeMbIVl KaK IIpefIMeT BHYTPeHHero 4yBCTBa,
T.e. KaK JIyIlla, MOT'y OBITh M3BecTeH cebe TOIIBKO
KaK sIBJIeHVIe, a He KaK Belllb caMa 110 cebe» (AA 20,
S. 269; KanT, 19946, c. 391). B cBoelt mocTOsTHHON
OBYEeIVIHOVI cpaKTVIqHOCTM KaK T'MIIOTETUYEeCKUN
CYOBEKT CTOJIb e TUIIOTeTUYeCcKOro o0beKTa, ca-
Moco3Harortee Sl cosHaHMS CTaHOBUTCS MHTEHITU-
OHaJIBHBIM OOBEKTOM CBOETO POfia HeraTVBHOM Te-
OJIOT VIV CBEpXYYBCTBEHHOTO fI 11 ero HeBbIpasIMo-
T'O, CBepX4UyBCTBEHHOI'O OOBeKTa:

51 cosHaro camoro cebsl — 3Ta MBIC/Ib 3aKJIIO-
4aeT B cebe yxxe maBoviHOe fI: S Kak cyOBexT 1 S
Kak 00bekT. Kakvm oOpa3oM s, MBICIISI, caM MOTY
OBITH 17151 ce0si ITpeiMeTOM (Co3epLiaHmsl) 1 IIOTO-
My MOTY OTJIMYUTB cebsd 0T caMoro cedsi, — 3Toro
HUMKaK HeJIb3sl OOBSICHUTD, XOTs 3TO (PaKT Heco-
MHEHHBIVI; OH OOHapyXMBaeT, OJHaKO, CII0CO0-
HOCTb, CTOSIIIYIO0 HACTOJIBKO BBIIIIE BCSKOTO UyB-
CTBEHHOTO CO3€pIIaHVIs, UTO OHa, KaK OCHOBaHIIe
BO3MOXKHOCTM PacCyAKa, B pe3yjIbTaTe CO3[aeT
IIPOIIAaCTh MEXIy HaMW VI XXVBOTHBIM, IIPUIIV-
CBIBATh KOTOPBIM CIIOCOOHOCTH OOpamaTecs K
cebe Kak K Sl y Hac HeT IPWUYMHBI; 3Ta CIIOCOO-
HOCTbH IIO3BOJISIET OrajibIBaThCcs O OecumciieH-
HOM MHOXeCTBe CaMOCTOSITEIIbHO COCTABJICHHBIX
IpercraBieHnit v oHsSTui. [Tpu aToM, ogHako,
VIMeeTCsI B BU/IYy He JBOVICTBEHHOCTD JIMYHOCTY, a
TOJIBKO TO, UTO S, KOTOpOe 5T MBICITIO VI CO3epIialo,
ecTb VHOVBUA. Sl ke 00BeKTa, co3epriaeMoro
MHOIO, €CThb Belllb ITOJIOOHO OCTaJIbHBIM IIpeaMe-
taM BHe MeH: (AA 20, S. 270; KanT, 19946, c. 391).

PaccmarpuBasi caMOCTh KaK «CyOBeKkT arrep-
LIeTIIVV», «PeIINTeSIbHO HIYero HeJlb3s Y3HaTh —
HJ YTO OHO 3a CYIIIHOCTh, HY KaKOVi OHO IIpUpO-
IbI». B 3TOM «ero MoXXHO CpaBHUTB C TeM CyOcTaH-
OuaJIbHbIM, YTO OCTa€TCA IIO YyCTpaHEHWNM BCEX
IIPUCYIINX eMy akiuaeHInv». Ho B pesysbrare
STOr0 OHO «yXe Oortee HEIOCTYITHO ITO3HAHWIO,
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knowledge of ourselves are only knowledge
of appearances. The implications of this tran-
scendental standpoint are, however, particu-
larly striking with regard to the subject (even
in Kant’s view “there is nothing that creates a
stranger impression”), insofar as the “I, regard-
ed as the object of inner sense, i.e., as soul, can
be known to myself as appearance merely, not
according to that which I am as thing-in-itself”
(FM, AA 20, p. 269; Kant, 2002b, p. 361). In its
permanent twofold facticity as hypothetical
subject of an equally hypothetical object, the
self-conscious I of consciousness becomes the
intentional object of a kind of negative theolo-
gy of the supersensible self and its ineffable, su-
persensible object:

That I am conscious of myself is a thought
that already contains a twofold self, the self as
subject and the self as object. How it should
be possible that I, who think, can be an object
(of intuition) to myself, and thus distinguish
myself from myself, is absolutely impossible
to explain, although it is an undoubted fact;
it demonstrates, however, a power so far
superior to all sensory intuition, that as ground
of the possibility of an understanding it has
as its consequence a total separation from the
beasts, to whom we have no reason to attribute
the power to say ‘I’ to oneself, and looks out
upon an infinity of self-made representations
and concepts. We are not, however, referring
thereby to a dual personality; only the self that
thinks and intuits is the person, whereas the
self of the object that is intuited by me is, like
other objects outside me, the thing (FM, AA 20,
p- 270; Kant, 2002, p. 361).

Regarding the self as “subject of appercep-
tion”, “it is absolutely impossible to know an-
ything further as to what sort of being it is, or
what its natural constitution may be [...]". In
this, “it is like the substantial”, in that it is what
“remains behind after I have taken away all
the accidents that inhere in it”. But the result of
this is that it “absolutely cannot be known any
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MIOTOMY YUTO aKIWIEHIIMN V1 ObUIV KaK pas3 TeM, Ha
OCHOBAHWVI Yero s MOT II03HaBaTh €ro IIPUPOIY»
(AA 20, S. 270; KanT, 19946, c. 391—392).

DTO, BBIpaXKasiCh B KAHTOBCKIX TEPMIHAX, IIeH-
TPpasIbHBIV IaPaZIOKC, ¢ KOTOPBIM CTOJIKHETCS JTIO-
Oast Oymymias MeradusiKa, CIIOCOOHAsl y4ecThb
MO3UIINIO ero KpuTudeckom dusiocodpun: Mbl He
MOXKEM 103HAMb CBEPXUYBCTBEHHYIO peayIbHOCTD
vpen (IOHSATU pa3yMa), KOTOpbIe, COIJIaCHO ecTe-
CTBEHHOMY PpaCIIOJIOKEHMIO HAIIlero pasyMa, VH-
TepecyIOT Hac OOJIbIlle BCero, HO B JIyYIlleM CiIydae
MOKEM JIVIIITb Ha3BaTh XapaKTePVCTUKM (IIPeXOfIsi-
II/ie Ka4yecTBa), KOTOPble OUepUMBaIOT VX CBEPX-
YyBCTBEHHYIO PEeaJIbHOCTh M KOTOpBbIe CaMU SB-
JISTIOTCSL He 0oJiee ueM «IIOPOXKIEHMSIMI MBICIIV»
(Gedankendinge) (B 799, cm. B 348; Kanut, 20060,
c. 453)°. CBepX4yBCTBEHHBII OOBEKT He MOXeT
OBITH MO3HAH «C IIOMOIIBIO OTHOIO JIVIIH MBIITI-
JIEHVIS», XOTSI OHO MOXKET TI0Ka3aThCsl HaM «CIIOCO-
Gom cy1riecTBoBaHM 00beKTa caMoro I1o cebe (Ho-
yMeHa)». OHaAKO 3TO He UTO MHOE, KaK «JIVIIIb JIO-
rudeckast popma Oe3 comepxxanms» (B 346; Kanr,
20060, c. 451), TOCKOJIbKY Hallle 3HaHVe OrpaHMN-
YeHO TeM, YTO MBI MOXXeM MHTYWUTVBHO BOCIIPU-
HVMMaTh IIOCPEICTBOM OpraHOB YYBCTB, TOIZa
KaK CBEPXYYBCTBEHHBIE OOBEKTHI He MOT'yT OBITBH
IIpefiCTaBJIeHbl ITOCPEACTBOM UYyBCTBEHHOIO CO-
3epliaHMs — eIVHCTBEHHOW CIIOCOOHOCTM CO3ep-
LIQHW, JOCTYITHOV YeJIOBEYECKOMY pasyMy.

CHOHTaHHOCTB, naen M CBepX1yBCTBEHHO€

D10 OBUIO yXe He IlepBoe yIoTpelsieHve CyIo-
Ba CIIOHTaHHOCTH 111 0003HauUeHMs crernudrde-
CKOVI PeaJIbHOCTV CBEPXUYBCTBEHHBIX mzen. KaHT
VICTIOJIIB30BJI TEPMMH CIIOHTAaHHOCTH B «Kputm-

2 Cwm. taxxe: (Kanr, 200606, c. 579, 597). — IIpumeu. nep.

* Pasmruenne mposopuTcss CIMHO30¥ Takke B dacTu |
«MeTadmsmueckux Mblcie», OpwioxeHus K «OcHOBaM
dvtocodpnm» [Iekapra. CrivHO3a oTymyaet ente reali, ficto
et rationis — peaslbHO CYIIIECTBYIOIIIee, KOTOPOEe OH ITOHU-
MaeT KaK «BCe TO, UTO IIPV SICHOM V1 OTYETIMBOM BOCIIPH-
SITUV HEeOOXOIVMMO CYIIeCTBYeT WINM II0 KpaviHel Mepe
MOXXET CYII[ECTBOBATh», OT BBHIMBIIIIEHHBIX CYII[ECTB M OT
CYIIIeCTB pa3yMHBIX, KOTOpBIe caMi T10 cebe HepeasTbHBI
(uactsb I, mraBa 1) (Crimuo3a, 19576, c. 267).

further at all, since the accidents were precise-
ly that whereby I was able to know its nature”
(FM, AA 20, p. 270; Kant, 2002, p. 361).

This, in Kantian terms, is the central par-
adox faced by any future metaphysics which
will be capable of taking into account the po-
sition of his critical philosophy: that we cannot
have knowledge of the supersensible reality of
ideas (concepts of reason) which according to
the natural disposition of our reason interest us
the most, but at best can only name the char-
acteristics (accidental qualities) which circum-
scribe their supersensible reality, and which
are themselves no more than “thought-entities”
(Gedankendinge) (KrV, B 799, c¢f. B 348; Kant,
1996a, p. 710).> A supersensible object cannot
be known “merely through thought”, though
it may appear to us “to be a way in which the
object exists in itself (as noumenon)”. This,
however, is nothing but a “mere logical form
without content” (KrV, B 346, Kant, 1996a,
p. 345), since our knowledge is limited to what
we can intuit by means of the senses, whereas
supersensible objects cannot be represented by
means of sense intuition, the only faculty of in-
tuition accessible to human intelligence.

Spontaneity, Ideas, and the Supersensible

The use of the expression spontaneity for the
specific reality of supersensible ideas is not
without precedent. Kant used the term spon-
taneity in the Critique of Pure Reason to refer to
one of the two stems of theoretical knowledge,
understanding, calling the other, sense intui-

2 A distinction also made by Spinoza in Part I of the
Cogitata Metaphysica, the appendix to his exposition of
Descartes’ Principles of Philosophy, where he differenti-
ates ente reali, ficto et rationis — real being which he un-
derstands to be “Whatever, when it is clearly and distinctly
perceived, we find to exist necessarily or at least be able to
exist” from fictitious beings and from beings of reason,
which are themselves unreal (Part I, Chapter 1; Spinoza,
1985, pp. 299-300).
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Ke YMCTOro pasyMa» Ijis 00O3Ha4eHWs OIHOW 13
JIByX OIIOp TeOpeTUYecKOro 3HaHM:d, a VIMEHHO
paccy/ika, a Ipyrylo oropy, 4yBCTBeHHOe co3eplia-
HVIe, OH Ha3BaJl BOCIIPUMMYMBOCTBIO — XOTs, BO3-
MOYKHO, TOJIBKO HeKOe coueTaHVe 3TUX IBYX OIOp
MOXeT aJIeKBaTHO BBIPAsUTh €AVHWYHYIO pealb-
HOCTb CaMOCTW, KOTOpasl SBJIgeTCs IIpeIMeTOM
Hailero onsiTa. Ho KaHT Tak>ke mcriosip3oBal Tep-
MWH CNOHMAHHOCMb B O0JIee BO3BBIIIIEHHOM CMBIC-
JjIe [Isi 00O3HAUYeHMsI UMCTOV CaMOLesTe/ IbHOCTI
pasyMa, Harrpumep B cBoeM «OCHOBOITOJIOKEHVN
MeTapV3VKV HPaBOB»:

Ho BOT uesioBek AeVICTBUTEIIbHO HaxOOWUT B
cebe crtocobHOCTB, Or1aromapsi KOTOPOVI OH OTIIN-
4JaeT ce0sI OT BcexX IPYIVIX Belllen 1 Jaxe OT celds
CaMoTo, ITIOCKOJIbKY OH adppUIMpyeTcs IIperMe-
TaMI, ¥ 3Ta CIIOCOOHOCTL ecTh pasyM. Ilocres-
HUI, KaK 4YMcTas CaMOesiTeJIbHOCTh, IIPeBOC-
XOOWUT JIaXKe PacCydoK, KpoMe IIpOdYero, eIe B
CIIeyIoIIeM OTHOIIeHMM. XOTS M PacCyAOK eCcThb
CaMOJIesITEeIIBHOCTb 11 He COINEPKUT, IIOHOOHO
YYBCTBY, TOJIBKO IIpeICTaBIIeHs], BO3HUKAIOIIe
JIVIIB TOrda, Korga Mel adpduimpoBaHbl Bella-
MU (T.e. CTpaJaTeIbHBI), TEM He MeHee OH IIpU
IIOMOIIIV CBOEV [IeSITeJIbHOCTV MOXKeT CO37IaTh
VICKJTIOUMTEJIbHO TaKye ITOHATS, KOTOpble CITy-
XaT TOJIBKO K TOMY, UYTOOBI UYyBCTBEHHBIE ITpefl-
CTaBJIEHVIS ITOIBECTV ITOJ] IIpaBila ¥ STVM IIyTeM
OOBEIVIHNUTD VX B OJTHOM CO3HaHMM; 0e3 Takoro
ynoTpebiieHNst 9yBCTBEHHOCTY PAacCyI0K He MOT
OBl coBepIIIeHHO HIYero MbICTIUTb. Pazym ke mof,
VIMEHeM VifIerl TIOKa3bIBaeT TaKyIo UMCTYIO CIIOH-
TAaHHOCTB, YTO 3TVIM ITyTeM BBIXOOWUT JIaJIeKO 3a
IIpeJIesIbl BCETO, UTO TOJIBKO €My MOJXKeT JIaTh 9y B-
CTBEHHOCTE... (AA 04, S. 452; Kanr, 199706, c. 239).

KitroueBbIM acriekToM, B KOTOPOM CIIOHTaHHOCTD
KakK ITpOsiBJIEHVIE pa3yMa OTJIMYaeTCsi OT CIIOHTaH-
HOCTW, IIPOSIBJISIEMOVI PaCCY/IKOM, SIBJISIETCSI CBO-
Goria, TO eCcThb TO, UTO PasyM JIeVICTBYeT UCKIIFOUM-
TeJIbHO KaK Ha4asio VUIM OTIIpaBHasi TOYKa, He 3a-
BUCSIITIAsi HY OT Yero JIPYToro, Torjaa Kak pacCcy 10K
OIpaeTCsl B CBOEV IeSITeJThHOCT, TO €CTh B IOy~
YeHVV 3HaHV, Ha IIPeICTaBIIeHVIs, [IOCTaB/IsIEMble
YyBCTBEHHBIM CO3epIIaHVIeM B TOVI Mepe, B KaKom
Ha Hero BO3IEVICTBYET HEYTO MHOE, YéM OH CaM.
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tion, receptivity — although perhaps only some
composite of the two can adequately express
the singular reality of the self which is subject
of our experience. But Kant also used the term
spontaneity in a more elevated sense to refer
to the pure self-activity of reason, e.g. in his
Grounduwork of the Metaphysics of Morals:

Now, a human being actually does find in
himself a capacity by which he is distinguished
from all other things, even from himself, in so
far as he is affected by objects, and that is reason.
As pure self-activity, it is elevated even above
the understanding in this: that though the latter
is also self-activity and does not, like sense,
contain merely representations that arise when
one is affected by things (and thus passive),
still it can produce from its activity no other
concepts than those which serve merely to bring
sensuous representations under rules and thereby
to unite them in one consciousness, and without
this use of sensibility it would think nothing at
all; whereas reason under the name of the ideas
shows a spontaneity so pure that thereby he
goes far beyond anything that sensibility can
ever afford him [...] (GMS, AA 04, p. 452; Kant,
2011, p. 133).

The key respect in which spontaneity as an
expression of reason differs from the sponta-
neity manifest by understanding is freedom,
i.e. by reason’s acting purely as a beginning or
starting-point dependent on no other thing,
whereas understanding relies for its activity,
i.e. for its production of knowledge, on rep-
resentations contributed by sense intuition
insofar as it is affected by something other
than itself.

Vossenkuhl rightly traces the history of the
concept of spontaneity as “unconditional be-
ginning” to the (ancient Greek) idea of a first
principle or first concept. He criticises in this
regard the modern concept of spontaneity with
its “pictoral” expressions “from ourselves” and
“from one’s own force” as being based on a
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@DOCCeHKYIIb BEPHO IIPOCIIeXVBaAeT VICTOPUIO
KOHIIEMIIMY CIIOHTAaHHOCTM KaK «0e3yCcII0BHO-
ro Hauajla» 10 (IpeBHerpedecKoVl) uiaeu IepBoO-
ro IPVHIINIIA VWIM [IepBOHAYaIbHOIO MOHATHS. B
3TOVI CBSI3M1 OH KPUTVIKYeT COBpeMEeHHYIO KOHIIeII-
LIVIIO CLIOHTAHHOCTV C €€ «HaTJISITHBIMVD ITPOSIBIIe-
HUSMM «I10 aHaJIOTVM C HAMVI» U «C HaIlleyl TOUKM
3peHNs» KaK OCHOBaHHYIO Ha JIOKHOVI aHaJIOrmu
C TEHEeTWYEeCKOV IT0CIIeI0BATENTbHOCTHIO (br3ide-
CKMX COOBITUV, KOTOPYIO OH OTBepraer Kak BBO-
I4ITyIo B 3a0i1y>xmeHve 1 HesicHyIo (Vossenkuhl,
1994, S. 330, 333). XoTs B3IIsi/], Ha CIIOHTAaHHOCTD B
Hac CaMVX B CMBICJIe Hadasla JIBVDKEHVST CTOJIb JKe
IpeBHMU, KaK ¥ caMO IOHATVE CTIOHTaHHOCTH, CO-
rr1acHo noaxony PocceHKyIIsI, TOJIBKO B HAy YHOM
roBopoTte paHHero HoBoro BpemeHM ero craim
IIOHMMAaTh KaK Hayajlo B CMBICJIe TreHesnca psija
Jusmueckmx cobertuit (Ibid., S. 330). OgHaxo Ta-
Kasi KOHIIeMIIN IIprieMsIeMa TOJIBKO B TOM CJTydae,
€CIIV ee CMBICIT SMITVIPUYECKNIT; VI MBI He MOXXeM
HPeJIOKUTh SMIVPUYECKYIO KOHIIEMITNMIO Hava-
JIa psifa PU3MYecKmX IPUYIH, IIOCKOJIBKY IepBas
dmsrryeckas IpyaVIHA He SBJISETCS He3aBVICHMO
B CMBIC/Ie CIIOHTAHHOCTM. DTO HabiIrofieHme mpu-
MeHVMO, IT0 MHeHMI0 POCCeHKYIIs, B PaBHO CTe-
IIEeH K ITaTOJIOr MYeCKOVI IIPUYMHHOCTY IEVICTBUA,
TO €CTb K SMOIIVISIM, MOTVIBaM ¥ OOy KAeHVISIM KaK
HIpUYMHAM, ITOCKOJIBKY OHV OIIpeeJIsIOT Halll
peltieHsT HecllIoHTaHHBIM oOpasom (Ibid., S. 348).
DTO IIPUBOAUT K MOPAJIBHOV W SIVCTEMITYECKOV
AvIeMMe, TTOCKOJIBKY HeCIIOCOOHOCTB IPUIINCATh
HaM KaK CIIOHTaHHBIM JIesiTeJISIM He3aBICMOe Ha-
4Hajio psaa IpUYMH ceslajio Obl HEBO3MOXKHBIM
orBeTcTBeHHOCTh M McTUHY (Ibid., S. 331). Pere-
Hie 3To ayieMMbl POcceHKysleM COCTOUT B TOM,
YTOOBI IIPECTaBUTh CIIOHTAHHOCTb He KaK reHe-
TUYecKoe Hadasio pr3mdecKoro IBVDKEHMS, a KaK
KOTHUTMBHO (JIOTMYECKV ¥ CeMaHTWYecK!) He3a-
BUCUMYIO TlesATebHOCTH (Ibid., S. 332—333).

Xotss KaHT Mor Obl cyecTh IpuBjIeKaTeIHHON
VJIel0 KOTHUTVBHOV He3aBMCUMOCTY, HO doccen-
KyJIb MeHsieT (PU3MKaJIMCTCKYIO0 TEePMMHOJIOIMIO
Ha pOpMYJIMPOBKY WeN CIOHTAaHHOCTHU C IIO3U-
i putocodpun g3plka — ¥ TeM CaMbIM OCTaB-
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false analogy to a genetic sequence of physical
events, which he rejects as misleading and un-
clear (cf. Vossenkuhl, 1994, pp. 330, 333). While
to see ourselves as spontaneity in the sense of
the beginning of a movement is as old as the
concept itself, it is in Vossenkuhl’s account
only the scientific turn of Early Modernism
which made from this a beginning in the sense
of the genesis of a series of physical events
(ibid., p. 330). Such a conception, however, only
makes sense if it is empirically meaningful; and
we cannot offer an empirical concept of the be-
ginning of a series of physical causes, insofar
as a first physical cause is not independent in
the sense of spontaneity. This observation ap-
plies, in the view of Vossenkuhl, equally to the
pathological causation of actions, i.e. to emo-
tions, motives and drives as causes, since these
determine our decisions in a non-spontaneous
manner (ibid., p. 348). This leads to a moral and
epistemic dilemma, since the inability to ascribe
an independent beginning of a series of caus-
es to ourselves as spontaneous causes would
make accountability and truth impossible (ibid.,
p- 331) Vossenkuhl’s solution to this dilemma is
to conceive of spontaneity not as a genetic be-
ginning of physical movement, but as a cogni-
tively (logically and semantically) independent
activity (ibid., pp. 332-333).

Although Kant might have found the idea
of cognitive independence attractive, Vossen-
kuhl’s replacement of physicalistic terminolo-
gy with a language-philosophical formulation
of the idea of spontaneity leaves us with the
same unresolved problem as is posed by Kant’s
idea of a causality from freedom, namely: how
does a cause which is not physical, whether
we call it a cognitively independent sponta-
neity or a causality from freedom, begin a se-
quence of physical or empirical events? — in
other words, how does cognitively independ-
ent spontaneity act as the occasion of or pro-



JISeT Hac C TOVI )Ke HepeIleHHOV IIpobiemMort, Ko-
TOpyI0 HopoxpaaeT naes KanrTa o Kay3aIbHOCTV
13 CBOOOMIBI, a MUMEHHO: KaKM 00pa3oM puyinHa,
KOTOpas He gBJIsieTcs PU3MYecKo, Ha3blBaeM JIN
MBI €€ KOTHUTVBHO He3aBCVIMOVI CLIOHTAHHOCTHIO
VIV Kay3aJIbHOCTBIO 113 CBOOOIIBI, IIOPOXKIAeT II0-
cJIefoBaTe/IbHOCTh (PU3MYECKMX WJIV SMIIMpUYe-
CKMx cobbITHM? pyrnMm cjioBaMu, KakmuM obpa-
30M KOTHUTVIBHO He3aBVICVMas CHOHTAaHHOCTD BbI-
CTyIIaeT B KauecTBe OCHOBaHW WIIN TaeT OObiICHe-
HVie 15 psAfia IIPUYVH U CJIeICTBUN B cdepe dyB-
CTBeHHO BOCITpMHVIMaeMbIX sBjieHmni1? bosee Toro,
Oake KOTHUTWBHO He3aBUCUMasi CIIOHTaHHOCTD,
KOTOPYIO MBI pacCMaTpviBaeM KaK eI VHBIV ICTO4-
HVIK VI CBepXUyBCTBeHHBIVI (POKYC HAIIVIX MBICIIEV
U IeVICTBUV, HUKOIJIa He oOxoamuTcst Oe3 ompere-
JIEHHOTO (3MOIIVOHAJILHOTO, BOJIEBOT'O) KOHMeKca
¥ HUKOT/a He OTpBIBaeTCsl OT KOHKpeTHOro (dpu-
3MUeCKOro ¥ KyJIBTYPHOIO) Mupa; M KakK CBSI3b C
STUM KOHTEKCTOM, TaK VI BO3MOXKHOE OTUYKIEHVE
VJIVI OTAEJIEHME OT KOHTEKCTa M OT Mupa HJOJDK-
HBl YUUTBHIBATbCS B JIIOOOVI IIOIBITKE €ro OcBe-
TnThb. «CIleoBaTh MpaBuily», TO €CTh MHULIUPO-
BaThb P OEVICTBU VTN COOBITUMII Ha OCHOBE >Ke-
JIaHVIS VUIV TIOOY KIeH s B COOTBETCTBUM C CHCTe-
MOV (pallVIOHaJIbHO Pas3/IMUMMBbIX VIV eCTeCTBeH-
HO 00$I3YTOIINX) 3aKOHOB VJIV IIPeICaHN, Kak,
HaIpyMep, MpY VCIIOJIHEHUN MOpPaIbHOTO 00si-
3aTeJIbCTBA VIJIV CO3MAHVIVI IIPOM3BEIEHMsI VICKYC-
CTBa, IIPeCTaBIIsIeT cODOVI MMEHHO TaKOM ciry4dan
HEBO3MOXKHOCTV [€KOHTEKCTYyaIn3alliy CIIOHTaH-
HocTi. TakuM oOpasoM, MOXeT ITOKa3aTbCsl, YTO
IIyTh K CBEpXUyBCTBEHHOMY 00s13aTeJIbHO JI0JDKEH
IIPOXOAWTH Yepe3 4YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHIVIMaeMOoe,
OyTh K XMBOMY KOHTAKTy CO CITOHTaHHOCTBIO —
yepes TO, YTO JaHO B (PU3MUYECKOM, SMOIVIOHAIb-
HOM, TPaaVILIVIOHHOM ¥ VICTOPMYECKOM CMBICIIE.
Ho xakoB MCTOUHMK 3TOro «IaHHOro»? Jlaxke ecim
MOYKHO CKa3aTh, YTO CIIOHTAHHOCT JIOIMYECKV He-
3aBVICMIMA OT SMITMPUYECKNX YCIIOBU KOHTEKCTa,
B KOTOPOM OHM COYeTAIOTCS [Tl IOJTy YeH ST 3Ha-
HUsI, VI KaK TaKOBasl COBMECTVMA C STUMW YCIIOBU-
SMM, TeM He MeHee HeIlTpeKJIOHHAsI YetoBeuecKast
HOTPeOHOCTb OCTUYh CBEPXUYBCTBEHHBIV MICTOU-
HUK JJaHHOIO OCTAeTCs HeIIPEeOTOIIMMOTL.
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vide an explanation for a series of causes and
effects in the realm of sensibly intuitable ap-
pearances? Moreover, even a cognitively inde-
pendent spontaneity that we conceive of as the
singular origin and supersensible focus of our
thoughts and actions is never without a specif-
ic (emotional, volitional) context and never de-
tached from a specific (physical and cultural)
world; and both the connection with, and po-
tential alienation or separation from, its context
and its world must be included in any attempt
to illuminate it. To “follow a rule”, that is, to
initiate on the basis of a desire or impulse a se-
ries of actions or events in conformity with a
system of (rationally discoverable or natural-
ly binding) laws or precepts, as, for instance,
is the case in performing a moral obligation or
creating a work of art, provides just such an ex-
ample of the impossibility of decontextualis-
ing spontaneity. Thus it would seem that the
path to the supersensible must necessarily pass
through the sensible, the path toward living
contact with spontaneity through that which is
given in a physical, emotional, traditional, and
historical sense. But what is the source of the
“given”? Even if spontaneity may be said to be
logically independent of and as such compati-
ble with empirical conditions of the context in
which they cooperate to produce knowledge,
nevertheless, the intransigent human need to
grasp the supersensible source of the given re-
mains irreducible.

With his introduction, in the Prize Essay on
the progress of metaphysics since Leibniz and
Wolf, of “the idea of a composite as such” (“die
Vorstellung eines Zusammengesetzten, als eines
solchen”) (FM, AA 20, p. 271), Kant appears to
concede that pure a priori forms of intuition
and pure concepts of understanding, each of
which are required for the production of syn-
thetic a priori knowledge, belong themselves to
the realm of thought-entities, since they “do not
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B mepBovt wacTM «KOHKYPCHOTO COYVHEHVIS»
00 ycmexax MeTadmsuKu co BpemeH JlerOHM-
na u Boneda KanTt, kaxeTcs, IIpusHaeT 110 I10BO-
Iy <«IIpefCTaBIeHMsI O CJIOKHOM, KaK TaKOBOM»
(AA 20, S. 271; KanT, 19940, c. 393), uTo umcTbIe
arpropHble (POPMBI cOo3epliaHMs M YMUCThIe paccy-
JIOYHBbIe TIOHSTHMS, KaXgoe 13 KOTOpBIX Tpebyet-
Cs1 TIJTSI TIOJTYUeHMSI CMHTETUYECKOTO allpyiOpHOrO
3HaHVS, IPUHAJIEeXaT K cpepe MBICTIEHHBIX CYIII-
HOCTeVI, TIOCKOJIBKY OHM «CaMM II0 ceOe, IIpaBa,
elrle He JaIOT 103HAHUA TIpeaMeTa BOOOIIe», HO IIo-
JIarafoTCs Ha «TO, YTO JTAHO B SMIIVPUUIECKOM CO-
3epLaHUM» WIU B ouyujenuu, «Oarogapss yemy
CyllleCTBOBaHMe IIpeMeTa IIpefCTaBiIsgeTcs JTaH-
HbIM». TlociiemHmiL, OmHaKO, COCTaBJISIeT TOJIBKO
«copiepyKaHwe OITbITa» V1 TOJIBPKO «KOIZla CO3HAeTCs,
HasblBaeTcs BoctpusiTem» (AA 20, S. 275-276;
Kanr, 19940, c. 399). I. DrmcoH OTMETMII B 3TOM
OTHOIIICHI, UTO TIOHATVIE «CJIOKHOIO KaK TaKOBO-
ro» IMeeT «KOHIIeNITyasIbHbIV IIPYOPUTET HaJl [ Be-
HaJIIaThl0 KaTeroprsIMI, pacCMaTpUBaeMbIMI Te-
repb Kak ocobast popma, B KOTOPOVI MBICIIATCS 3Ta
KOMIUIEKCHOCTh WUIU CJIOKHOCTBR» (Allison, 2002,
p- 345). Ho emte Gosiee 3HAaUMTEIIBHBIM SIBJISIETCS
TOT (PaKT, YTO MMEHHO [IesTeJIbHOCTD 110 COCTaB-
JIEHVIO, KOTOpas 371eCh IIPUIVICHIBAETCS PacCyAKY,
VIMeeT IIPUMOPUTET Hafl, OTAeIbHBIMI JIeMeHTaMM’
IIO3HAHMS M X COBOKYITHOCTBIO: «TaK Kak ciIoxe-
HVie He MOXXeT OBITh BOCIIPVHSITO YyBCTBAMM 1 MBI
caM¥ JOJDKHBI IIPOV3BOANTE €T0, TO OHO IIpVHAa/I-
JIEXXUT He K BOCIPUMMYMBOCTY UyBCTBEHHOCTY, a
K CIIOHTAHHOCTM pacCyiiKa KaK aIllprOpHOe IIOHS-
THe» (AA 20, S. 275—276; Kanr, 199406, c. 398).

[NTormarast TIpoMCXOXIIeHVe CJIOKHOIO B CIIOH-
TAaHHOCTW paccyfaka, KaHT cTaBuUT 1o coMHeHVe
TpeboBaHMe O HaJIM4MY BHEIITHErO ICTOYHMKA CO-
fep>KaHMs OIIyIeHns (00beKTa, IIpeICcTaBIeHHO-
rO 4yBCTBEHHBIM CO3epliaHVeM) I CHTe3a M-
nupudeckoro 3HaHuA. OH OPUXOAUT K BBIBOLY,
YTO «B OTHOIIIEHWV BHEIITHEero OIThITa BO3HMKa-
eT... OOJIBITIoe COMHEHVIE... B TOM, He HaXOISTCs
JIV BCer/ia B HacC Te OOBEKThI, KOTOPble MBI CUMTa-
eM HaxOISIIVIMICS BHe Hac, TaK UYTO COBEPIIIEHHO
HEBO3MOYKHO C JIOCTOBEPHOCTHIO IIPM3HATDH YTO-IV-

in themselves yet found any knowledge of an ob-
ject as such”, but rely on “that which is given
in empirical intuition” or in sensation, “whereby
an object is represented as given in respect of
its existence”. The latter, however, constitutes
only the “matter of experience”, and must be
“conjoined with consciousness” to produce per-
ception (FM, AA 20, pp. 275-276; Kant, 2002b,
p- 367). Allison (2002, p. 345) noted in this re-
gard that the concept of the composite as such
takes thus “conceptual priority over the twelve
categories, which are now seen as the specific
form in which this compositeness or composi-
tion is thought”. But even more significant is
the fact that it is the activity of compounding,
here attributed to the understanding, which
takes priority over the individual elements of
cognition and their composite: “Since com-
pounding cannot fall under the senses, but has
to be performed by ourselves, it belongs, not
to the receptive nature of sensibility, but to the
spontaneity of the understanding” (FM, AA 20,
pp- 275-276; Kant, 2002b, p. 366).

By locating the origin of the composite in
the spontaneity of the understanding, Kant
calls into question the requirement for there
to be an external source of the matter of sensa-
tion (of the object represented by sense intui-
tion) for the synthesis of empirical knowledge.
He concludes that “so far as outer experience
is concerned, there arises [...] an important
doubt [...] as to whether the object that we pos-
it outside us could not perhaps be always with-
in us, so that it may well be quite impossible
to recognize anything outside us to be so with
certainty.” To leave this question undecided
does nothing in Kant’s estimate to forfeit the
advances of metaphysics which his transcen-
dental philosophy has achieved, since “the per-
ceptions and the form of the intuition in them,
from which we generate experience according
to principles through the categories, may yet
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00 KaK TaKOBOe HaxOAAIIMMcs BHe Hac» (AA 20,
S. 276; Kanr, 19946, c. 399). OctaBuB 3TOT BOIIpOC
HepelleHHbIM, KaHT, 110 ero MHeHMIO, He JIMIIIaeT-
Cs1 TeX TOCTVDKEHUTI MeTadpM31KM, KOTOPBIX JO0V-
Jlach €ro TpaHClleHJIeHTasIbHasg duiocodms, o-
CKOJIBKY «BOCIIPWVSITHS, Ha OCHOBE KOTOPBIX BMeCTe
¢ dpopmoTt co3epriaHMsT MBI OCYILECTBIISIEM OITBIT
ITOCPEICTBOM KaTerOpwvi B COOTBETCTBIVI C OCHOBO-
TIOJIOKEHVISIMY, MOTYT BCeTZla HaXOOWTBCS B Hac»
(Tam xe). BocripmsiTiie ocTaeTcsi eIVHCTBEHHBIM
CrIocoboM, KOTOPBIM OOBEKTBI MOI'YT OBITH HaM
JIaHbI, HO 3TO BOCIIPUSITIE «BCEITIa B HAC» OOBEKT
ero OoJIbIlle He SBJISIeTCS BHEITHVIM II0 OTHOIIIe-
HUIO K BOCIIpUHMMaromeMy cyobekTy (Tam xe). B
Oosiee paHHEV KOHIIEMITNY TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHON
dmtocodpnn B «Kputnke uncroro pasyma» Kanr,
TIO-BVIVIMOMY, PacCMaTpyBaeT CIIOHTAaHHOCTH Kak
UMCTYIO (PYHKITMIO cOYeTaHMs TOTO, UTO «JaHO» B
UyBCTBEHHOM CO3€pILIaHMM, TIOCPEICTBOM ero IIofI-
BeJIeHNs TI0]I KaTeropmy paccypika, uTo olecrre-
YMBaeTCS CXeMaTV3MOM BOOOpa’keHWs B COOTBET-
CTBUM C IPVHLMIIAMI CYXIEHVS M peryympyeT-
cs1 vmesiMu pasyMa. [IpyrHVMas Bo BHUMaHME CO-
MHeHIe, 3aTpoHyToe KaHTOM B «KOHKYPCHOM CO-
UVHEHUW», OCTaeTCs HeSICHBIM, MOYKHO JIVI CKa3aTh,
YUTO 3TOT IIPOIIeCC KOMITO3MITMVI OTHOCUTCS K KaKo-
My-I100 peasTbHOMY OOBEKTY MM CYOBEKTy BHe
CaMoro IIpoIiecca, VIV e ero CilefyeT IIOHVMATh
KaK CaMOKAaIICyJIMPOBAaHHBIN, TO €CThb CJIefyeT JIn
paccMaTpuBaTh «00BEKT» TEOPETUYECKOrO 3HAHIS
KaK CYIIECTBYIOIINI TOJIBKO «IJIS Hac», KaK IIpU-
HaJIeXXallnil K CTOJIb JKe HeCTaOVIIBHOMY TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaJIbBHOMY €[IVIHCTBY aIlfeprenimn («s
MBICIITIO», KOTOPO€ JOIDKHO OBITH CITOCOOHO COITpO-
BOX/IaTh BCe «MOV» ITpeficTaBiieHmsl). Eciim aTo Tak,
TO MOXKHO CKa3aTh, 4TO KaHT 3aKiIafibIBaeT OCHO-
BOITOJIO)KEHVIE TSI CKENTMIIM3MA B OTHOIIEHWV
BHEIITHETO BOCIIPUISITVISL, KOTOPBIVI XapaKTepeH 1
TOUKM 3peHvs sBnyicona vym Makayaruia.
HecmoTps Ha oTpuiiaHVe BO3MOXXHOCTH Teope-
TUYECKOro ITO3HAHMS CBepPXUyBCTBeHHOro, Kaur
paccMaTpuBail MeTapV3MKy KaK KOHEUHYIO I1eJTb
dutocodpum. Ero omnpenesieHme ycoBuit BO3MOX-
HOCTM 3HaHWS a4 priori VUIV He3aBUCUIMO OT OIIbl-
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always be within us.” Perception remains the
only way in which objects can be given to us,
but it is a perception “which is always within
us”, whose object is no longer external to the
perceiving subject (FM, AA 20, pp. 276-277;
Kant, 2002b, pp. 367). In his earlier conception
of transcendental philosophy in the Critique
of Pure Reason, Kant appears to view sponta-
neity as a pure function of compounding that
which is “given” in sense intuition by means
of its subsumption under categories of under-
standing as enabled by the schematism of the
imagination according to principles of judg-
ment and regulated by ideas of reason. Tak-
ing into account the doubt raised by Kant in
his Prize Essay, it is uncertain whether this pro-
cess of composition can be said to refer to any
real object or subject outside the process itself
or whether it is to be understood as self-encap-
sulated, that is, whether the “object” of the-
oretical knowledge must be seen as existing
only “for us,” as belonging to the equally un-
anchored transcendental unity of apperception
(the “I think” which should be able to accom-
pany all of “my” presentations). If this is the
case, then Kant may be said to be laying the
groundwork for the kind of scepticism con-
cerning external sense perception which char-
acterises a point of view like that of Davidson
or McDowell.

Despite his rejection of the possibility of the-
oretical knowledge of the supersensible, Kant
saw metaphysics as the ultimate goal of phi-
losophy. His establishment of the conditions
of the possibility of knowledge a priori or inde-
pendently of experience is conceived accord-
ingly as a propaedeutic to a “system of reason”
which will take the place of the former meta-
physics and be “nothing but the inventory of all
we possess through pure reason, ordered sys-
tematically.” He sees the role of the first Cri-
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Ta MBICJINTCS,, COOTBETCTBEHHO, KaK ITpOIleIeBTH-
Ka K «CHCTeMe pasyMa», KOTopas 3aviMeT MecCTO
IpeXxXHe MeTapr3vKy 11 OyZeT IIpecTaB/IsaTh 13
ce0sl «He YTO MHOe, KaK CHCTEMaTV3VPOBAHHBIN
VIHBEHTaph BCEro, YeM MBI pacrioyiaraeM Oraropa-
pa unctomy pasymy» (B XX; Kant, 2006a, c. 23).
B sTOM cMBICTIe OH BUANT posb nepsont «Kputu-
KI» KaK «MeTadm3mKu 111 MeTapu3nKm», O 4eM
3asBiisieT B cbMe Mapkycy lepity, HamcaHHOM
oxosio 11 mas 1781 r. (Allison, Heath, 2002, p. 2).

Vpes B TeopeTmMuecKoM IUIaHe SIBJIS€TCS IS
Kanra TpaHClleHIeHTaJIbHBIM TIOHATVEM pasy-
Ma, KOTOpOe IIpefCTaB/IseT COoOOVI TIOHSTHE
«mMomaavHocmu ycA06uil 1711 TAHHOTO 00YCIIOBIIeH-
Horo» (B 379; Kanr, 20060, c. 489); aTo noHsTHE, Ta-
KVIM 00pa3soM, — HeKUT «MaKCYMYM», BBIXOII ST
3a IIpeiebl OIbITa, KOTOPOMY He MOXKeT aJleKBaTHO
COOTBETCTBOBATh HMKAaKOe ITpeficTaBJieHVe B UyB-
crBeHHOM cosepiianum (B 383—384; Kant, 20060,
c. 495). ITommmo Teopermueckmx vment KaaT pas-
JIMYaeT U Apyrve BUbl aer. Vimen BosHMKAIOT 10
OTHOIIIEHWIO K Ka)KJIOV M3 BBICIIIVIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN
pasyMma: paccyJiKy, Cy>KIeHUIO ¥ pasyMy KaK TaKo-
BOMY, KOI'7Ia VX IIpVIMeHeHVe pacIIpsieTcs 3a IIpe-
merbl ccpepbl 00yCIIOBIIEHHBIX OOBEKTOB. DTO pac-
HIVIpeHe IIPVBOONT K IOSBJIEHNIO IIapCTBa CBepX-
UyBCTBEHHOT'O U WIeN B I1IeJIOM, BKJIIOYasl «Meu
pasyMa» B TeOpeTUYeCKOM CMBbICTle, «IIpaKTiuJe-
CKMe UJIeN», «3CTeTIYecKyie Uaev» 1 MIel0 IIPupo-
JIbI KaK TeJIe0JIOrTUeCcKOVI CUCTEMBI, TO eCTh KaK Cl-
CTeMbl KOHEUHBIX 11eJlefl 10 OTHOIIIEHMIO K CBepX-
JyBCTBEHHOV 1IeJIV, KOTOpasi «JIeXWUT COBepIleH-
HO BHe (PU3MKO-TeJIe0JIOrM4YecKOro pacCMOTpPeHMs
Mupa» (AA 05, S. 378; Kanr, 2001, c. 575).

KanT HecsryyamtHO HasblBaeT CBOM IIOHSTMS
pasyMa udesmu v CBSI3bIBaeT Mx ¢ naesMm [ taTona
KaK VIX JIeVICTBUTEJIBHBIM VICTOPUYECKNM VICTOY-
HUKOM. IDmaToH mcrnonb30Basl BeIpakeHMe Vizles
17151 O0O3HAYEHMS «ITPO00PaA30B CaMVIX BeIei», C
KOTOPBIMM «B OIbITE HeT HIYEro COBIIAIAOIIero»
(B 370; Kant, 200606, c. 477). KagT cormarmaercs ¢
IIrarorom, nockosnbKy IDnaTon «scHO Bumes, 4To
Hallla CIIOCOOHOCTBH TIO3HAHWS OIIyIaeT ropas-
1o Oorlee BBICOKYIO IOTpeOHOCTB, YeM [cHauasla]
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tique, in this sense, as that of a “metaphysics of
metaphysics”, as he declares in a letter to Mar-
cus Herz, on or around 11 May 1781 (Allison
and Heath, 2002, p. 2).

An idea in theoretical terms is for Kant a
transcendental concept of reason, which is a
concept “of the totality of conditions for a given
conditional” (KrV, B 379; Kant, 1996a, p. 368);
it is the concept thus of a “maximum” which
transcends the bounds of experience, to which
no representation in sense intuition can ade-
quately correspond (cf. KrV, B 383-384; Kant,
1996a, pp. 371-372). Besides theoretical ideas,
Kant distinguishes other types of ideas. Ideas
occur in relation to each of the higher faculties
of reason: understanding, judgment and rea-
son per se, when their use is expanded beyond
the realm of conditional objects. This expan-
sion gives rise to the realm of the supersensi-
ble and of ideas as a whole, including “ideas of
reason” in a theoretical sense, “practical ideas”,
“aesthetic ideas”, and the idea of nature as a
teleological system, that is, as a system of final
purposes in relation to a supersensible purpose
which “lies wholly outside a physicoteleolog-
ical consideration of the world” (KU, AA 05,
p- 378; Kant, 1987, p. 258).

It is not by chance that Kant calls his con-
cepts of reason ideas and associates them with
Plato’s ideas as their proper historical origin.
Plato used the expression idea to designate
“archetypes of things themselves” for which
“nothing congruent [...] is ever found in ex-
perience” (KrV, B 370; Kant, 1996a, p. 362).
Kant finds himself in agreement with Plato,
insofar as Plato “discerned that our cognitive
power feels a much higher need than merely
to spell out appearances according to synthet-
ic unity in order to be able to read them as ex-
perience; and that our reason naturally soars
to cognitions which go far beyond the point
where any object capable of being given by ex-



pasOupaTh siBJIeHMs 110 OyKBaM COIVIaCHO CHUHTe-
TUYECKOMY eJIMHCTBY, YTOOKI [110TOM] OBITH B CO-
CTOSTHUV IIPOYMTATh B HMX [CJIOBA] OITBITA; OH BU-
TleJI, 9TO Halll pa3yM eCTeCTBEHHO BOCIapseT B 00-
JIaCTh TIO3HAHWV TaK JaIeKo, YTO HV OAVIH IIpe-
MeT, KOTOPBIVI MOXKET OBITh JTaH OITBITOM, HMKOT/Aa
He CMOXXET COBITaCTh C 3TVMM TO3HAHVISMIL. . .»; TeEM
He MeHee MJIeV «00JIafjaloT PeaTbHOCTBIO VI BOBCE
He CyTb OIHM JUIIb xMepbl» (B 370—371; Kanr,
20060, c. 479).

Kak n Ilmaron, KaHT «Haxomwi mpaen mpeu-
MYIIIeCTBEHHO BO BceM IpakTideckoM» (Tam xe),
IIpeXX/ie BCETO B CBSI3M C VJIeeV CBOOOIBI 11 MOPaIVL;
HO, Kak 1 IIitatoH, oH Buzes1, 4To 00J1acTh CBepX-
4YyBCTBEHHOIO BKJIIOYaeT B cebs ropasfgo Ooib-
e — ¥, TaK ke Kak IlnaroH, oH mpu3HaBas, 9To
CBEPXUYYBCTBEHHOE BBICTYIIAeT B KauecTBe IIepBO-
VICTOYHMKA ¥ TapaguIMbl TOTO, YTO COCTaBJISeT
cozlepKaHWe HaIllero OIbITa, OTHOCUTCS JIV OH K
cdepe mobdpomeTen VM 3HaHMS, a He HA0OOPOT.
W Bce e 13-3a OrpaHIIEHVIS TEOPETUUECKOTO I10-
3HaHMA cpepont apieHn KaHT Obi1 yOexmeH B
HeIIO3HaBaeMOCTY MIIeNl B TEOPETMUECKOM CMBIC-
Jle, XOTS VI HpW3HaBAJI (PAaKTMYHOCTH CBOOOIBI B
HaIlleM CO3HaHWV MOPaJIbHOTO VIMIIepaTyiBa.

HecMmoTpss Ha OYEBMIOHBIN «IIPAKTMKO-IOIMa-
TUYecKni» Qopmar IapcTBa mievi, copMmupo-
BaHHBIV B IIePBBIX [IByX «KpuTukax», g mosnararo,
YTO B KOHEYHOM wmTore KaHT yBuen yHwMKasb-
HYIO BO3MOXKHOCTB [IJIsI BOCCTAaHOBJIEHVSI MeTadpu-
3MKM KaK JKV3HECTIOCOOHOV AVICIIUIUIVMHBI YeJIo-
BEYECKOro AyXa B CIeUIecKo poin pedriek-
TVBHOTO CYXXIIeHVs. Berb XoTs peassHocms cBOOO-
OBl TIOATBEPXKIAeTCs KaK (hakm YyCTOro pasyMa
HaIlIVIM CO3HaHVEM «I0JDKEHCTBOBaHWIS», HaIlle-
IIIero  OIpesiejIeHVie B MOpaJIbHOM VIMIIepaTiiBe
KanrTa, Bce xe memagpusuka cBOOOIBI, HAJIO TIOJIa-
rarb, aDCOIIOTHO HeyOennTesIbHa IS TeX, KTO He
CIIOCOOEH IIOCTIYB JIOTMUECKYIO CYITY paliyIoHaIb-
HOTO apryMeHTa VI IIPUHSTH €ro KaK J0CTaTOYHOe
OCHOBaHWe JIJIsI MOTVBALIVIVI CBOETO CTPeMJIEHNS K
BBICIIIEMY OJ1aTy B MOpaJIbBHOM CMbICITe. Takast BO3-
MOXXHOCTB yOexIieHms1 oOecrieunBaeTcs: pedpiiek-
TVBHBIM Cy>KIeHVIEM O BOCTOpPTe U yIIOBOJIbCTBU,
KOTOpblE MOXET [IaThb IIepeXMBaHVe CJIydariHOM
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perience could ever be congruent with them.”
Nevertheless, ideas “have their reality, and
are by no means chimeras” (KrV, B 370-371;
Kant, 1996a, p. 362).

Like Plato, Kant “found his ideas primari-
ly in whatever is practical” (ibid.), above all in
connection with the idea of freedom and moral-
ity; but, like Plato, he saw that the realm of the
supersensible includes much more — and, like
Plato, he recognised that the supersensible acts
as original source and paradigm of what makes
up the content of our experience, whether it
belongs to the realm of virtue or knowledge,
and not the other way around. Nevertheless,
because of his limitation of theoretical cog-
nition to the realm of appearances, Kant was
convinced of the unknowability of ideas in a
theoretical sense, though he admitted recog-
nition of the facticity of freedom in our con-
sciousness of the moral imperative.

Despite the ostensible “practico-dogmat-
ic” outcome for the realm of ideas achieved by
the project of his first two Critiques, in the final
account, I believe Kant saw the unique possi-
bility for the re-establishment of metaphysics
as a viable discipline of the human spirit in
the specific role of reflective judgment. For al-
though the reality of freedom is confirmed as
a fact of pure reason by our consciousness of
the “ought” as defined by Kant’s moral imper-
ative, yet a metaphysics of freedom must remain
without any power of persuasion for those in-
capable of comprehending the logical force of
rational argument and accepting it as sufficient
grounds for motivating their pursuit of the
highest good in a moral sense. This possibili-
ty of persuasion is provided by reflective judg-
ment upon the delight and pleasure which the
experience of the fortuitous purposiveness of
phenomena of beauty and sublimity in art and
nature, as well as phenomena of organic life,
because of their universal subjective appeal,
can afford.
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11e71eCO00Pa3HOCTY SIBJIEHUV ITIPEKPAcHOTO ¥ BO3-
BBIIIIEHHOI'O B VICKYCCTBe U IIPUPOJIe, a TaKXke dB-
JIEHVVI OpTaHWYeCKO XXV3HU B CUIIy MX YHUBEp-
CaJIBHOV CyObEeKTVBHOV ITPVIBJIEKATEeJIbHOCTIA.

KanT obHapyX1BaeT 3Ty BO3MOXHOCTb B ITPVIH-
LuIIe 11eJ1eco00pa3sHOCTYL B TOM BUIle, KaK OH IIpO-
ABJIsieTcs B cpepe ecTeCTBeHHBIX IIPUUNH, a TaKXKe
B TOM, KaK OH BBICTyTIaeT B POJIV IIPVHIINIIA CyKIle-
HVSA B CBOOOTHOV pedpIIeKTVIBHOV 1€ TeTbHOCT T10
OTHOIIIEHNIO K KOHKPeTHbIM peHOMeHaM IIPUpo-
IIbI V1 ICKYCCTBa, B OTJIYVie OT JeTepMUHVPYIOIei
orepary Cy>XXIeHus Py OCyIecTBIeHn Oeccos-
HaTeJIbHBIX OIepaluil C 1eJIbl0 TIoBe[leHNs UyB-
CTBEHHOI'O CoflepKaHMs IOf, IIpaBula paccyjika.
J1s1 3amaum cricTeMaTv3ariiy 1 OOBSICHEeH S CITell-
vidvgeckoro Habopa IIPUPOIHBIX (PeHOMEHOB, a
VIMEHHO (peHOMeHa JXVM3HU M XMBBIX OpPraHM3MOB,
cyXJeHne TpeOyeT HpUHIIMIIA CyOBeKTVBHON 1ie-
JleHaIIpaBJIeHHOCTY, KOTOpbIi KaHT BRIBOIWUT 13
obmrero nougTus ey, Lems mrg Kanra — 310
«[IOHATVE 00 OOBEKTe, TIOCKOIBKY OHO COHEepPKUT
B cebe Tak)ke OCHOBaHMe JIeVICTBUTEILHOCTY STOI'O
obwekTa» (AA 05, S. 180; Kanr, 2001, c. 101).

Vnes ipyvpodpl KaK CUCTeMbl KOHEUHBIX ITPU-
YH T€CHO CBsI3aHA C PEryJIsSTUBHOV POJIBIO VIIEV,
u3jIoKeHHON B «KpuTuke 4ymcroro pasyma», HO
€CThb ¥ BaXHbIE PasjINuMsl — B YaCTHOCTV, B TOM,
uro KaHT rmepexoyT oT 94mcTo MexaHIecKovt KOH-
LeNIMy IPUYMHHOCTY K TOV, KOTOpasi AO/DKHA
yUuUTBhIBaTh (peHOMeHBbI opraHmsanuu. Takue de-
HOMEHBI IIPUBOAAT HaC KOHKPETHO K MBICIN (TU-
II0Te3€e) O CBepXUyBCTBEHHOM OCHOBAHWUM IIPUPO-
IIbl, SIBJISIOIIEMCSI He IIPOCTO Oe3yCJIOBHBIM OCHO-
BaHVeM VIV IIepBOVI IIPUYMHOV B CMBICIIe «TUIlep-
dwsrueckoro» Hadasia CICTeMbl MeXaHWYeCKM CBsi-
3aHHBIX IPUYMH U CJI[ICTBUI, HO «4eM-TO BpOfe»
pa3yMHOrO CyIIlecTBa, KOTOpoe MMeJIo HaMepeHue,
9TOOBI OHM TOJIYYMIIM VIMEHHO TaKylo IIeJIeBYIO
dopMy 110 OTHOIIIEHMIO K HaIlIVIM Pa3yMHBIM CIIO-
cobHocTsIM. ITocKo/IbKy MBI ITO3HaeM 3aKOHBI ITpU-
POZIBI TOJIBKO SMITVMPUYECKVI, MBI HE MOXKEM CBOVIM
pasyMoM «IOCTUYb BHYTpeHHero, BIIOJIHe [I0CTa-
TOYHOT'O ITPVHITNIIA BO3SMOXKHOCTY IIPVIPOIBD», KO-
TOPBIV «3aJI0KEH B CBepXUyBCTBeHHOM». COIIacHO
KOHIIEMIIMM Kay3aJIbHOCTY, MMMaHEHTHOV Hallle-
My pacCyKy, Mbl He MOXKeM 3HaThb, HaIlpyMep,

Kant discovers this possibility in the prin-
ciple of purposiveness as it manifests itself in
the realm of natural causes, and in the manner
in which it comes into play as the principle of
judgment in its free reflective activity with re-
gard to specific phenomena of nature and art,
as opposed to the determinative operation of
judgment in carrying out its unconscious oper-
ations for the purpose of subsuming sense con-
tent under the rules of understanding. For the
task of a systematisation and explanation of a
specific set of natural phenomena, namely the
phenomena of life and living organisms, judg-
ment requires a principle, that of a subjective
purposiveness, which Kant derives from the
general concept of a purpose. Purpose is for
Kant “the concept of an object, insofar as it con-
tains the ground of the object’s actuality” (KU,
AA 05, p. 180; Kant, 1987, p. 20).

The idea of nature as a system of final causes
is closely related to the regulative role of ide-
as as expounded in the Critique of Pure Reason,
but there are important differences, specifical-
ly with regard to Kant’s progression from a
merely mechanical concept of causation to one
which is supposed to account for phenomena of
organisation. Such phenomena lead us, name-
ly, to think (to hypothesise) a supersensible
basis of nature that is not merely an uncondi-
tional ground or first cause in the sense of the
“hyperphysical” beginning of a system of me-
chanically connected causes and effects, but as
“something like” an intelligent being whose
intention it was that they should have just this
purposive form with respect to our intelligent
faculties. Because we cognise the laws of na-
ture only empirically, we cannot by our reason
“reach the inner and completely sufficient prin-
ciple of the possibility of nature”, which “lies
in the supersensible”. According to the concept
of causality immanent in our understanding,
namely, we cannot know, for example,
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IOCTATOYHO JIVI IPORYKTMBHOW CIIOCOOHOCTM
HPUPOIBl TaKXKe [JIS BBIHECEHWS CYXXHEHWS O
TOM, 9TO MBI CUMTaeM (POPMUPYIOMVMCS VN
COEIVHSIOIIVIMCSI COTJIACHO WjIee Iiejlerl, Kak ee
IOCTaTOYHO VIS TOTO, [IJIs Yero, 10 HallleMy MHe-
HVIIO, HY>K€H JIVIIIb MeXaHV3M IIPUPOILL, U [IeV-
CTBUTEJILHO JIVI B OCHOBE BeIlleVl KaK VICTVIHHBIX
1iesIeVl IPVIPO/BL. .. JIEKUT COBEPIIEHHO APYrou
B IIepBOHAYaIBHOV Kay3aJIbHOCTV, KOTOPBIN
BOOOIIIe HE MOXeT COHepPXXaTbCsl B MaTepualb-
HOVI IIPUIPOJIe WIN B €e MHTeJUINTOeTbHOM Cy0-
CTpaTe, a MMEHHO HEKWUI apXUTeKTOHWYECKNI
paccynok (AA 05, S. 388; Kanr, 2001, c. 597).

TeM He MeHee HaTMuMe TaKVX (PEHOMEHOB, KaK
JKVBBbIe OpTaHM3MBbl, CKJIOHSeT Hac K TOMY, YTOOBI
OTZaTh IIpelTiouTeHre OoCIIeHeN TUIIoTe3e, 100
HEeCOMHEHHO, «4TO B OTHOIIIEHWV HAIIIell CII0CO0-
HOCTVI TIO3HAHVS OIVIH JINIITb MeXaHM3M IPUPOIIBI
He MOXeT JJaThb OCHOBaHM: /1J1s OOBSICHEHMS TIPO-
MCcxoXaeHmsl opraunmsmMos» (AA 05, S. 389; Kanr,
2001, c. 597).

@deHOMEeHBI eCTeCTBEHHOV OpraHM3allny IIpu-
Bogar KaHTa K mocTyimpoBaHMIO Iiestecoobpas-
HOCTM KaK HIpyHIONIA pedrIeKTMBHOIO CyXie-
HVI5I, IIOCKOJIBKY 1715 OOBSICHEHVISL «CTOJIb OUeBU/I-
HOVI CBSI3V BEILEeVI 10 KOHEUHBIM IIprYHaM HaJI0
MBICJIUTB Kay3aJIbHOCTh, OTJINYHYIO OT MeXaHW3-
Ma [[Iprpomkl], @ MMEeHHO Kay3aJIbHOCTB HAEeVICTBY-
IOITer CoOOpasHO IIeJIsIM (pa3yMHOV) IIPVUYVIHBI
Mupa». Ho 310 He ciienyeT moHMMaTh Kak 0OBeK-
TUBHYIO 11eJ1eco00pa3sHOCTb — CKOpee KaK «TeXHM-
YeCKUVI CII0CO0 OO BSICHEHMST», TO €CTh OODbSICHEH e
Belllell Ha OCHOBe TOrO, YTO MBI BOCIIPMHIMaeM
KaK VX IleiecooOpa3HyI0 OpraHm3aIiiio MIv IoBe-
ZleHwe, IBJIseTCs IIPUHIIUIIOM («He Oojlee KaK MaK-
crMa») pedIeKTMBHOIO CyXeHWs, a «IIOHSTHe
TaKOV Kay3aJIbHOCTV €CTh TOJIBKO M/iesi», KOTOPYIO
MBI He MOXKeM IIPVHSTh B KauecTBe pPeasIbHOV, HO
KOTOPOVI MOXKeM I0JIb30BaThCs TOJIBKO «KaK ITyTe-
BOJTHOVI HUTHIO 11711 pedpriekcum» (AA 05, S. 388 —
389; Kanr, 2001, c. 597, 599).

OObexTVBHAs 11e71ecCO00Pa3HOCTD BeITeN IIpu-
OBl He MOXXeT OBITh HVI BBIBEIIEHA a4 Priori VI3 TI0-
HSTVS Belllyl, HU JI0Ka3aHa a posteriori, VI SMIIV-
pudeckn. CKopee, MBI VCIIOJIb3yeM IIOHATHE 11eJIV,
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whether nature’s productive ability, which is
quite adequate for whatever seems to require
that nature be like a machine, is not just as
adequate for [things] that we judge to be
formed or combined in terms of the idea of
purposes [or] whether things [considered] to be
actual natural purposes [...] are in fact based
on a wholly different kind of original causality,
namely, an architectonic understanding, which
cannot at all lie in material nature nor in its
intelligible substrate (KU, AA 05, pp. 389; Kant,
1987, p. 269).

Nevertheless, phenomena like living organ-
isms lead us to favour the latter hypothesis, for
it is certain, “that the mere mechanism of na-
ture cannot provide our cognitive power with
a basis on which we could explain the produc-
tion of organized beings” (KU, AA 05, p. 389;
Kant, 1987, p. 269).

Phenomena of natural organisation lead
Kant to posit purposiveness as a principle of re-
flective judgment, since in order to account “for
the very manifest connection of things in terms
of final causes we must think a causality dis-
tinct from mechanism — viz., the causality of
an (intelligent) world cause that acts according
to purposes”. But this is not to be understood
as objective purposiveness; rather the “techni-
cal manner of explanation,” i.e. the explanation
of things on the basis of what we perceive as
their purposive organisation or behaviour is a
principle (a “mere maxim”) of reflective judg-
ment, and “the concept of that causality is a
mere idea”, for which we can claim no reality,
but which we can only use “as a guide for re-
flection” (KU, AA 05, pp. 388-389; Kant, 1987,
pp- 269-270).

An objective purposiveness of things of na-
ture can neither be derived a priori from the
thing’s concept, nor can it be proven a posteri-
ori or empirically. Rather, we use the concept
of a purpose as “a subjective basis on which
we connect presentations within us” in or-
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«aTOOBI CIeTIaTh IIPUPOLLY ITOHSATHOV II0 aHAJIOT W
C HEKOTOPBIM CYOBEKTVBHBIM OCHOBAaHMEM CBS3V
npezacTasieHnit B Hac» (AA 05, S. 360; Kaur, 2001,
c. 531; xypcus mont. — M.-D. 3.). Bosiee Toro, nmen-
HO KOHTMHIE€HTHOCTH II€JIeCOO0Pa3HOCTV, VUIN
ee CJIy4aVHBIV XapakTep, IPyTMMW CJIOBaMM, TOT
dakT, uTO «IIpPUpOHA, paccMaTprBaeMasi TOJIBKO
KaK MexaHW3M, MorJIa Obl yCTPOUTD ceOsl 11 MHade,
Ha TBICAYY Pa3HBIX JIa[I0B, He HaTaJIKMBasiCh IMEeH-
HO Ha €IMHCTBO II0 TaKOMY IIPUHIMIIY» — BOT
UTO CYIIECTBEHHO /IS POJIN 1elecooOpasHOCTH
KaK IpUHIONUIIA pedIIeKTMBHOrO cyXxueHus. Ta-
KVIM 00pa3oM, CyOBeKTMBHBIVI IIPUHIINII 11eJ1eCO0-
Opa3HOCTM BefleT K CBepX4yBCTBEHHOMY, IIOCKOJIb-
Ky «HeT HMKaKOVI HaJIe>K bl HAVITVI XOTsI OblI MasIe-
Illee aIlpVOpHOe OCHOBaHMe IJISI TOrO BHE IIOHS-
TUS O TIpUpozie, a He B HeM» (AA 05, S. 360; KaHr,
2001, c. 531). LlesrecooOpa3sHOCTb TIPUPOIIBL, TaKVIM
o0Opa3oM, IPMBHOCUTCS B VCCIIeOBaHME IIPUPO-
IIBI JINIIB «IIPO0JIeMaTidecKi», «dToOBI 110 aHa-
JIOTUM C I1eJIeBOV Kay3aJIbHOCTBIO ITOABECTU €ro
IO, ITPVHITVIIBI HAOJTFOIEH IS U MICCIIeIOBaHIs, He
IIpUTSA3asl Ha TO, YTOOBI OOBSICHUTE €r0 B COOTBET-
crBum ¢ He» (AA 05, S. 360; Kant, 2001, c. 531).

AHaJsiorus u acTeTudecKoe Cy>KIaeHne
KaK I1oaxof, K IOHMMaHMIO
CBepX4yBCTBEHHOIO

[TpyHIMIT 11e7IlecO00pasHOCTI CITYXKUT Cperl-
CTBOM YZIOCTOBEPUTDH PeaIbHOCTb CBepXUyBCTBEeH-
HOTO, HO TaK>Xe VI COPVIEHTVPOBaTh HaC Ha aHaJIo-
TVYHBIV OIIBIT CBEPXYyBCTBEHHOIO 1 00ecrieunThb
3TOT OMNBIT — 3Ta POJIb IIPOSIBJISETCS B 3CTeTIUe-
CKMX CYXXIeHMX O IIPeKPacHOM ¥ BO3BBIIIIEHHOM
B IIpUpOJIe U MICKyccTBe. ITposiBiieHnst KpacoThl B
IpUpoAe M VICKYCCTBe BBI3BIBAIOT B HAC UyBCTBO
YIOBOJIBCTBUSA (B CIydae BO3BBIIIIEHHOI'O — YyB-
CTBO AVICKOMOpTa MJIV HeIIPUA3HM, 32 KOTOPbIM
cJlefiyeT YAOBOJIBCTBYE) M3-3a HeOXKMIaHHOV Tap-
MOHM3aI1V, KOTOPYIO OHV ITPOU3BOMAT Cpeyt Ha-
VX VHTEeJUIeKTyaJIbHbIX CIIOCOOHOCTeNI, TO ecTh
M3-3a VX CIIOCOOHOCTY K TOMY, YTO BOCITPMHVIMA-
eTCsl Ha MOIIVIOHAJILHOM YpOBHe KaK HeOoXM/IaH-

der to “grasp nature by analogy with [that] sub-
jective basis” (KU, AA 05, p. 360; Kant, 1987,
p. 236; my italics — M.- E. Z.). Moreover, it is
precisely the contingency of the purposiveness
or its fortuitous nature, in other words, the fact
that “nature, considered as mere mechanism
could have structured itself differently in a
thousand ways without hitting on precisely the
unity in terms of a principle of purposes,” that
is essential to its role as principle of reflective
judgment. Thus, the subjective principle of pur-
posiveness leads to the supersensible, for “we
cannot hope to find a priori the slightest basis
for that unity unless we seek it beyond the con-
cept of nature rather than in it” (KU, AA 05,
pp. 359-360; Kant, 1987, pp. 235-236). The pur-
posiveness of nature is thus brought to investi-
gation of nature only “problematically”, “so as
to bring nature under principles of observation
and investigation by analogy with the causality
in terms of purposes, without presuming to ex-
plain it in terms of that causality” (KU, AA 05,
p- 360; Kant, 1987, p. 236).

Analogy and Aesthetic Judgment
as Approach to the Supersensible

The role of the principle of purposiveness
as a means not just of affirming the reality of,
but also of orienting ourselves toward and
providing an analogous experience of, the su-
persensible, is instantiated by aesthetic judg-
ments of beauty and the sublime in nature and
art. Manifestations of beauty in nature and art
arouse in us a feeling of pleasure (in the case
of the sublime, of discomfort or malaise fol-
lowed by pleasure) because of the unexpected
harmonisation they produce among our intel-
ligent faculties, i.e. because of their conducive-
ness to what is perceived at an emotional level
as an unexpected or fortuitous ‘repurposing’
or (re-)integration of our imagination, under-
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HOe WM CIIydYaiHoe «IlepeHalleIBaHVe» VI
(pe)uHTerpallysi HaIllero BOOOpakeHMsl, paccym-
Ka, pasyMa u xeslaHUir". Takue IIposiBjieHMs BbI-
3bIBAIOT CBOEr0 pofa Pe30HUPYIOIIYIO CJlaKeH-
HOCTB, VIV COIVIACOBAHHYIO KOOIEpallVi0 MeX-
Iy HaIIVMV CIIOCOOHOCTSMV, UTO IIpUAaeT caMo-
MY OIIBITY CBOETO pofia CJIy4arHYyIo 1iejlecooopas-
HOCTb — Kak 0y0mo CyIecTBO, HaJleJIeHHOe pac-
CYIKOM, 3a/1yMaJjlo, YTOOBbI BCce OBLIO MMEHHO Tak,
XOTSI y HaC HeT OOBEKTVBHO ITO3HABAEMOI'O OCHO-
BaHVs IIpeIosiaraTh 3TO.

B 3ameTkax 1o metadusmke KanT nmier, uto
«CITOCOOHOCTD K MIesIM — 3TO IIposBIIeHVe DoXe-
CTBEHHOTO B Hallleyl AyIie». JIJIsi cpaBHeHMs, Op-
TaHBI YYBCTB HAIOT «TOJIBKO OOpasbl MIJIM BUAN-
MocTe» (AA 18, S. 130). Ho mockosibKy HMKakye
00BEKTBI YYBCTBEHHOI'O BOCITPUSTIS IM He COOT-
BETCTBYIOT, VI CIIOCOOHBI JINIIIb K «CyOBEKTVB-
HOMY BBIBEIEHUIO» 13 Ippobl pasyMa. [lo mue-
Huto KaHTa, Kaxnas uied «yHUKasIbHa (individu-
um), He3aBucMa 1 BeuHa» (Ibid.). Jpyrumm ciio-
BaMU, KaX/as uiesl eqVHCTBeHHa B CBOeM poie
U B KOHEYHOM cueTe IIOHSATHA TOJIBKO M3 cedsd m
uepes cebs. [laxke ecitnt mzient He SIBJISIOTCA 0Obek-

* Koneuno, HeoOxommMmo pas3indaTbh, KaKmMM oOpa3zoM

IpeKpacHoe ¥ BO3BBIIIIEHHOE BBI3bIBAIOT B HAC CBOOOIHOE
VI He3aMHTepecoBaHHOe Oraropacmonoxenue. ITpe-
KpacHoe fiejlaeT 3TO HelloCpeTICTBeHHO, Oarofapsi cBoert
COpa3sMepHOCTV C Halllell CIIOCOOHOCTBIO BOOOpPaKeHVIs
VTN «300pakeHs», a BO3BBIIIIEHHOe — KOCBEHHO, B pe-
3yJIbTaTe CBOeVI HecOpasMepHOCTV U HeCOM3MEPVIMOCTY C
3TOV CIIOCOOHOCTBIO. B cily 3TOr0 ImposBiieHMs IpeKpac-
HOTO TapMOHUPYIOT C HOHSATVSIMY pacCyiKa Vi MOTYT OBIT
CBO6OHHO OTHEeCEHBbI K HIVIM, B TO BpeMs1 KaK IIPOSBJICHVIA
BO3BBIIIIEHHOI'O HAIIPaBJISIOT HAIV MBICIN K MOedaM pa-
3yMa. 371ech, OJTHAaKO, MHTEpeC IPEJICTABIISIET CXOICTBO
MeXIy IIPOABICHVISIMU ITPEKPAaCcHOI'O ¥ BO3BBIIIIEHHOTO B
OTHOIIIeHN HallleVl CIIOCOOHOCTM CYXKIIE€HVS, IIOCKOJIBKY
o0a OHM ITO3BOJISIIOT HaM fieJlaTh CBOOOJIHOe (HeoIpee-
JIeHHOe) eVIHUYHOe CyXIeHne pedrieKcum, B IIPOTUBO-
IIOJIOJKHOCTH CY>KIIEHWIO JIOIMUeCcKy HeoOXOIMMOMY VTN
4yBCTBEHHO onperierieHHoMYy. CykIeHve pedIieKcu TeM
He MeHee MOXXeT IIPeTeHI0BaTh Ha O0IIe3HaYIMOCTb 1)1
BCex CyObeKTOB OyIarofapsi HaIlIVIM OOIIVM YMCTBEHHBIM
CITOCOOHOCTSM, 00eCITeuMBalOIIVIM €r0 COODIaeMOCTh, 1
OTIpaBIaHHOMY OXWJIAHWIO TOTO, UTO JIPYTHe, TIOTo0HbIe
HaM, TakKe VICIIBITAlOT YyBCTBO YIIOBOJIBCTBII, KOTOpOE
BBI3BIBAIOT TaKyie TIPOSIBIIEHIS, VI CMOTYT OIIEHUTh MX Ta-
KmM e obpasom (cp. AA 05, S. 244 —245, Taxxe S. 275;
Kasr, 2001, c. 253, 255, Taxxe c. 331).
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standing, reason, and desire.” Such manifes-
tations evoke a kind of resonating consonance
or concordant cooperation among our facul-
ties which lends to the experience itself a kind
of fortuitous purposiveness — as though a being
endowed with understanding had intended it
to be this way, even though we have no objec-
tively cognisable cause to assume as much.

In his posthumous manuscripts on meta-
physics, Kant writes that it is “the divine as-
pect of our soul that it is capable of ideas.” In
comparison, the senses give “only images or
appearances” (HN, AA 18, p. 132). But since
no objects of sensory perception correspond to
them, ideas are capable only of a “subjective
derivation” from the nature of reason. In Kant’s
view, every idea is “unique (individual), inde-
pendent and eternal” (HN, AA 18, p. 130). In
other words, every idea is singular in its kind,
and ultimately understandable only from and
through itself. Even if ideas are not the object
of any cognition, and are not made accessible
in any categorical synthesis of the manifold giv-
en by the forms of sensual perception, these

% Certainly, it is necessary to distinguish the manner in
which the beautiful and the sublime arouse in us a free
or disinterested liking. The beautiful does this direct-
ly, by its proportionality to our power of imagination
or “exhibition”, the sublime indirectly, as a result of
its disproportionality and incommensurability to that
same power. Because of this, manifestations of beauty
harmonise with and can be thus freely referred to con-
cepts of the understanding, while manifestations of the
sublime direct our thoughts to ideas of reason. What
is of interest here, however, is the similarity shared by
manifestations of the beauty and the sublime in rela-
tion to our power of judgment, insofar as both permit
us to make a freely enacted (indeterminate) singular
judgment of reflection, as opposed to a logically nec-
essary or sensually determined one, a judgment which
nonetheless can claim universal validity for all subjects
due to our shared mental capacities, ensuring their
communicability, and the justified expectation that oth-
ers like us will also experience the feeling of pleasure
which such manifestations arouse and be able to judge
them in the same manner accordingly (cf. KU AA 05,
Pp. 244-245; cf. p. 275; Kant 1987, pp. 97-99, cf. p. 136).
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TOM ITO3HAHWMS ¥ He CTaHOBATCS IOCTYIHBIMU B
KaKOM-JIOO KaTeroprasbHOM CHHTe3e MHOr000-
pa3HOro, KOTOPBIN JaH B popMax UyBCTBEHHOIO
BOCIIPUISITVST, 9TV IIOTPaHMYHBIE IOHSATUS pasy-
Ma OKa3bIBaIOT peaIbHOe BIIVISTHIIE Ha TIO3HaHVIe 11
MOT'YT OBITh OXapaKTepr30BaHbI VX BO3IEVICTBIEM
Ha 9yBCTBEHHO BOCIIPVHVMAEMBIVI MUP, TTIOCKOIIb-
Ky OHU, C OJIHOV CTOPOHBI, [IeJIal0T BO3MOXXHBIM
o0beVHeHVe MHAMBUIYAIBHOIO OIBITa B €I-
HYIO COBOKYITHOCTb 3HaHU, a C IPyTovi — Jesia-
IOT HAIIV JIEVICTBUS, peaIbHble ITPOSBIIeHNS Ha-
I1evl cBOOOIIbI B MUpe PeHOMEHOB, TOCTYITHBIMU
IS TIO3HAHWS M OIIVICAHMS KaK TaKOBbIe C TOUKM
3peHMs Kay3aJIbHOCTY Yepe3 CBOOOTY.

KanT omimdyaer «iiesiecooOpasHOCTb IPUPO-
AOpl» KaK aIllpVOpPHOe IIOHSTHE, «KOTOPOe VIMeeT
CBOe IIPOVICXOXKIIeHVIe MCKITIOUNTEIIHHO B pediek-
TUPYIOIIIEV CLIOCOOHOCTY CY XKIIeHWSI», OT IIPaKTU-
YecKOV 11eJ1IeCO00PasHOCTI  «4eJI0BeYeCcKOro VIC-
KYCCTBa WJIV ke HPaBCTBEHHOCTV». TeM He MeHee
CyObeKTVBHasl 11eJ1eCO00pa3HOCTh, BBICTYTIAIOITAs
B KauecTBe IIPUHIIMIIA PedIIeKTUBHOIO CyXK7e-
HVISI, IOHVIMAETCS «TI0 aHAJIOIMI1» C ITPaKTIYeCKO
1resiecoobpasHocTeio (AA 05, p. 181; Kanut, 2001,
c. 103). XoTs coracue mpupOnHBIX (PEHOMEHOB C
HaMepeHVeM U IOTPeOHOCTBIO HAIIIEro paccy/Ka
OTKPBIBaTh B MHOTOOOpa3y SMIVIPUYECKIMX 3aKO-
HOB BCEOOIITHOCTh MPVHIIUIIOB HEOOXOIVMO I
Iporpecca Io3HaHMs, BCe JKe 3TO COIvIacue IOJDK-
HO CUMTATBHCS CJIyYaiHBIM, VI IMEHHO 3TOT (paKT
3actapisieT KaHTa yCcTaHOBUTD IIPUHITAII CJTyYari-
HOVI VIV HellpeJTHaMepeHHO 11ejlecoo0pa3HOCTI
B KauecTBe IIPUHITNIIA pedpIIeKTIBHOM CIIOCOOHO-
CTV CyXIeHWUs. Bemp, XOTS 3TO WM IIpeICTaBIIgeT-
cs1 HeoOXOVIMBIM, IlejlecooOpa3Hast KOMIIOHOBKa
HAIIVX [TO3HABATEJIBHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEV IO OTHO-
IIEHNIO K SMIIMPUYECKOMY COIepPXKaHMIO, KOTO-
o€ OHV IIpM3BaHbI IIOCTUTATB, eIlle He [TaeT OCHO-
BaHU J1J1s1 HEKOeTo palliOHaJIbHOTO SHTYy3Ma3Ma
VIV VIHTEJUIEKTYaJIBHOTO OJIaropacIioyioKeHms K
HAOJDKHOMY (TO €CTh K MfIee JI0JIra ¥ M3Ha49asIbHOM
MOpPaJIBHOV ITPepacIioyIoKeHHOCTH B ee OTHOIIIe-
HUM K 0e3ycsIoBHO 100poMy), KOTOpasi TECHO CBsi-
3aHa C HaIIMM He3arHTepeCcOBaHHBIM OJ1aropac-
IOJIOKeHIeM K ITPeKpacHOMY V1 BO3BBIIIIEHHOMY.

boundary concepts of reason have a real influ-
ence on knowledge and can be characterised
by their effects on the sensible world, insofar as
they make possible the integration of individu-
al experiences to a unified body of knowledge,
on the one hand, and, on the other, make our
actions, the actual effects of our freedom in the
phenomenal world recognisable and describ-
able as such from the point of view of a causali-
ty through freedom.

Kant distinguishes the “purposiveness
of nature” as an a priori concept “that has its
origin solely in reflective judgment” from
practical purposiveness “in human art or in
morality.” Nonetheless, the subjective purpo-
siveness which acts as principle of reflective
judgment is conceived of “in analogy” to prac-
tical purposiveness (KU, AA 05, p. 20; Kant,
1987, p. 181). Although the agreement of natu-
ral phenomena with the intention and need of
our understanding to discover in the manifold
of empirical laws a universality of principles
is indispensable for the progress of cognition,
yet this agreement must be considered fortui-
tous, and this fact is what leads Kant to estab-
lish the principle of fortuitous or unintentional
purposiveness as the principle of reflective
judgment. For though it appears necessary, the
purposive arrangement of our cognitive facul-
ties with regard to the empirical content which
they are meant to grasp is not made possible
by a kind of rational enthusiasm or intellectu-
al liking for the ought (i.e. for the idea of duty
and the original moral disposition, in its rela-
tion to the absolute good) that is closely allied
to our disinterested liking for the beautiful and
the sublime.

Kant calls the idea of the good when accom-
panied by affect enthusiasm (KU, AA 05, p. 272;
Kant, 1987, p. 132). Although enthusiasm, in-
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Wnero pobporo, coemyHeHHy0 ¢ addexTom,
KanTt nHaseBaer sumysuasmom (AA 05, S. 272;
KanT, 2001, c. 321). Xotd 3HTy31a3M B TOVI Mepe,
B KaKOVI OH OCTaeTCsl IIPOCThIM adppeKTOM, MOXKET
IIPensiTCTBOBaTh PasyMy «CBOOOTHO pa3MBbIIlI-
JATb 00 OCHOBOIOJIOXKEHWSIX, UTOOBI COITIaCHO
VM OIpeneInTb cebsd» ¥ B 9TOM OTHOIIeHUY HU-
KaK He 3aciIyXXuBaeT «0jlaropacrioyioXeHus pasy-
Ma», TeM He MeHee, Kak 3asBiseT KaHT, «acTeTn-
YecKy SHTY3Ma3M BO3BBIIIIEH, TaK KaK OH eCThb Ha-
IIpsDKeHVIe CVJI Yepe3 MIIeVl, BhI3bIBAOIIe TaKou
IIOPBIB YTV, KOTOPBIV JIEVICTBYET TOpasio CVIb-
Hee V1 JJIUTeJIbHee, YeM IoOYK/IeHe, 10Ty YaeMoe
OT UyBCTBEHHBIX IIpercTaBieHni» (AA 05, S. 272;
KanT, 2001, c. 323). KaHT ropoput 00 3HTy3Mas3-
Me KaK «BOCTOP)KEHHOM COCTOSHMI» (Begeister-
ung) B IOJIOKMTEIIBHOM CMBICJIEe ITPVIMEHWTEIBHO
K MOPaJIbHOMY IIOCTYIIKY B «Pesturun B mpepesax
TOJIBKO pasyMa» (AA 06, S. 46—50; KanTt, 19948,
c. 48—53) 1 Kak O «BIOXHOBJISIOIIEM» B TpaKTa-
Te «O 1oropopke “MoxkeT OBITB, 3TO VI BEPHO B Te-
opwV, HO He TOOWUTCA JJId IpakTkm » (AA 08,
S. 287, Kanr, 1994a, c. 277). Oco0blit TUII 3HTY3Ma3-
Ma KaHT omnmcpIBaeT Kak TaKovi, KOTOPBIVI «He CO3-
JlaeT OIIaCHOCTU MeuImameAbHOCHIU», TIOCKOJIBKY
OH YICTO HeraTVBeH, TaK Kak ujlesi CBOOOIbI He-
IIOCTVDKMIMA M «OTpe3aeT IyThb BCSIKOMY IIOJIOXKM-
TeJIbHOMY m300paxkeHmio» (AA 05, S. 275; Kawr,
2001, c. 329, 331). KanT nogpasymMeBaeT 371ech IIpe-
Xae Bcero 3deKT MposiBIIeHMsI BO3BBIIIEHHO-
O B MOpaJIbHOM IIOBeIeHUN («UMCTBII MOpalb-
HbIVI 00pa3 Meiciten» (AA 08, S. 287; Kanrt, 1997a,
c. 277)) xak o0y X/IeHre K MOpaJIbHOMY ITOCTYTI-
Ky. B «Kputnke criocobHOCTM Cy>X/IeHWs» OH To-
BOPUT 00 aHasIOrMaHOM 3 deKTe BO3BBIIIIEHHOIO
B ripupoze (AA 05, S. 268 —269; Kanr, 2001, c. 313).
B «Peymrum...» MOpasIbHBIVI HTY3Ma3M IIpeJIcTa-
eT Kak addeKT, TPOTMUBOHAEVICTBYIOIIN CKJIOH-
HOCTU K 3J1y ¥ CKJIOHHOCTM [I€VICTBOBATh VICXOIIs
13 TIOCJIEZICTBYL, KOTOpPbIe MBICIISITCS KaK obectie-
YyeHle CYACThbsI B CMBICIIe STOVCTIYECKOTO CBOEKO-
PBICTVS, ITyTeM BOCCTAHOBJIEHMS UMCTOTHI 3aKOHa
KaK «OCHOBaHM BceX MaKCUM» U «CaMOro 1o cebe
JIOCTaTOYHOrO MOTVBa» HallleVl CIIOCOOHOCTY BBI-
6opa (AA 06, p. 33, 34, 46; KanT, 19948, c. 34, 36, 44).
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sofar as it remains a mere affect may prevent
the mind from engaging in “free deliberation
about principles with the aim of determining
itself according to them” and in this regard in
no way deserves “to be liked by reason,” yet,
he declares, “enthusiasm is sublime aesthetical-
ly, because it is a straining of our forces by ide-
as that impart to the mind a momentum whose
effects are mightier and more permanent than
are those of an impulse produced by presenta-
tions of sense” (KU, AA 05, p. 272; Kant, 1987,
p. 132). Kant speaks of enthusiasm (Begeister-
ung) in a positive sense in relation to moral
action in Religion within the Bounds of Mere Rea-
son (cf. RGV, AA 06, pp. 46-50; Kant, 1996b,
pp- 90-94) and in On the Common Saying: That
May Be Correct in Theory, but It is of No Use in
Practice (TP, AA 08, p. 287; Kant, 1996c¢, p. 289).
The particular type of enthusiasm he has in
mind “avoids fanaticism because it is mere-
ly negative”, since the idea of freedom is not
knowable and “precludes all positive exhibi-
tion whatever” (KU, AA 05, p. 275; Kant, 1987,
p. 135). Kant is thinking here primarily of the
effect of the presentation of the sublime in mor-
al behaviour (a “pure moral disposition” — TP,
AA 08, p. 287; Kant, 1996c, p. 289) as an incen-
tive to moral action. In the Critique of Judgment,
he speaks of a similar effect of the sublime in
nature (KU, AA 05, pp. 268-269; Kant, 1987,
pp- 128-130). In Religion, moral enthusiasm ap-
pears as an affect which counteracts the tenden-
cy to evil and the inclination to act according
to consequences conceived as securing one’s
happiness in the sense of egotistic self-inter-
est by restoring the purity of law as “supreme
ground of all our maxims” and “self-sufficient
incentive” of our power of choice (RGV, AA 06,
p. 46; Kant, 1996b, p. 91).

In the posthumous collection of his Notes on
Moral Philosophy, Kant refers to the task of the
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B 3ameTKax (pedrieKcsix) 1o MopaIbHOV (PVITO-
cocpun KaHT HasbIBaeT 3aziagert MOpaIbHOro pu-
s1ocodpa BBIpabOTKY CKIJIOHHOCTM K 110Opy (AA 19,
S. 220—221). TlpumeneHne MopaipHOTO addex-
Ta B KauecTBe ITOOYXIeHMs pacCMaTpyBaeTCst Kak
CPeICTBO JIOCTVDKEHNSI TapMOHUM 3TOV CKJIOHHO-
CTVI C MOPaJIBHBIMV ITPVHITVIIAMY, YTOOBI YeJIOBEK
MOT «JIeVICTBUTEJIBHO JIFOOUTD TO, YTO OH Of00psieT,
VI IEVICTBUTEITHHO HAXOOUTh IIPe3PEeHHBIM TO, YTO
IIOCTOVIHO OoTBpatieHms» (AA 19, S. 220).

Kak mpaswito, nosunus Kanra cocrout B ToM,
YUTO JIEVICTBUS SIBJISIOTCSI MOpPAJIBHBIMM, €CIIU
OHW COBEPIIIAIOTCS M3 IIPOCTOTO PAIVIOHATIBHOTO
yOexxieHns B HaIIMX MOPaJIbHBIX 00s3aHHOCTSX,
He3aBVICVIMO OT TOTO, CKIIOHHBI MBI BBITIOJTHSITE VX
v HeT (Ibid.). Tem He MeHee OH BBIZIEIISIET TaKOM
BU, uncToro adpdexra, KOTOPBIVI ITPOTUBOCTOUT
CKJIOHHOCTM JIeVICTBOBATh PasIiVi JIMYHOVI BBITOIBI 1
MOXKeT OBITb VCIIOJIb30BaH B MOPaJIbHOM HacTaBJle-
HUM /1151 BO3BBIIIIEHMs], BIOXHOBEHNs 1 obs1aropa-
XVBaHMS. B KadecTBe IpyMepa OH OTMedaeT OT-
BpallleHle, KOTOpOe 4YeJIoBeK eCTeCTBEHHO WCIIbI-
TBIBAET «I1€PeJ] JIOXKBIO», IIPOU3BOIISIIEN «TOPaA3I0
OosIblllee BIieUaT/IeHVE, YeM BeCh BOOOpa’kaeMbIlt
Bpell 4yXKOro Ipe3peHMs» KOTOPBIV MBI MOXXeM
HIpefICTaBUTh cebe Kak pesyssraT 3Toro (Ibid.).

B sTroMm xe ximode B Tperhent «Kputuke» Kanr
paccMaTpuBaeT BO3MOXKHOCT «dVICTOrO 11 0e3ycsios-
HOTO WHTeJUIeKTYaJIbHOTO OJIaropacrioyioKeHmsD»,
00BEKTOM KOTOPOTO SIBJISIETCS «MOPaIbHBIV 3aKOH
B €0 MOTYIIIeCTBE, PacIIpOCTPAHSIONIEMCsI Ha BCe
Y BCSIKVIE TIpeJIIIecTBYIONIVe eMy 00y IuTesIbHbIe
cwibl oy (AA 05, S. 271; Kanrt, 2001, c. 321).

Iosumsa KanTa 31ech BRIVISANT HapaioKcaslb-
HoM. V100, XOTSI MBI OCO3HaeM HpaBCTBEHHO J100poe
He II0 CKJIOHHOCTM ¥ He B pacdeTe Ha IIpeyMylile-
CTBa, KOTOpPBIe MOTYT OBITH IIOJTyYeHBbI OT HaIIIIX
JIeVAICTBUL B CBSA3M C HAIIIMM CuUacTbeM, Bce e ad-
dpexT, BO3HMKAIOIINI OT BIIeYaTsIeHWsl MOpPaIbHO-
rO IOBeIeHVs], COBEpIIIeHHOIo M3 YyBCTBa 0JITa,
MOXeT BbI3BaTh SHTY3Ma3M K YMCTOMY MOpasIbHO-
My 00pa3y MBICIIeV 11 TaKM 00pa3oM OOy IUTh de-
JIOBeKa K COBEpIIIeHIO MOPaJIbHBIX IIOCTYTIKOB, TIO-
CKOJIBKY, KaK OH O0OBsicHsieT B «O IOroBOpKe»,
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moral philosopher to produce an inclination for
the good (Refl 6988, AA 19, pp. 220-221; Kant,
2005, p. 455). Applying moral affect as an in-
centive is considered as a means of achieving
a harmony of inclination with moral princi-
ples, so that one may “really love, what one
approves, and really abhor, what one finds ab-
horrent” (Refl 6988, AA 19, p. 220; tr. M.-E. Z.;
cf. Kant, 2005, p. 455).

As a rule, Kant’s position is that actions are
moral if they are performed from the mere ra-
tional conviction of our moral duties, wheth-
er we are inclined to perform them or not (cf.
ibid.). Nonetheless, he identifies a kind of pure
affect which is opposed to the inclination to act
for the sake of private utility and which may be
applied in moral instruction to elevate, inspire,
and ennoble. As example, he notes the aversion
that one naturally feels “before a lie”, which
“makes a much stronger impression than all the
represented disadvantages or the contempt of
others” that we may imagine as resulting there-
from (ibid.)

In this vein, in the third Critigue, Kant con-
siders the possibility of a “pure and uncondi-
tional intellectual liking” whose object is “the
moral law in its might, the might that it exerts
in us over any and all of those incentives of the
mind that precede it” (KU, AA 05, p. 271; Kant,
1987, p. 131).

Kant’s position here appears paradoxical.
For while it is not by inclination or by looking
to any advantages that might accrue from our
actions with regard to our happiness that we
realise the moral good, yet the affect which
arises from the impression of moral behav-
iour, performed from a sense of duty, may in-
spire enthusiasm for a pure moral disposition,
and so motivate one to perform moral actions
oneself, since, as he explains in On the Com-
mon Saying,



HMKaKasl vjles TaK He BO3BbIIIaeT YyeJI0BeYeCcKu
IlyX ¥ He BIOXHOBJIAET ero, Kak MMeHHO wuies
YICTO MOPaJIbHOTO ODOpasa MBICIIeV], KOTOPHIN
BBIIIIe BCEro IIeHUT 0JIT, IPOTUBOOOPCTBYeT Oec-
YVICJIEHHBIM IIPOSIBJICHVAM 371a B JKMU3HU U Jaxe
caMbIM OOMaHYMBBIM ee coOJIasHaM U B KOHIIe
KOHIIOB IToOexraer mx... YeloBek CO3HaeT, YToO
OH MOXXeT 3TO cJieJIaTh, MO0 OH IOJDKEH, U TaKoe
CO3HaHIe pacKpblBaeT B HeM IIIyOMHYy Ooxe-
CTBEHHBIX 3aJ]aTKOB, KOTOpbIe BBI3BIBAIOT B HEM
CBSIILIEHHBIN TpPeIleT IIepell BeJIYieM ¥ BO3BbI-
IIIEHHOCTHIO €ro MCTMHHOTO HasHaueHns (AA 08,
S. 287; Kanr, 1994a, c. 277).

Peub mmeT o TOM, YTOOBI IIpEICTaBUTH COOITIO-
JleHue JI0jira «BO BCeVl ero UMCTOTe» KaK «MeTOf],
HAaCTOMYVBOTO BHYIIIeHMs o0si3aHHOCTe» (AA 08,
S. 288; KanT, 19944, c. 277). Dta dopma «rrparmaTii-
YecKOro IpuHYXaeHMs» 3pdeKTMBHA IIOCTOIBKY,
IIOCKOJIBKY YeJIoBeuecKasl «CIIOCOOHOCTD IIPOV3BO-
Jla TOXe B YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHVIMaeMOM, U Tep-
BOe ero JIBVDKeHVe IpOoVCTeKaeT M3 YyBCTBEHHO
BOCIIPVHVIMAeMOr0»; OIHAKO TaKoe «IIpUHYXIe-
HVe» B TO K€ BpeMsI COOTBETCTBYeT COXPaHEHVIIO
BHYTpeHHeV CBOOO/IbL, IIOCKOJIBKY, XOTS OHO «IIpO-
VICXOUT per stimulos», OHO JiejlaeT 3TO JIVIIb «KOC-
BEHHO», [IOCKOJIBKY 4eJIOBEK «IIeVICTBYeT COIJIaCHO
pasMbInuieHMo» (AA 19, S. 222-223).

Taxvm oOpasoM, x0Td «Hallla cBOOOIa JOIDKHA
CTOSTH Ha 3aKOHAX» M, «CJIeIOBATeIbHO, He IIOfl-
YMHSATHCS HAKJIOHHOCTY K KaKOMY-JIO0 yII0BOJIb-
crBuio» (AA 19, S. 228) n xOTs1 «B BbIHECEHUM CY-
KOeHUs He JI0JDKHO OBITh peur O MOpaIbHOM
4yBCTBe (3TO 7IeJI0 He UyBCTBa, a BeIOopa)» (AA 19,
S. 233), TeM He MeHee MHTYUIIVS, YYBCTBO, OIIYy-
II[eHVie UTpaloT He3aMeHVMYIO Poilb B IpUMeHe-
HUY 3aKOHOB. Takoe TIOHVIMaHMe IPVUBUTNS HpaB-
CTBEHHOT'O YyBCTBa C IIeJIbIO pean3alyni Hpas-
CTBEHHO JI00pOTr0 ONMpaeTcs Ha MOHATIE «Pa3yM-
HOTrO CceOsTIo0Ms», KOTOpOe «BBIBOOWT IIPaBWIIO
I1J15 YaCTHOTO M3 BCeOOIIIero M IOCPeICTBOM Hero».
briaronaps pasymHOMYy ceOsi1ro0MI0 MBI OCO3HaeM,
YTO HaIlle CYaCThe «3aBUCUT OT CBOOOIBI IPYTVIX
pasyMHBIX cyiiecTB» (AA 19, S. 272—-273). dpyru-
MU cjloBaMU, OJ1arofiapsi eMy MBI IIOHMMaeM, 4TO
He MOXeM 3a00TUTBCS TOIBKO O CBOEM JIMYHOM
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no idea so elevates the human mind and
animates it even to inspiration (Begeisterung) as
that of a pure moral disposition, revering duty
above all else, struggling with the countless
ills of life and even with its most seductive
allurements and yet overcoming them. That
the human being is aware that he can do this
because he ought to discloses within him a
depth of divine predispositions and lets him
feel, as it were, a holy awe at the greatness
and sublimity of his true vocation (TP, AA 08,
p- 287; Kant, 1996c¢, p. 289).

It is a question here of representing the obser-
vance of duty “in all its purity” as “a method
of inculcating duties” (TP, AA 08, p. 286; Kant,
1996c¢, p. 288). This form of “pragmatic coer-
cion” is effective insofar as “one’s power of
choice is also sensible, and the first movement
stems from the sensible”; yet such “coercion”
is at the same time in keeping with the pres-
ervation of inner freedom, for while it “occurs
per stimulos”, it does this only “indirecte”, inso-
far as one “proceeds in accordance with reflec-
tion” (Refl 6998, AA 19, pp. 222-223; Kant, 2005,
p. 456).

Thus, while “Our freedom must stand un-
der laws” and “consequently not be subjected
to an inclination for any sort of gratification”
(Refl 7021, AA 19, pp. 228; Kant, 2005, p. 456),
and while “There must be no talk of moral feel-
ing in the case of judgment (it is not a mat-
ter of sense, but of choice)” (Refl 7042, AA 19,
p. 233; Kant, 2005, p. 457), nevertheless intui-
tion, sense, feeling play an indispensable role
in the application of laws. This understanding
of the inculcation of moral feeling for the pur-
pose of realising the moral good relies on a con-
cept of “rational self-love,” which “obtains the
rule for the individual from and through the
universal”. By rational self-love we become
aware that our happiness “depends on the free-
dom of other rational beings” (Refl 7199, AA 19,
pp- 272-273; Kant, 2005, p. 463). In other words,
through rational self-love we realise that we
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CYacThe, «HaIlpaBJIHHOM JIMIIb Ha YIIOBJIETBO-
peHMe MHCTMHKTOB ¥ Ha OJ1arornosrydme», HO 4TO
Hallle CYacThe JOJDKHO VICXOIWUTH OT «OOIIe3HaqV-
MOVI BOJIVI» VI OBITH OrpaHWYeHO YCIIOBUSIMM, ITO-
3BOJIIONIVIMM HaM BBICTYIIaTh B KadecTBe TBOP-
IOB OOIIero cYacThd WIN «II0 KparHen Mepe He
MeIIaTh APyTM ObITh TBOPLIAMU X COOCTBEHHO-
ro cuactbs» (AA 19, S. 273).

OmnpenenMocTh cyObekTa mjeert 0e3ycJIOBHO
no0poro, «cyOBbeKTa, KOTOPBIVI MOXKeT OIIyIIaTh B
cebe npensamcmbus co CTOPOHBI UyBCTBEHHOCTH,
HO B TO XK€ BpeMs OIIYyIIaTh KaK MOAVUKAIIIO
CBOEro COCTOSIHMS IIPEBOCXOZICTBO Hajl UyBCTBEH-
HOCTBIO Oslarofaps IIpeofoIeHMIO 3TUX IIperIsiT-
CTBUIL, T.e. [MCIIBITBIBATB] MOpajIbHOE UyBCTBO»,
«pOICTBEHHAa 3CTETUYECKOV CIIOCOOHOCTM Cy-
XAeHUs u ero popMasibHbIM ycstoBusiM» (AA 05,
S. 267, Kant, 2001, c. 309, 311). XoTs pelieHne o
TOM, UTOOBI TIOCTYIIUTh B COOTBETCTBUM C «DOe3yc-
JIOBHO JIOOPBIM», OTHOCUTCS K «UMCTO MHTeJUIEeK-
TyaJIbHOMY>», @ He 3CTEeTIYeCKOMY CYXKIEeHVIIO, MO-
pajyIbHOe 4YyBCTBO IIO3BOJIsieT HaM «IIpelCTaBUTh
3aKOHOCOOOPa3HOCTh MOCTYIIKa M3 YyBCTBa J0JITa
TaK>Xe 11 KaK HeUTO 3CTeTIYecKoe, T. €. KaK BO3BbI-
IIIeHHOe IV JXe Kak IpekpacHoe» (AA 05, S. 267;
Kanr, 2001, c. 311).

CxomcTBO MEXIy MOpasIbHBIM UyBCTBOM U Ha-
myMn  pedrIeKTUBHBIMI CYXXAEHUSMIU O IIpe-
KpacHOM ¥ BO3BBIIIIEHHOM OCHOBAHO Ha VX He3a-
VHTepPeCcoBaHHOCTY ¥, CJIefloBaTe/IbHO, Ha VX CBO-
Oome B oTHOIIEHUN X 00BbeKTOB. OOBEeKT COOTHO-
CUTCS C UyBCTBOM YJIOBOJIBCTBIS, @ IMEHHO B TOV
Mepe, B KaKOVI OH JINOO HpusSTeH YyBCTBY, JIMOO
IpeKpaceH, MO0 BO3BBIIIEH, JIMOO Oe3ycII0BHO
1obp (AA 05, S. 266; KanT, 2001, c. 309). I[Ipexpac-
HOe, B OTJINYMe OT IIPOCTO IIPUSATHOTO, IIPeLro-
JlaraeT Takoe KadeCcTBO OOBeKTa, KOTOpoe MOXeT
OBITH OCMBICIIEHO. DTO IIO3BOJISIET MY «COEVICTBO-
BaTh KyJIBType» U BOCOUTaHMIO «HEKOTOPOW JIV-
OeparbHOCTV OOpa3a MBICTIeV», IIpUydasi Hac «00-
paIaTh BHMMaHMe Ha 11eJ1ecOOOpasHOCTh B UyB-
CTBe yIOBOJIBLCTBMS», HO He co3/jaBasl 3aBVCVIMO-
CTU «OJIaropacroIokeHns: OT YMCTO YyBCTBEHHO-
ro HacJIaXXIeHWs» U, CJle[IoBaTeIbHO, He3aBVCIMO
ot uHTepeca (AA 05, S. 266, 269; KanT, 2001, c. 309,

cannot concern ourselves solely with our own
individual happiness as “directed only toward
satisfaction of instincts and well-being,” but
that our happiness must come from a “univer-
sally valid will,” and be restricted by conditions
that enable us to act as authors of universal
happiness or to “at least not contradict others
being the authors of their own happiness” (Refl
7199, AA 19, 273; Kant, 2005, p. 463).

The determinability of the subject by the idea
of the absolute good, “a subject who can sense
within himself, as a modification of his states, ob-
stacles, in sensibility, but at the same time his
superiority to sensibility in overcoming these
obstacles, which determinability is moral feel-
ing”, is “akin to the aesthetic power of judg-
ment and its formal conditions” (KU, AA 05,
p.- 267; Kant, 1987, p. 127). Even though the de-
cision to act according to “the absolutely good”
belongs to “pure intellectual” and not to aes-
thetic judgment, moral feeling enables us “to
present the lawfulness of an act done from
duty as aesthetic also, i.e. as sublime or for that
matter beautiful” (KU, AA 05, p. 267; Kant,
1987, p. 127).

The kinship between moral feeling and our
reflective judgments of the beautiful and the
sublime is grounded in their disinterestedness
and hence in their freedom regarding their ob-
jects. An object is related to the feeling of pleas-
ure, namely, insofar as it is either agreeable to
sense, beautiful, sublime or absolutely good
(KU, AA 05, p. 266; Kant, 1987, p. 126). The
beautiful, as opposed to the merely agreea-
ble, involves a quality of the object that can be
made intelligible. This enables it to “contribute
to culture” and the cultivation of “a certain lib-
erality in our way of thinking”, by teaching us
“to be mindful of purposiveness in the feeling
of pleasure,” but independently of the deter-
minate “liking from mere enjoyment of sense”
and therefore independently of interest (KU,
AA 05, p. 266; Kant, 1987, p. 126). The beauti-
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315). TakuM oOpa3oM, IpeKpacHOe MOXKET IOITO-
TOBUTb HAC «K TOMY, YTOOBI JIFOOMTH HEUTO, Jlaxe
npupony, 6e3 Bcskoro mHTepeca» (AA 05, S. 267;
Kant, 2001, c. 311). Takas OeckopbICTHas JTFOO0Bb 11
€CTh Hallla JII00OBb K HpPaBCTBEHHO J00poMY.

CyXeHre O BO3BBIIIIEHHOM IIpefIiosiaraeT Ta-
KOe IIpeJICTaBJIeHe IIPUPOIEL, KOTOpOe IIPOTUBO-
IOJIOXKHO HAIIIeVl CIIOCOOHOCTY IIOKA3bIBATh €€ ue-
pe3 4yBCTBa 1 JaeT HaM IIOHSTh, YTO Men (Takue
KaK mesi aOCOJIIOTHOVI TOTaJIbHOCTV) He MOTYT
OBbITE M300pa’keHbl, HO TOJIBKO MBICJIVIMBL; B 3CTe-
TUYECKOM CY>KIeHUM «CTIOCOOHOCTh BOOOpaskeHMs
HaIIpsiraeTcs... TaK Kak OHa OCHOBbIBaeTCs Ha UyB-
CTBe TOT0 Ha3Ha4YeHNs A1V, KOTOpOe IIOJIHOCTBIO
BBIXOOUT 3a obsacTe mpupombsk» (AA 05, S. 268;
Kanr, 2001, c. 313). B aTOoM m1ate peub mieT o cyob-
eKTMBHBIX OCHOBAHMSIX HAIIIErO OIIbITa BO3BBIIIIEH-
HOTO, «OHVI HallpaBJIEHBI IIPOTVB YYBCTBEHHOCT,
CITy>Ka IIeJIsIM ITPaKTIYecKoro pasyMa; Ho 0ba 00b-
eIVIHeHBI B OTHOM VI TOM Xe cyObekTe, [00a] 11e-
71ecO00Pa3HBI IO OTHOIIEHWIO K MOPaIbHOMY 9yB-
cTBY» (AA 05, S. 267; Kanr, 2001, c. 311).

Haxkomer, «Oe3yciioBHO 10Opoe» Kak «OOBeKT
MOPJIBHOTO 4yBCTBa» OLIEHMBAETCS «CyOBEKTVB-
HO I10 BHYIIIaéMOMY MM UyBCTBY» KaK «OIIpefesIv-
MOCTB CWJI CyOBeKTa IIpeicTaBIeHieM O Oe3yCIIoB-
HO IIpUHY>XIaroIIeM 3akoHe» (AA 05, S. 267; Kanr,
2001, c. 309). Ecii yZ1oBOJIBCTBIE, KOTOPOE MBI TI0-
Jly4aeM OT IIPeKpacHOro B IIPUPOLIe, «IIpeIiosia-
raeT ¥ KyJIBTUBUPYeT HEKOTOPYIO JInbepaIbHOCTh
oOpa3sa MbICTIeT], T. e. He3aBUCUMOCTb Or1aropacrio-
JIOXKEeHMS OT UMCTO YyBCTBEHHOTO HacJIaXKIEH s,
TO OHO IIpeJICTaBJIsieT Hallly cBOOOLY Kak popMy
WUTPBI, TOTa KaK MOpaJslb IIpeJICTaBIeHa B «3aKo-
HOMEPHOM JIeJIe... T7Ie pa3yM JI0JDKeH IPUHYX/IaTh
uyBCTBeHHOCTh» (AA 05, S. 268 —269; Kanr, 2001,
c. 313, 315). B aToM OTHOIIIEHMM KOCBEHHOE YIIO-
BOJIBCTBIE, KOTOpOe MBI II0JTy4aeM OT BO3BBIIIeH-
HOTO, B OOJIBIIIEVI CTelleH), YeM YIIOBOJIbCTBIE OT
IIpeKpacHOro, HaIIpaBJIeHO Ha TO, YTOObI BBI3BATH
YyBCTBO, CIIOCOOCTBYIOIIIEe VICIIOITHEHNIO HaIllero
ZIoJITa M peav3alivi MOpaIbHO T0Oporo.

Tax vt iHave, OO0 PSIIOITNT OITBIT BHE3AITHO-
rO COIVIACOBAHMS YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHVIMaeMBbIX
OTHOITIEHWT VIV SMIIMPUIEeCKV II03HABAEMBIX SIB-
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ful can thus prepare us “for loving something,
even nature, without interest” (KU, AA 05,
p. 267; Kant, 1987, p. 127). Such a disinterested
love is our love for the moral good.

Judgment of the sublime involves a pres-
entation of nature which resists our ability to
exhibit it through sense, and makes us aware
that ideas (such as the idea of absolute totali-
ty) cannot be exhibited, but only thought; it
“strains the imagination because it is based
on a feeling that the mind has a vocation that
wholly transcends the domain of nature” (KU,
AA 05, p. 268; Kant, 1987, p. 128). For it refers
to the subjective bases of our experience of the
sublime “as they are purposive in relation to
moral feeling, namely, against sensibility but at
the same time, and within the very same sub-
ject, for the purposes of practical reason” (KU,
AA 05, p. 267; Kant, 1987, p. 127).

The “absolutely good”, finally, as “the ob-
ject of moral feeling” is “judged subjective-
ly by the feeling it inspires” as “the ability of
the subject’s powers to be determined by the
conception of a law that obligates absolutely”
(KU, AA 05, p. 267; Kant, 1987, p. 126). While
the pleasure we take in the beautiful in na-
ture “presupposes, as well as cultivates a cer-
tain liberality in our way of thinking, i.e. an
independence of the liking from the mere en-
joyment of sense,” it presents our freedom as a
form of play, whereas morality is “subject to a
law-governed task [...] where reason must ex-
ert its dominance over sensibility” (KU, AA 05,
pp- 268-269; Kant, 1987, pp. 127-128). In this re-
gard, the indirect pleasure we take in the sub-
lime is more attuned than the pleasure we take
in the beautiful to eliciting a feeling favourable
to performing our duty and realising the mor-
ally good.

In either case, the exhilarating experience of
an unexpected harmonisation of sensibly per-
ceived relationships or empirically cognisable
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JIEHUV CO CTPYKTYpPOVI M (PYHKIIMOHMPOBaHVEM
Halllero VMHTeJUIeKTa CBA3BbIBaeT (BBIIICYIIOMSIHY-
TBIM 00pa3oM) mero 100pa C YyBCTBOM YAOBOJIb-
CTBMsI, KOTOpOe BIIOXHOBJIIeT HaC Ha BBIIIOJIHEHe
HAaIIIero J0JITa, XOTS MeXaHM3M, C TIOMOIITHIO KOTO-
POro MBICJIb MOXET BbI3BAaTh 3MOLIVIO, He MOXeT
ObITB OIIpeiesieH a priori:

YroObI XOTETH TOrO, K 4eMy TOJIBKO pa3yM MO-
JKeT IIpenricaTtb JOJDKeHCTBOBaHVe 4yBCTBEHHO

acdpdurmpyemomy pasymMHOMY CYyIIeCTBY, st
3TOro TpedyeTcs, KOHEYHO, CIIOCOOHOCTE pasyMa
BO30Yy>K/IaTh YyBCTBO YJIOBOJILCTBUSL WIM OJaro-
PacITIoyIo)KeHMsI K VICITOJIHEHUIO JI0JITa, CJIefjoBa-
TeJIbHO, IPUYMHHOCTD pa3yMa OIpeJIeIaTh JyB-
CTBEHHOCTH COIJIACHO CO CBOVIMM IPMHIIMIIAMMA.
OnHako coBepIIeHHO HEBO3MOXKHO YSICHUTB ce0e,
T.e. a priori creylaTh IOHSATHBIM, KaK IIPOCTas
MBICITB, CaMa He CoflepyKaBIas B cebe HITIero uyB-
CTBEHHOTO, MOYXET BBI3BATh OIIyIIIEHNE YIOBOJIb-
CTBVISL WWIVI HEYIIOBOJIBCTBYASE; 100 3TO eCTh 0COOBIN
PO, IPUYMHHOCTY, OTHOCUTEIBHO KOTOPOTo, KakK
VI OTHOCWTEJTFHO BCSIKOVI IIPVYVMHHOCTY, MBI HUA-
4yero He MOXKeM OITpesiesIsiTh a priori, v Io3ToMy
HIPVIHYXXIIEHBI JIONpallviBaTh O HEVl TOJIBKO OIIBIT
(AA 04, S. 460; Kanr, 19976, c. 265).

Kak mpocTasd MbIC/Ib VIV Mes pasyMa MOXKeT
ObITe HpuumMHOM 3ddeKTa, IIpUHALIIeXKAIIero
cdepe 4yBCTBEHHOI'O OIBITa? DTOT BOIIPOC CTABUT
Hac mepes TOV JKe AVJIEMMOVI, UTO VI VIest Kanra
0 Kay3aJIbHOCTV 13 CBOOOIBI: KaK IIPUYIMHA, He SB-
JISFOIIAsICS. (PU3MYIECKOVI, MOXKET OBbITh IIPUUMHON
VI OOBSCHEHMEM psa IIPUUMH W CIIeOCTBUT,
BOCIIPMHIMAaeMBIX B cpepe UyBCTBEHHO co3epliae-
MBIX sgBjIeHm? O TOM, UTO 3TO JAEVICTBUTEIBHO Tak,
CBUZIETEJILCTBYET Hallle OCO3HaHVe MOPaJIbHOIO
VIMIIEpaTVBa KaK «BBICIIIETO 3aKOHA CBOOOIBI» U
peasIbHOCTM CBOOO/IBI, KOTOPYIO OH MOJpa3yMeBa-
eT. TaknM 00pa3oM, XOTs MBI He MOXKEM 3HaTh Oe3-
YCJIOBHYIO, «BEPXOBHYIO IIPUYVHY MUpPa» B OTHO-
IIEHNV CIIeKYJISITUBHOTO pasyMa, Win Oe3yciioB-
HYI0O HeOOXOOVMMOCTh MOPaJIbHOTO MMIlepaTuBa,
MBI JOJDKHBI ee IIpe/rosiarars. TeM He MeHee «I10-
CTUTaeM Bce JKe ero HeIOCTVDKMMOCTD», I 9TO IS
Kanta mapaokcasibHO MHOJIOKUTEIBHBIV pe3yIlb-
TaT HaJJIeXXalllero orpaHuYeHus CIeKyJISTUBHO-
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occurrences with the structure and function-
ing of our intelligence thus connects the idea
of the good with a feeling of pleasure which in-
spires us to fulfil our duty, though the mecha-
nism cannot be determined a priori by which a
thought may produce an emotion:

In order to will that for which reason alone
prescribes the ought to a sensuously affected
rational being, a capacity of reason to induce a
feeling of pleasure or of delight in fulfilling duty
is admittedly needed, and hence a causality of
reason to determine sensibility in conformity
with principles. But it is quite impossible to
understand, i.e. to make comprehensible a
priori, how a mere thought, which itself contains
nothing sensuous, may produce a sensation of
pleasure or displeasure; for that is a special
kind of causality about which, as about any
causality, we can determine nothing whatever
a priori but must for this consult experience
alone (GMS, AA 04, p. 460; Kant, 2011, p. 148).

How should a mere thought or idea of rea-
son be the cause of an effect which belongs
to the realm of sense experience? With this
question, we are brought face to face with
the same dilemma which was raised with re-
gard to Kant’s idea of a causality from free-
dom: namely, how does a cause which is not
physical act as the occasion of, or provide an
explanation for, a series of causes and effects
perceivable in the realm of sensibly intuita-
ble appearances? That this is indeed the case
is evidenced by our consciousness of the mor-
al imperative as “supreme law of freedom”
and the reality of freedom which it implies.
Thus, although we cannot know the uncondi-
tional, the “supreme cause of the world” with
respect to speculative reason, or the uncondi-
tional necessity of the moral imperative, we
must assume it. Yet, “we do comprehend its
incomprehensibility”, and this for Kant is the
paradoxically positive result of the proper
limitation of speculative and practical reason,



r'O ¥ IPaKTMYECKOro pPa3yMa, M 3TO BCe, UTO MOX-
HO «TpeboBaTh OT prI0codpm, KOTOpast CTPEMUT-
Csl IOVITY JI0 TPaHMIIbI YeJIOBeYeCcKOro pasyma...»
(AA 04, S. 463; Kanrt, 19976, c. 273, 275).

Xotss KaHT xapakTepusyeT MopayIbHBIN ad-
eKT KaK CJIeron 1 TeM CaMbIM PeJIATUBU3NPYeT
€r0 IIeHHOCTH, BCe JKe CBsI3b MIIen Jo0pa ¢ SMOIIN-
el B CMBICJ/Ie MOpaJIbHOIO UyBCTBa MHOJIy4aeT 000-
cHoBaHMe B «KpuUTMKe CIIOCOOHOCTM CY>KIAEHS»,
0CODEHHO B KJIFOUEBOM OOCYKAEHWUM «KpPacOTHI
KaK CMMBOJIa HpaBCTBeHHOCT» B § 59 (AA 05,
S. 351—-354; Kant, 2001, c. 513). CumBoMIueckoe
IIpeficTaBJIeHNe, Kak roguepkrBaeT KauHT, He mmpo-
TUBOIIOJIOKHO MHTYUTUBHOMY, HO CaMO eCThb BUJI
VHTYUTUBHOTrO IpefcTasieHns. OgHako OHO He
SBIISIETCS 0eCKpUNMuUBHbIM, TO €CTh He JTaeT 00bek-
TUBHOM xapaxkmepucmuxu noHATNA. Ckopee, OHO
CJIyXKUT YyBCTBEHHO BOCHPVHVMAaEMBIM 3HAKOM,
KOTOPBIVI M300pa’kaeT IMOHATVIE KOCBEHHO, 110 aHa-
JIOTVIVL, VI He COePKUT HIUYero, YTo IIpuHajIexXa-
J10 OBI YyBCTBEHHOMY CO3epLiaHMI0 0OBbeKTa. Bme-
CTO 3TOTO OH BBICTYTIAET [IJII TIOHATUI «CPeCTBOM
penponyuMpoBaHs II0 IPUCYIINM CIIOCOOHO-
CTM BOOOpakeHMsI 3aK0HaM accoranmm» (AA 05,
S. 352, cp. S. 351—-352; Kanr, 2001, c. 515, cp. c. 513).
Ecii Takom crioco® ImpezcTaBiieHMsI MOXKHO Ha-
3BaTh IIO3HAHMEM, TO «BCe Hallle IMOo3HaHwe Oora
TOJIBKO cmMBoOsmueckoe» (AA 05, S. 353; Kawur,
2001, c. 517), n To >ke caMoe MOXHO CKa3aTb 000
BCeX HalllMX IIpeCTaBIeHNsIX O CBepXUyBCTBEH-
HOM, 3a VICKJIIOUeHVeM, TIOKaIy, UIen CBOOOIBL.
VIMeHHO B 3TOM OTHOIIIEHUN IIpeKpacHOe MOXKET
BBICTYIIaTh B KadeCcTBe CMBOJIa HPaBCTBEHHO J10-
6poro, TOYHeEe, B TOVI MEpe, B KaKOV pa3yM B CBOEM
HepeXXBaHUM IPEKPaCHOTO «CO3HaeT 1 HEKOTO-
poe obrraropakmBaHMe... HaJl IIPOCTOV BOCIIPUVIM-
YMBOCTBIO K YAOBOJIBCTBUIO OT YyBCTBEHHBIX BITe-
YaTJIeHU VI 10 TaKOV Ke MaKCMMe CBO€eVI CII0Cco0-
HOCTU CYXJeHMs OLleHMBaeT JOCTOMHCTBO [IpPY-
rmx» (AA 05, S. 353; Kanr, 2001, c. 517), To ecTh Kak
He ITO[ITYMHEeHHBIX TeTepOHOMMY 3aKOHOB OITBITa, B
OTJIMYVIe OT SMIIVIPUYECKOro Cy>KIIeHsl, HO KaK aB-
TOHOMHBIX CyIIIECTB, OT KOTOPBIX 5I MOT'Y OXKW/IaTh,
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and this is “all that can be reasonably required
of a philosophy that in its principles strives
up to the boundary of human reason” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 463; Kant, 2011, p. 154).

Although Kant relativises the value of mor-
al affect as blind, yet the connection of the idea
of the good with emotion in the sense of mor-
al feeling gains ground in the Critique of Judg-
ment, particularly in the decisive discussion of
“beauty as a symbol of the moral good” in § 59
(KU, AA 05, pp. 351-354; Kant, 1987, p. 227).
Symbolic presentation, as Kant emphasizes, is
not opposed to, but is itself “a kind of intui-
tive presentation”. However, it is not descrip-
tive, that is, it does not provide an objective
characterisation of the concept. Rather, it serves
as a sensible sign, which exhibits the concept
indirectly by analogy, and contains nothing
which belongs to the sensible intuition of the
object. Instead, it acts as a “means for repro-
ducing concepts in accordance with the im-
agination’s law of association” (KU, AA 05,
p. 352, ¢f. pp. 351-352; Kant, 1987, p. 227, cf.
pp- 226-228). If this manner of presenting can
be called cognition, then “all our cognition of
God is merely symbolic” (KU, AA 05, p. 353;
Kant, 1987, p. 228), and the same may be said
for all our ideas of the supersensible, save per-
haps the idea of freedom. It is in this respect
that the beautiful may act as a symbol of the
moral good, namely insofar as the mind in its
experience of the beautiful is “conscious of be-
ing ennobled [...] above a mere receptivity for
pleasure derived from sense impressions”, and
insofar as it “assesses the value of other peo-
ple too on the basis of [their] having a similar
maxim in their power of judgment”, namely
as not subjected to the heteronomy of empir-
ical laws, as when it judges empirically (KU,
AA 05, p. 353; Kant, 1987, pp. 228-229), but as
autonomous beings who I may expect to judge



M.-D. 30BK0

4uTO OHM OYIIyT CyIMUTH CBOOOIHO, Kak & cam’. Ilo-
CKOJIBKY Hallle O/1aropacrioyioxkeHue K IIpeKpacHO-
MY ¥ BO3BBIIIIEHHOMY He CBSI3aHO HU C KaKVM VH-
TepecoM, CyObeKT Ipu3HaeT B cebe M IPyTuX BO3-
MOXXHOCTb aBTOHOMHOT'O CY>K/I€HVISI, ¥ TeEM CaMbIM
CIIOCOOHOCTB CYXKAEHMSI BUINUT ceDdsl «OTHOCSIIeN-
Csl K UeMY-TO B CaMOM CyOBeKTe 11 BHe ero, 4TO He
eCTh HY IIPUPOa, HU cBOOOIA, HO TeM He MeHee
CBSI3aHO C OCHOBOVI CBOOOIIBI, @ IMEHHO CO CBEpX-
UyBCTBEHHBIM, B KOTOPOM TeopeTidecKasi Crioco0-
HOCTB OOITIMM ¥ HEVI3BECTHBIM [J1JT51 Hac] criocoooM
CIUIABJISIETCS B €IMHCTBO C IIPAKTIYECKOVI CIIOCO0-
HOCTBIO», CTpeMJIeHMe CyOBeKTa K OCyIIecTBIle-
HUIO HPaBCTBEHHO JJOOPOro OXMBJIISeTCS U YKpe-
IUISIeTCsT, CBOOOIA BOJIV COIVIACOBBIBAETCS C cODOM
10 BCEOOIIMM 3aKOoHaM pasyma. Takmum obpasom,
repeXXrBaHMe KpacoThl M CYKIeHVs BKyca IT03BO-
JISIIOT HaM OCYIIECTBUTH «IIepexXoll OT UyBCTBEH-
HOTO BO30Y>KII€HMS K CTaBIIEMY IIPVBBIYHBIM MO-
paJIbHOMY MHTepecy», Yero HeBO3MOXKHO JOCTUYb
C TIOMOIIIBIO CMJTBI YOEXXIeH s pallViOHaJIBHBIX ap-
I'YMeHTOB. Belb BKyc ITpesicTaBIsieT «CIIOCOOHOCTD
BOOOpakeHMsI Takke B ee cBODOIe Kak IieJieco-
o0Opa3HO ompenenMMyIo IS pacCyAKa, M Jaxe B
IpeaMeTax [BHEITHMX| WyBCTB YUUT HaxOOUTh
CBOOOTHOe OrraropacrioyiokeHvie» IIOMMMO WX
npwvBJIeKaTeIbHOCTU 11st uyBCTB (AA 05, S. 354;
Kanr, 2001, c. 519, 521). DTOT OTEHITMAII MOTMBA-
LMV MOPaJIBHOTO OTHOIIIEH VIS 11 TIOBEIeHVISI OTHO-
CUTCS He TOJIBKO K HallleMy He3aHTepecOBaHHO-
My Or1aropacroyIoXeHuIo K ¢peHoMeHaM IIpeKpac-
HOTO U K PepJIeKTVBHBIM CYKIEHVSIM O HIUX, HO U
K IIPOSIBJIEHVISIM BO3BBIIIIEHHOIO B IIPVPOLIE U VIC-
KYCCTBE, a TaKXXe K ITPOSIBJIEHVISIM XKVBOVI OpraHVI-
3armn. Bee sTu mposiByieHMs 1 rapMOHM3a1s Ha-
VX VHTeJUIeKTyaJIbHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTE (IVICKYP-
CUBHOVI M1 MUHTYWUTWMBHO, B VX CBSI3U C BOODOpaske-
HUeM U CyXXeHVeM) CO CIIOCOOHOCTBIO JKeJIaHMs,
ocyIIecTB/IsieMasl IIepeXBaHMeM VX CIIydariHOM

5 OHpaBHaHHOCTB STOrO OXMHAaHWMA ¥ IPUTSA3aHMA Ha

YVHVBEPCAIBHYIO, XOTS 1 CyOBeKTVBHYI0 000CHOBAHHOCTD
", CJIeIOBATEIIFHO, COODIIIAEMOCTh ICTETUUIECKMX CYKIIe-
HUI1 OCHOBBIBAETCHd Ha TOM, 4YTO KaHT HaspBaeT IIpesrio-
CBUIKOV sensus communis (cMm.: AA 05, S. 238 —240; Kawr,
2001, c. 239, 241, 243).
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freely as I do.* Because our liking for the beau-
tiful and the sublime is not connected to any
interest, the subject recognises in itself and
others the possibility of autonomous judgment
and finds itself thereby “referred to something
that is both in the subject itself and outside it,
something that is neither nature nor freedom
and yet is linked with the basis of freedom in
which the theoretical and practical power are
in an unknown manner combined and joined
into a unity”, its desire for the realisation of
the morally good is invigorated and strength-
ened, the freedom of the will is harmonised
with itself according to universal laws of rea-
son. The experience of beauty and judgments
of taste thus enable us “to make the transi-
tion from sensible charm to a habitual moral
interest”, in a manner not possible to attain
through the compelling force of rational argu-
ment. For “taste presents the imagination as
admitting, even in its freedom, of determina-
tion that is purposive for the understanding
and it teaches us to like even objects of sense
freely”, apart from their sensible attraction
(KU, AA 05, p. 354; Kant, 1987, p. 230). This
potential for motivation of a moral attitude
and behaviour applies not only to our disin-
terested liking for, and reflective judgments of,
phenomena of beauty, but also to manifesta-
tions of the sublime in nature and art, as well
as to manifestations of living organisation. All
of these manifestations and the harmonisation
of our intelligent faculties (discursive and in-
tuitive, in their connection with imagination
and judgment) with the faculty of desire ef-
fected by the experience of their fortuitous

* The justifiablility of this expectation and the claim to
a universal if subjective validity and hence communica-
bility of aesthetic judgments is based on what Kant calls
the presupposition of a sensus communis (cf. KU, AA 05,
pp- 238-240; Kant, 1987, p. 87).



11eJ1eCO00pa3HOCTH, YCVIIMBAIOT Hallle OCO3HaHIe
HPaBCTBEHHO I00OpPOro M cTpeMyieHne K HeMy U
MOTYT TaKMM 00pa3oM cIIocoOCTBOBaTh 3aKperwie-
HUIO 1 BocniuTaHmio (Bildung) MopasibHOTO moBe-
ZIeHVS VI IIVBVUIM30BAaHHOCTY YeJIOBEeYecKoro o0-
IeCTBa, TO €CTh peaIM3alii BEYHOIO MMpa B
«11apcTBe 1esen» (AA 04, S. 433—434, 436—438;
KanT, 19976, c. 183, 191-197).

B nmornmmanmnm KaHTa nenp — 3TO He BOIIpOC
COBEPIIIEHCTBA, TO €CTh He BOIIPOC O TOM, COOTBET-
CTBYET JIVI HEUTO TOMY 3aMBbICJIy, KOTOPBIVI COCTaB-
JIeH TUIOTeTUYeCK/M pa3yMoM, a CKopee CII0co0-
HOCTB OITpeHeIeHHBIX MOEV VIV IIPeICTaBIeHUII
(Bertiert, sIBJIEHMV, TIOCTYIIKOB, MBICJIEVI) TIPOV3BO-
OUTH OIIpee/IeHHYI0 TapMOHWM3ALNIO WJIM CBO-
OomHOe B3arMOJIEVICTBIE YyBCTBA M PaccyiKa VI
paccyzika 1 pasyMa, CIIOCOOHOe BBI3BaTh OIpeje-
JIEHHO€ YYBCTBO YIOBOJIBCTBMA. DTO UyBCTBO yI0-
BOJIBCTBMSI He 3aBVICUT OT MHTEpeca K CyIIecTBO-
BaHMIO WJIM [IOCTYIIHOCTM OOBeKTa 3TOM Wen
v nipeficTaBiieHnss. OHY rapMOHVMPYIOT He3aBu-
CVIMO OT KaKOro-JInbo 00BeKTMBHOIO 3HAHVIS VIV
IIPaKTMYeCKOV LIeJIV CJIyYariHO VIV HellpeaHaMe-
PeHHO C lieslecoo0pa3HON CTPYKTYpolt U PyHK-
LIMOHMpOBaHMeM Harmx criocodHocTen. Cyxmae-
HVle, IIPOBO3IJIAIIIAIOIee, UYTO TaKoe CBOOOIHOe
B3aVIMOJIEVICTBYIE HAIIVIX CIIOCOOHOCTEV ITPOV30-
IO JIMOO0 YTO OOBEKT cumTaeTcs MpeKpacHBIM
VJIVL BO3BBIIIIEHHBIM, IIPeTeHIyeT Ha CyOBeKTVB-
HYIO0 HeOOXOIVIMOCTD JIM YHUBEPCATIBHOCTD, BCe-
o011y10 coobI11aeMOCTh, OCHOBAaHHYIO Ha HallleM
HPedIIoJIOKeHN O CYIIeCTBOBAHMM TaKOM XXe
pYHKIIMOHAJIBHOVI B3aIMOCBSI3M CIIOCOOHOCTEV! Y
Opyrux Jjirofevt, nogoOHbx HaM. [TpuHim 1ieste-
Co00pa3HOCTM, KOTOPBIVI HaIIpaByIsieT HaIlll 3CTe-
TUYeCKVe VI TeJIeOJIOrMYecKye CY>XXIeHsl, TaKNM
oOpa3oM, He SIBJISIeTCS HY KOHIIEIIIIVIEV! IIPUPOLIBL,
HI KOHIIeIIIVer cBoOonbl. TeM He MeHee B OTHO-
IIEH MV 3HaHVISL V1 [IOBEIEHVIsI OH MI'PaeT TaKyIo XXe
PpOJIb, KaK TpaHCLeHIeHTaIbHbIe MIen Vi IIPaKTi-
JecKue IIOCTYJIaThl, VI BCe TP — W[Ieu, ITOCTyIIa-
TBI 1 CJIy4dariHag 11eJ1ecoo0pa3sHOCTh — 00pasyioT
CBOETO pofia MepapXuio U OIpefesleHHbIM oOpa-
30M COOTHOCSITCSI APYT C IIPYTOM.
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purposiveness heighten our consciousness of,
and desire for, the morally good and can thus
contribute to the habituation and cultivation
(Bildung) of moral behaviour and to the civili-
sation of human society, i.e. to the realisation
of eternal peace in a “kingdom of ends” (cf.
GMS, AA 04, pp. 433-434, 436-438; Kant, 2011,
pp. 94-97, 100-105).

In Kant’s understanding of purpose, it
is not a question of perfection, i.e. wheth-
er something fulfils the aim for which it is
conceived by a hypothetical intelligence, but
rather of the ability of certain ideas or rep-
resentations (of things, occurrences, actions,
thoughts) to produce a certain harmonisation
or free interplay of sense and understand-
ing or understanding and reason capable of
producing a certain feeling of pleasure. This
feeling of pleasure is independent of interest
in the existence or availability of the object
of that idea or representation. These harmo-
nise regardless of any objective knowledge or
practical aim fortuitously or unintentionally
with the purposeful structure and function-
ing of our faculties. The judgment according
to which such a free interplay of our faculties
is occasioned, however, according to which
its object is deemed to be beautiful or sub-
lime, lays claim to a subjective necessity or
universality, a general communicability based
on our assumption of there being the same
functional relationship of faculties in others
like us. The principle of purposiveness which
governs our aesthetic and teleological judg-
ment is thus neither a concept of nature nor
a concept of freedom. Nonetheless, it plays
an analogous role with regard to knowledge
and action as the transcendental ideas and the
practical postulates, and these three: ideas,
postulates, and fortuitous purposiveness form
a kind of hierarchy and relate to each other in
a specific manner.
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CBs3p MIeN C IPUHINIIOM I1eJIeCO00pasHo-
CTV YCTaHaBJIMBAETCS B 3CTETMUYECKOM ITpVMeHe-
HUW CyXIeHus. 11 DpUHINWIIOB VIV HOHSATU
pasyMa HeBO3MOXKHa COOTBETCTBYIOIIad VM CXe-
Ma B UYBCTBaX, VI M He COOTBETCTBYeT HMKAKO
KOHKPETHBINI O0BeKT. Vien B 11eJI0M He CBsSI3aHBI
CO CBOMIM cofiepKaHVeM HeOOXOIVIMBIM IIpoIiec-
COM CxemarusMa, Kak Vi IIOHSTIS pasyMa ¢ MHOI'O-
oOpasnem, koTopoe nof, Hux noxaseneHo. Ckopee,
MOfIOOHO TOMY KaK 4yBCTBEHHOCTD CITY KUT IIperl-
METOM [JIsI PacCyaKa, a pacCydoK — IIpeIMeTOM
IUIS pa3yMa, 3a/javda pasyMa COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI
caeJiaTh €IVHCTBO «BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX... IEeVICTBUIL
paccynka» cucreMarmdeckum. VI «xots i mmos-
HOT'O CHCTEeMaTVYeCckKoro eqrHCTBa BCeX paccygou-
HBIX TIOHATUW HeJIb34d Ha TV HMKAKOV CXeMBI B CO-
3epliaHMM, TeM He MeHee MOXXeT U JJOJDKeH ObITh
JaH HEeKUW aHa102 TaKOW cxeme». AHaJIOTOM CXe-
MBI [IJIs pasyMa sIBJIIeTCs «Ujiesd MaKCMyMa II0/I-
pasferieHns ¥ OObedMHEeHMs TI03HAHMS paccy-
Ka B onuH npuHImM» (B 692—693; Kant, 20060,
c. 849). Tax, HarpUMep, MOHATVIE BBICIIIETO MBICIIS-
IeTO CYINecTBa — 3TO He OpeaMeT IMO3HaHWS, a
JIVIIIIB IIPaBUJIO, COITIAaCHO KOTOPOMY BeLN CJIey-
eT paccMaTpUBaTh TakK, «KakK ecJIv Obl OHM IIOJTy Ya-
JIVI CBOE CYIIIeCTBOBaHVE OT BBICIIIEIO MBICIISIIETO
cyiiecTBa». Vied Kak TakoBasi eCTh «TOJIBKO 3BPU-
CTVYECKOe, a He JeMOHCTPUPYIOITEe. .. TIOHSATE»,
KOTOpOe «He IeMOHCTPUpYeT HaM, KaKVMW CBOVI-
cTBaMm OOJIaiaeT IIpeIMeT, a YKa3blBaeT, KaK Mbl
IOJDKHBI, OPVIEHTUPYSICh Ha HETO, BBISIBJISITH CBOVI-
CTBa ¥ CBSI3Y IIPEIMETOB OIIbITa BooOIIe» (B 698 —
699; Kaut, 20060, c. 857).

Vnen, Takum 00pa3oM, HMKOIIa He OTHOCSITCS
HETIOCPEAICTBEHHO K IIPeaMeTy U HVMKOIIa He sIB-
JIAIOTCS KOHCTUTYTMBHBIMM, HO TOJIBKO ITpO0IIe-
MaTUYHBIMV, TUIIOTETUYECKVIMI U TOJIIBKO «pery-
JIATUBHBIMI» B UX yIioTpeOrieHun. TeM He MeHee
VX «HeoOXOIVIMOe peryyIsiTUBHOe yIoTpeOieHve»
Ba’)KHO, IIOCKOJIBKY VIMEHHO OHV «HallpaBJIsiOT
paccymoK K OoIpezeIeHHOV 11eJIV, BBUIY KOTOPOU
JIVIHMV HalIpaBJIeHVsI BCeX ero IIPaBuyI CXOISATCS B
OJTHOVI TOUKe» — B «TOUKe KOHBepreHImm»°. Kaut

¢ DTo crToBOCOYETaHVIe BBEJIEHO B aHTJIMVICKOM ITepeBoyie,
y KanTa B opurunarse oHo orcyTcTByeT. — [Ipumeu. nep.
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The connection of ideas with the principle
of purposiveness is established by the aesthet-
ic use of judgment. No corresponding schema
of sense can be given for the principles or con-
cepts of reason and no concrete object corre-
sponds to them. Ideas in general are not related
to their content by a necessary process of sche-
matism, as are concepts of understanding to
the manifold which is subsumed beneath them.
Rather, just as sensibility is the object of under-
standing, understanding an object of reason, so
the task of reason is to connect “all possible acts
of understanding” into a systematic unity. And
“although in intuition no schema can be found
for the thoroughgoing unity of all concepts of
understanding, yet there can and must be an
analogue of such a schema.” The analogue of the
schema for reason is the “idea of the maximum
of the division and union of the understand-
ing’s cognitions in a principle” (KrV, B 692-
693; Kant, 1996a, pp. 634-635). The concept of
a highest intelligence, for example, is, then, not
that of an object of cognition, but only the rule
according to which things are to be considered
“as if they had received their existence from
a highest intelligence”. As such the idea is “a
heuristic and not an ostensive concept” which
“indicates not what the character of an object is,
but how we ought, under this concept’s guid-
ance, to search for the character and connection
of experiential objects as such” (KrV, B 698-699;
Kant, 19964, p. 639).

Ideas then never refer directly to an object,
and are never of constitutive, but are only prob-
lematic, hypothetical, and only of “regulative”
use. Nevertheless, their “necessary regulative
use” is indispensable, namely, in order that we
might be able “to direct the understanding to a
certain goal by reference to which the direction-
al lines of all the understanding’s concepts con-
verge in one point” which Kant calls “a point
of convergence”, a “focus imaginarius”, “a point



HasbIBaeT «focus imaginarius» TOUKOM, «¥3 KOTOPOM
paccyouHble IIOHSTUS B JIeVICTBUTE/IBHOCT He
VICXOJISIT, TaK KaK OHA HaXOAMTCS IIeJIVIKOM 3a IIpe-
ZleriaMy BOSMOYKHOT'O OITBITa», HO O KOTOPOVI MOX-
HO CKasaTbh, UTO «TeM He MeHee OHa CIIYXXWUT IS
TOr0, YTOOBI COOOIINTE MM HamOOJIbIIIee eMHCTBO
Hapsiy ¢ HaMOOJIBIINM paciivipeHneM». VIMeHHO
Oraromaps aTov1 (PYHKIIMM BO3HMKaeT «0OMaH4IM-
BOe IIpeJiCTaBJIeHVe» VI eCTeCTBEHHas! «VJUIIO-
3s1», TPV KOTOPOVI KaxkeTcsl, «Oy[ITo 3T Hallpas-
JIAIONIMe JIMHUWM VICXOHAST M3 CaMOro IIpefMeTa,
KOTOPBIVI IKOOBI HAXOIMTCS BHE 00J1acT SMIIVIPU-
YecKV BO3MOXKHOTO Mo3HaHMs» (B 672—673; Kanr,
200606, c. 825, 827).

Pasym 110 cBOEVI TIpumpoze SIBJISeTCS «CIIOCO0-
HOCTBIO CO3[IaBaTh IPWHIINIIB, U €ro IIpUTd3a-
HVe Ha [IPUHINITEI HAlIPaBJIeHO B KOHEYHOM Cue-
Te Ha Oe3sycsioBHOe. Eciit pasyM BBIXOOUT 3a IIpe-
ZlesIbl YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPVMHMMAEMOro, TO paccy-
JIOK He MOXeT HocjlefioBaTh 3a HUM. B 3ToM ciry-
YJae OH CTAaHOBUTCS «TPaHCIEHIEHTHBIM»; HBIMUI
CJIOBaMM, €ro HOHATHS O0JIbllle He MOTYT IOIKpe-
IUIATBCS COOTBETCTBYIOIIVM IIpeJiCTaB/IeHueM B
YyBCTBEHHOM CO3€PLIAHMV, U II0O3TOMY SIBJISIOTCS
y>ke He 0ObeKTVBHO 3HaYMMBIMY TIOHSATHSMM pac-
cyaka, a ugeamu (AA 05, S. 401—402; KanT, 2001,
c. 629). Paccymok B JaHHOM cjly4ae OrpaHMYMBa-
eT 3Ha4MMOCTb WMJIeVl pa3yMa TOJIBKO CyOBbeKTOM;
UJIeV COXPaHSIOT, OJJHAaKO, YHMBepCaJIbHYIO 3Ha-
YMMOCTB TIJISI CyOBEKTa, ITOCKOJIBKY «BCe CyObek-
ThI JAHHOTO pOfia» PasaesIdioT OfHO 1 TO Xe PyH-
IaMeHTaIbHOe [e/IeHVe HaIIMX CII0COOHOCTe Ha
pasyM, pacCyIoK ¥ CIIOCOOHOCTH CyXaeHMs. Pa-
3yM, CO CBO€VI CTOPOHBI, HaCTOSATeJILHO TpelyeT
«IIpU3HaBaTh HEYTO (IIePBOOCHOBY) KaK CYIIIeCTBY-
Io11iee Oe3ycJIOBHO HeOOXOIVIMO, B UeM yyKe HeJTb3s
pas3myaTh BO3MOXKHOCTH W JIEVICTBUTEIIBHOCTH».
Hpyrumu cjioBaMu, pasyM BbIIBUIaeT B KayecTse
TUIIOTe3bl 0e3yCIIOBHYIO II€PBOOCHOBY SIBJIEHWTA,
KOTOpBIE KaXKyTCs obsIamaroImmMMm  TO ciTyvan-
HOVI 11€7TeCO00Pa3HOCTBI0, KOTOPasi OIMCHIBAETCS B
CBSI3M C CY)KAEHMSMM O IIPeKPacHOM, BO3BBIIIIEH-
HOM 1 00 opraHmsanuu XusbIx cyirecTs. [Ipen-
TiojlaraeMasi IIepBOOCHOBA TaKMX SIBJIEHUII — 3TO
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from which — since it lies entirely outside the
bounds of possible experience — the concepts
of understanding do not actually emanate”, but
of which it can be said that “it yet serves to pro-
vide for these concepts the greatest unity, in ad-
dition to the greatest extension”. It is from this
function that the “deception” or the natural “il-
lusion” arises, according to which “it seems as
if theses directional lines had sprung forth from
an object itself, lying outside the realm of em-
pirically possible cognition” (KrV, B 672-673;
Kant, 1996a, pp. 618-619).

Reason by nature is a “power of principles”
and its demand for principles aims ultimately
at the unconditional. If reason advances beyond
the sensible, understanding cannot follow. In
this case, it becomes “transcendent”, in other
words, its concepts can no longer be supplied
with a corresponding representation in sense
intuition, and therefore are no longer objective-
ly valid concepts of understanding, but ideas
(KU, AA 05, pp. 401-402; Kant, 1987, p. 284).
Understanding, in this case, limits the validi-
ty of ideas of reason to the subject; they retain
however, a universal validity with respect to
the subject, since “all subjects of our species”
share the same fundamental division of our ca-
pacities for reason, understanding, and judg-
ment. Reason, for its part “forever demands
that we assume something or other (the origi-
nal basis) as existing with unconditioned ne-
cessity, [...] in which there is no longer [...] any
distinction between possibility and actuality”
(KU, AA 05, p. 402; Kant, 1987, p. 285). In oth-
er words, reason posits as a hypothesis the un-
conditional original basis of phenomena which
appear to possess the sort of fortuitive purpo-
siveness described in connection with judg-
ments of beauty, sublimity, living organisation.
The hypothesised original basis of such phe-
nomena is an idea for which understanding has
no concept, since “it cannot find a way to present
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uiesi, 1 KOTOPOW y paccyliKa HeT HOHSTMS, TI0-
CKOJIBKY OH «He MOXeT HalT/ KaKoV-Inbo criocod
IIpe/ICTaBIIATh cebe TaKylo Belllb 1 CIIOCO0 ee Cy-
II[ECTBOBAHMS» B YYBCTBEHHOM CO3€pLIaHMN. DTO
ObLTO OBI BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO B TOM CJTy4ae, ecIvi Obl
HAaIII PacCyI0K OBUI CO3epPLAOIINM, TO €CTh eCIIN
ObI OH OBUI CTIIOCOOEH caM MOPOXAATh IIPeIMeThI,
COOTBETCTBYIOIIIVE HAIIMM IOHATUSAM. VIMeHHO
IO TOVI IIPUYIHE, YTO HAIll PacCyIOK He o0OJIaja-
€T CIIOCOOHOCTBIO CO3epIiaTh CBOVI MIIIEV, II09TOMY,
«XOT$ TIOHSITVIEe aDCOITIOTHO HeOOXOIMMOTI CYIITHO-
CTV U eCTh Hen30eXXHas mjies pa3yMa», OHO IOJIK-
HO OCTaBaTBCS [JIS1 UeJIOBEYECKOTO pacCyfIKa «He-
HOOCTVDKMMBIM  ITpOOJIeMaTNYeCKV M  ITOHSITVEM»
(AA 05, S. 401—402; KanT, 2001, c. 629, 631).

Coseprarommit pacCyAoK ObUI ObI paccyIIKoM,
«y KOTOpOro He ObIIO OBI TaKOrO pas3yInTueHVIs»
(AA 05, S. 403; KanT, 2001, c. 631) 1 0OBeKTHI ero
MO3HaHMS MMeIVCh ObI (CyIecTBoBai Obl). Tam,
I'7Ie ITO3HaHVIe O0BEKTOB HAIIIVIX IIOHSTU «IIPEBbI-
ITIaeT CIIOCOOHOCTD PacCyAKa, MbI MBICTIVIM BCe 3TN
OOBEKTHI TI0 CyOBeKTUBHBIM, HaIllel (T. €. JesloBe-
YecKOoV) IpUporIe HeOOXOAMMO MPVCYIIVM YCIIo-
BUSIM IIpVIMEHeHMs 3Tov crocobHocTm» (AA 05,
S. 403; Kanr, 2001, c. 631). ViMeHHO 110 3TOV TpUYIM-
He 3CTeTrvecKoe CyKAeHVie MOXeT UMeTb U VIMe-
€T IIPVIOPUTET TIeper] TEOPETNIeCKMM TI03HAHVIEM
B HaIlleM IIOIXOfle K CBEPXUyBCTBEHHOMY W WiIle-
sIM, KOTOpBIe COCTaBJISIIOT MHTEpPeC U cofepKaHue
Metadmsvkm. CyXaeHvisl, BBIHeCEHHBIE B COOTBET-
CTBUM C CyOBEKTUBHBIMI YCJIOBUSIMUL CY>KIEHNS,
He MOT'Y'T ObITh KOHCTUTY TVBHBIMY IIPUHITUIIAM,
OITpeeISIOIMI XapaKTep OOBeKTa, HO TOJIBKO
PEryIISTUBHBIMU VI TUIIOTETVYeCKVIMIAL

Opmako He Bce mmem runoreTruHbl. OmHa
Vifiest BBIIIEJISIeTCs KaK VICKJIIOYeHVIe 13 3TOro IIpa-
Biwla. B omimume ot apyrux mmen pasyMa, vmiest
cBOOOMIBI siBJIgeTCsE (paKTOM, HECMOTPsl Ha TO YTO
ues pasyMa «caMa IIo cebe He o0J1aziaeT CrIocoo-
HOCTBIO OBITH 11300pa’keHHO B co3epriaHm». Pe-
aJIBHOCTB WZIeV CBOOOBI KaK «0COOO0ro Bua Kay-
3aJIBHOCTV» <«JTOKa3bIBAeTCSl MTPaKTUYeCKMMM 3a-
KOHaMM 9MCTOr0 pa3yMa 1 cooOpa3Ho ¢ HuMu [00-
HapyXXMuBaeTcsi| B AeVICTBUTEIIbHBIX IIOCTYIIKaX,

such a thing and its way of existing” (ibid.; my ital-
ics — M.-E. Z.) in sense intuition. This would
only be possible if our understanding were in-
tuitive, that is, if it were able to produce itself
the objects corresponding to our concepts. It is
for this reason, viz. because our understanding
lacks the ability to intuit its ideas, that “the con-
cept of an absolutely necessary being, though
an indispensable idea of reason” must remain
for human understanding “an unattainable
problematic concept” (ibid.).

An intuitive understanding would be “an
understanding to which this distinction did
not apply” (KU, AA 05, p. 403; Kant, 1987,
p- 286), the objects of whose cognition would
exist. Where the cognition of the objects of our
concepts lies “beyond the ability of our under-
standing we must think them in accordance
with the subjective conditions for exercising
[our] powers, conditions that attach necessar-
ily to (our) human nature” (KU, AA 05, p. 403;
Kant, 1987, p. 286). This is the reason why
aesthetic judgment can and does take priori-
ty over theoretical cognition in our approach
to the supersensible and the ideas which con-
stitute the interest and content of metaphys-
ics. Judgments made in accordance with the
subjective conditions for judgment cannot be
constitutive principles which determine the
character of the object but only regulative and
hypothetical.

Not all ideas are hypothetical, however. One
idea stands out as an exception to this rule. In
contrast to the other ideas of reason, the idea of
freedom is a matter of fact “even though it is
intrinsically impossible to exhibit rational ide-
as in intuition”. The reality of the idea of free-
dom as “a special kind of causality”, “can be
established through practical laws of pure rea-
son, and [...] in conformity with these, in actual
acts, and hence in experience.” As the only idea
of reason “whose object is a matter of fact,” the
idea of freedom must hence be included under
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crasio ObITh, B OombITe». Kak eqmMHCTBEHHAs West
pasyMa, «IIpegMeT KOTOpom — (paKT», mujes CBO-
Oo71p1 JOTDKHA OBITH, CJIefI0BaTeIIbHO, IIPUYICIIeHa
K scibilia, mpyrviMu cjioBaMu, cBOOOIA JT0JKHa pac-
CMaTpMBaThCI KaK OOBEKT SMIIMPUIECKOro 3Ha-
Hug (AA 05, S. 468; Kanr, 2001, c. 791).

[71s cpaBHeHMS, «BBICIIIee Or1aro» Kak IiejIb Ha-
ITIer0 MOPAJIBHOTO TIOBEIEHMSI SBJISIeTCS IIpeaMe-
TOM BepBl, XOTS OHO OTHOCUTCS K TeM IIpefIMeTaM,
«KOTOpBIe TI0 OTHOIIEHMIO K cOOOpa3sHOMY C HOJI-
T'OM yTIOTpeOJIeHIIO YMCTOro IIPpaKTUYeCKOro pasy-
Ma (KaK CJIeZICTBIS VTV KaK OCHOBAHVIST), HaJIO MBIC-
JIATB a priori, HO KOTOpPbIe 171 TeOPeTUYeCcKOro yIIo-
TpebrieHMs ero 3arpenebHbD (AA 05, S. 468 —469;
Kanr, 2001, c. 791). YncThIii DpaKTUYeCKUil pasyM
BEJIVIT HaM VICTIOIB30BaTh ITOHSTHE BhICIIIero Oara
II7ISL TOTO, YTOOBI KaK MOXKHO JIyUIIe CTPEMUTBCS K
3TOVI 11eJ1¥, JTaXKe ecJIVi OHa He MOXKeT ObITh M3BeCT-
Ha TaK, Kak 0ObeKTVBHO M3BecTeH (PaKT CBOOOIIBI.
Hapsimy ¢ «1pennvicbiBaeMbIM IeVICTBUEM» VIIen
BBICIIIErO Os1ara, cyIectsoBaHue bora m Geccmep-
TVe AYIIVI IIPEIICTaBIISIOT COOOV «eIVIHCTBEHHEIE,
MBIC/IVIMBIE [IJISI HaC YCJIOBUSL €r0 BO3MOXKHOCTVI»
U TIO3TOMY TakKXKe SBJISIOTCS IIpeIMeTaMV BepBbL.
[TpuHSATME IPEIMETOB BEPHI MIMeeT 3HAUMMOCTD «B
YMCTO TIPaKTMYeCKOM OTHOIIeHUW». MopapHas
BEpa, OJHAKO, «HIYEeTo He JOKa3bIBaeT IS Teope-
TUYeCKOro MO3HaHMS pa3yMoM, a I0Ka3bIBaeT TOJIb-
KO VTS ITPAKTIYeCKOro, HalIpaBJIeHHOr'O Ha VICIIOI-
HeHMe coero noira» (AA 05, S. 470; Kant, 2001,
c. 795). TakuM 006pa3oM, XOTsI IOCTYJIAT O «BBICIIIEM
IIPVHIINIIE BCeX 3aKOHOB HPABCTBEHHOCTVI» BJIeUeT
3a cOOOVI TUIIOTeTYECKYI0 BO3MOKHOCTD BBICITIETO
OJs1ara Kak mx BBICIIIErO OObeKTa M KOHeUHO LIV,
a TakKe peasIbHYIO0 BO3MOKHOCTD YCIIOBUI IIJIsI €70
IOCTVDKeHMs], a MMeHHO bora 1 GeccMepTias my1y,
TeM He MeHee OHU He OIIpeerIsIoTCs KaK TeopeTH-
yecKye IMOHATS M He IeJIafoT Hallle II03HaHVe VX
BO3MOXKHOCTVI «HVI 3HaHVEM, HV MHEHVIEM O OBbITIN
I CBOVICTBAaX 3TMX YCJIOBUI» (T.€. BBICIIIETO Osiara).
Ckopee, OHI TIPEICTABIISIOT COOO «ITPEIIIOIIOKe-
HVIe, B34TOEe B IPAKTUYECKOM OTHOIIIEHWN, U Ta-
KOM [OTHOIIIeHMM]|, KOTOpOe IIPEAIVCaHO IS MO-
PaJIbHOTO YTIOTpeOrieHis Hatrero pasyma» (AA 05,
S. 470; Kanr, 2001, c. 795).
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the “scibilia”, in other words, freedom must be
considered an object of empirical knowledge
(KU, AA 05, p. 468; Kant, 1987, p. 362).

By comparison, the “highest good”, as aim
of our moral behaviour, is a matter of faith, al-
though it belongs to the “objects that we have
to think a priori (either as consequences or as
grounds) in reference to our practical use of
reason in conformity with duty, but that are
transcendent for the theoretical use of reason”
(KU, AA 05, pp. 468-469; Kant, 1987, pp. 362-
363). Pure practical reason commands us to
use the concept of the highest good in order
to achieve that purpose as best we can, even
though it cannot be known in the manner in
which the fact of freedom is objectively known.
Along with the “commanded effect” of the idea
of a highest good, God’s existence and the im-
mortality of the soul constitute the “the sole
conditions conceivable by us under which [...]
that effect is achievable” and so are also matters
of faith. Assent to matters of faith is valid “from
a pure practical point of view”. Moral faith,
however, “proves nothing for theoretical pure
rational cognition, but only for pure practical
cognition that aims at [...] complying with [...]
duties” (KU, AA 05, p. 470; Kant, 1987, p. 363).
Thus, while the postulate of the “supreme prin-
ciple of all moral laws” entails the hypothetical
possibility of the highest good as their highest
object and final purpose, as well as the real pos-
sibility of the conditions for achieving it, namely
God and immortality of the soul, nevertheless,
these do not qualify as theoretical concepts and
do not make our cognition of their possibility
“either knowledge or opinion of the existence
and character of these conditions [...]” (viz. of
the highest good). Rather, they constitute “an
assumption that we make and are commanded
to make in a practical respect: for the moral use
of our reason” (KU, AA 05, p. 470; Kant, 1987,
pp. 363-364).
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Xotg KaHT oTpuiiaer BO3MOXXHOCTB TeOpeTU-
YecKOro Io3HaHMsl CBepX4yBCTBEHHOIO, IIOCKOJIb-
Ky HMKaKOe 4yBCTBEHHOe CO3epllaHVie He MOXeT
aZleKBaTHO ITpeAICTaBUTh HaIllM IOHATUS pasyMa
VUIV ViZiey, OH JOITyCKaeT BO3MOXKHOCTB IIpeJICTaB-
JIEHVIS VIIeVI IO aHAJIOI U, TO €CTh CYUMBOJIMYECKN
VI TocpericTeoM runorumosa (AA 05, 351—-352;
Kant, 2001, c. 513). DTOT MeTO OCyIIecTBIIdeTCs
IIyTeM CHaO)XeH s [IOHA TS pa3yMa TaKM COo3ep-
LIaHMeM, «IIpV KoeM 00pa3 IeVICTBITI CTIOCOOHOCTI
CY>KIEHWsI COIIaCyeTCsl C TeM o6pa30M JIIEeVICTBUIA,
KaKoVI OHa HaOJTIojaeT TPy CxeMaTM3alIv, TOJIBKO
I10 aHAJIOTMW», TO €CTh 110 «IIpaBWIaM 3TOro oopa-
3a JEVICTBU, a He II0 CaMOMY CO3epLIaHNIO», IPY-
T'MIMU CJIOBaMU, «TOJIBKO 110 pOopMe, a He 10 cofiep-
KaHuio pedrrekcum» (AA 05, S. 351; Kant, 2001,
c. 513; cp. AA 20, S. 279—280; KanT, 19946, c. 403).
B xoukypcHOM countHeHnn KanTa 06 ycriexax Me-
TapM3MKM KOCBEHHOe W300paXkeHVe CBepXUyB-
CTBEHHBIX IIOHATUW WJIV VIEV, KOTOpble He MO-
r'yT OBITH IIpeIICTaB/IeHbl HEITOCPEICTBEHHO B UyB-
CTBEHHOM CO3epLIaHMM 11 He MOT'YT ObITb TaHbI HI
B KaKOM BO3MOXKHOM OITHITE€, HA3bIBAETCS CUMBO-
JIM3MPOBaHVEM WJIN «IIO3HaHMEeM II0 aHaJIorMu»
(AA 20, S. 279—280; KanT, 19946, c. 403, 404). Do
«IIpeJicCTaBJIeHVe O IIpelMeTe, COCTaBJIeHHOe II0
aHaJIOrMM» POPMUPYETCS «I10 OAMHAKOBOMY OT-
HOIIIEHWIO K HeKOTOPBIM CJIEZICTBUAM, KaK TO, YTO
IIPUIINCBIBAeTCS IIpeMeTy B KauecTBe ero ciiel-
CTBWVI, XOTSI CaMVI CIMBOJIVI3VIPYIOILIVV VI CVIMBO-
JII3VPYEMBIVI IIpeIMeThl COBEPIIeHHO pa3JINUHO-
ro poga» (AA 20, S. 279—280; Kant, 19946, c. 403).
VIMeHHO OTHOIIIEHMe MeXIy HUMU OIpefesideT
IIpaBoMepHOCTh cpaBHeHMd (AA 05, S. 351; Kanr,
2001, c. 5137 cp., HaIpPOTMB, «CXEMATM3M aHaJIO-
rum» B AA 06, S. 64—65 Anm.; Kant, 19948, c. 65—
67, mpumed.; AA 05, S. 70—71; Kanrt, 1997a, c. 463).

Pynoned Jlanrrasep nHTeprpeTupyeT aKLeHT
Kanra Ha Teme bora B counHenmm 00 ycriexax me-
TapM3MKM KaK JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO MO3MITNM, BBICKA-
3aHHON Makcom ByHaTOM, coryiacHO KOTOpOV Te-
0JIOrM SABJISIeTCS BepPIIVIHOV KPUTMYecKov puio-
codvm Kanra. Eciiv mpuHATE BO BHMMaHMe, YTO
KanT yeTko pasrpanmumsaeT cdepbl dprtocodpmm

7 Cp.taxxe: (AA 04,S.357—362,§57—59; AA 07,S.191).

Although Kant denies the possibility of the-
oretical cognition of the supersensible, since
no sensible intuition can adequately repre-
sent our concepts of reason or ideas, he admits
the possibility of representing ideas according
to an analogy, that is, symbolically or by hy-
potyposis (KU, AA 05, p. 351-352; Kant, 1987,
pp. 225-228). This method proceeds by sup-
plying the concept of reason “with an intuition
that judgment treats in a way [...] analogous
to the procedure it follows in schematizing”
that is, according to “the rule followed rather
than in terms of the intuition itself” in other
words “in terms of the form of the reflection
rather than its content” (KU, AA 05, p. 351;
Kant, 1987, p. 226; ¢f. PM, AA 20, pp. 279-280).
In the Prize Essay on the Progress of Metaphys-
ics, the indirect exhibition of supersensible
concepts or ideas which cannot be represented
directly in sense intuition and cannot be giv-
en in any possible experience is called symboli-
sation or “knowledge by analogy” (FM, AA 20,
pp- 279-280; Kant, 2002b, p. 370). This “repre-
sentation of the object by analogy” takes place
“by the same relationship to certain conse-
quences as that which is attributed to the ob-
ject in respect of its own consequences, even
though the objects themselves are of entire-
ly different kinds [...]” (FM, AA 20, pp. 279-
280; Kant, 2002b, p. 370). The relation between
the two is what establishes the validity of the
comparison (cf. KU, AA 05, p. 351; Kant, 1987,
p. 226n31; cf. Prol, AA 04, pp. 357-362, §§ 57-
59; Anth, AA 07, p. 191; cf. in contrast, “sche-
matism of analogy”, RGV, AA 06, pp. 64-65n;
KpV, AA 05, pp. 70-71).

Rudolf Langthaler takes Kant’s emphasis on
the topic of God in the Prize Essay on the Real
Progress in Metaphysics as evidence for the po-
sition expressed by Max Wundt, that Kant’s
critical philosophy reaches its pinnacle in the-
ology. In keeping with Kant’s clear distinction
of the domains of philosophy and theology, it
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"I TEOJIOTMM, TIOXKaJTyVl, To4Hee ObUIO OBI CKa3aTh,
UTO OH B3sJ1 HOoHATHe bora B dprstocodpckont mep-
CIIeKTVBe KaK TOUKY OIOpPBI [IJI HOBOTO BUa Me-
tadmsuku (cp. Langthaler, 2010, S. 155), a mmenHO
11 TOTO Bua MeTadpm3MKyM, KOTopas He HyXIa-
eTcs B TeOpeTYeCcKOM 3HaHMM el pasyMa 1 He
OCHOBBIBAeTCs Ha HeM (TIOCKOJIBKY B KPUTMYECKOV
drtocodpmnt KanTa mokasaHa ero HeBO3MOXKHOCTB).
ITocTanoBka Borpoca 00 ycrexax MeTapu3MKu 1
KOHEYHOVI 11eJI1 ero KpuTudeckon dpriocodpmnt B
paMKax MCTOpWUM 3TUX ycIexoB Io3BosigeT Kan-
Ty HOIUYepKHYTh BO3MOXXHOCTb KOHIemuuy bora
10 aHAJIOTUV VIV TUIIOTETMYEeCKOV KOHIIeMIIN
Bora 1 ee MecTo B IJTaHMpPYEMOVI «CHUCTEMe YVICTO-
rO pasyMa» C ee TPUEAMHCTBOM «HaJIIPUPOIHBIX
umer» — bora, dertoBedecKkort cBOOOBI 1 OeccMep-
Ty gymm. Bee 9To BMecTe cocTaBpiisgeT 1eHTpaslb-
HBII (POKYC €ero KpWUTWYEeCKOV ¥ TpaHClLeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOVI PMIIOCOUI C CAMOTO ee 3apOXK/IeHVL.

KonkypcHoe counHeHme, KoTopoe OeperT 3a OT-
IIpaBHYIO TOYKY BOIIPOC O KOHEUHOVI IIeJIV VUIU
HaMmepeHnu (Endzweck) metadwsvky, HamvcaHo
C 11eJIBIO TIOKAa3aTh, YTO KpUTHUecKas dprstocodpms
KaHTa BBICTYITaeT OCHOBaHVEM HOBOVI MeTadw3n-
KV VL 9TO OHVI ITIPECTABIISIOT COOOVI «JIVIIIB [IBE CTO-
POHBI OTHOTO 11 TOro ke HaMepeHMs» (Langthaler,
2010, S. 156). B nepsbIx ab3ariax «Ycmexos metadu-
3uky» KaHT orpenessieT 3To HaMepeHMe, «KOHeu-
HYIO IleJIb», K KOTOPOVI HallpaBsjleHa Bcs MeTadu-
31Ka, KaK «HayKy, CJIyXKallylo ISl TOro, YTOOBI C
IIOMOIITBIO PasyMa MIITY OT ITO3HaHMs 9yBCTBEHHO
BOCIIPMHMMAEMOro K II03HaHWMIO CBepXUyBCTBEeH-
Horo» (AA 20, S. 260; KanT, 199406, c. 379).

VI3 Tpex cTaguii B pa3sBUTUV MeTaV3VIKM, BbI-
nensgembix Kanrom: 1) mormarmsm, wim cucre-
Ma YMCTO TeOpeTHYeCcKOro pallMiOHaJIbHOTO 3Ha-
HVs, HadMHAIOMIAsICSl C JOIJIATOHOBCKOW MBIC-
M M 3aBepriarorasics dvutocodpmen JlentOHmITa
u Boedpa (Allison, 2002, p. 341); 2) ckenTuumsm
”n 3) «KpUTMKa YMUCTOrO pasyMa» — CBOIO COO-
CTBEHHYIO TpaHCIIeHJIeHTaIbHYI0 (rIocodmio
OH OTHOCWUT K IIOCJIe[THeVI CTa/iuii, XOTd ero Kpu-
THdecKasi pustocodus Takke CBsi3aHa CO CTasyert
CKeNTUIIM3Ma, ITOHVMaeMoro KakK CKelTHIIV3M B
OTHOIIIeHUVI IIPYMeHeHMs pasyMa K cdepe cBepx-
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is perhaps more accurate to say that Kant took
the concept of God in philosophical perspective
as an anchoring point for a new kind of meta-
physics (cf. Langthaler, 2010, p. 155), namely,
for a kind of metaphysics that does not require
and is not based upon theoretical knowledge
of the ideas of reason which Kant’s critical phi-
losophy had shown to be impossible. The ques-
tion of the progress of metaphysics and the
final purpose of his critical philosophy within
the history of that progress provides Kant with
the opportunity to highlight instead the possi-
bility of an analogical or hypothetical concept
of God and its place in the planned “system of
pure reason” with its triune of “supernatural
ideas” — God, human freedom, and the im-
mortality of the soul. These together comprise
the central focus of his critical and transcenden-
tal philosophy from its inception.

The Prize Essay, which takes as its point of
departure the question of the final purpose or
intention — Endzweck — of metaphysics, is con-
cerned to show that Kant’s critical philosophy
presents the foundation of a new metaphysics,
and that the two represent “only the two sides
of one and the same intention” (Langthaler,
2010, p. 156). In the opening paragraphs of the
Progress of Metaphysics, Kant defines this inten-
tion, the “ultimate purpose” toward which the
whole of metaphysics is directed, to be “the sci-
ence of progressing by reason from knowledge
of the sensible to that of the super-sensible”
(FM, AA 20, p. 260; Kant, 2002b, p. 353).

Of the three stages in the progress of meta-
physics distinguished by Kant, dogmatism or
the system of purely theoretical rational knowl-
edge beginning with pre-Platonic thought and
culminating in the philosophy of Leibniz and
Wolff (Allison, 2002, p. 341), scepticism and the
“criticism of pure reason”, Kant attributes to his
own transcendental philosophy the final stage,
although his critical philosophy is also associ-
ated with the stage of scepticism understood as
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uyscTBeHHOro. KaHT paccMaTpuBaeT cBoro dusio-
codpuro KaK JOCTUTIIYIO KyJIbMMHAIMM MeTadu-
3KV B IPaKTUKO-TIOTMaTIeCKOM «YUeHWM MY-
npoctm» (AA 20, p. 273; KauT, 19946, c. 380, 405),
KOTOpoe OyleT BKJIIOUYAThb Te€MBbI, OXBaTbIBaeMble
TPaAMIIMOHHBIMI pasfelaMi OOIIelt 7 CIely-
aJIbHOV MeTadpVI3VIKM, PalVIOHAJIBHON IICHIXOJIO-
IV, PalIOHAJIBHOV KOCMOJIOIM VI PaIiOHaIb-
HOVI TeOJIOTMV M pacCMaTpuBaeMble He KakK cofep-
JKaHVIe TeOpeTN4ecKOro Mo3HaHMs, a KaK 0ObeKT
0cobovt POPMBI TTPAKTMUECKOTO, 3CTETIIECKOrO
VI aHAJIOTOBOI'O IIOCTVIKEHWS, JIVI TOTO, UTO MOX-
HO Ha3BaTb, YaCTVMYHO B COOTBETCTBUV M YacTWU-
HO B OTJINUMe OT coOOCTBeHHOrO pasimyenns Kan-
TOM 3aKOHHOTO V1 He3aKOHHOI'O YIIOTpeOsIeH s I'-
TI0Te3 JIs1 PACIIVPEHVS TeOPEeTMUeCKOro 3HAHMS
(cp. B 797—810; Kanrt, 20060, c. 971—985), ero ru-
MOTEeTUYECKM TIOIXOIOM.

B «Kputuke uucroro pasyma» KaHrt cumraer
3aKOHHBIM WCIOJIb30BaHMe TMIIOTe3, KOrma BOOO-
pakeHVe TIPUIMEHSIETCS «II0f] CTPOIVIM Ha[30pOM
pasyma» — 4TOOBI «IIPVAYyMbIBATb». 210 HOITy-
CKaeTcsl TOJIBKO B TOM CJIydae, ecjIy 3apaHee ycTa-
HOBJIEHa «BO3MOXXHOCTB CaMoro IpeameTa» (B 798;
KanT, 20066, c. 971). DT orpaHm4eHMs, OIHAKO,
OTHOCSITCS K IPVIMEHEHWIO TUIIOTE3bl B KadecTBe
ocHoBaHMA 11 oObsicHeHms (Erklarungsgrund).
TpaHcrieHeHTaIbHAS TUIIOTE3a, «B KOTOPOV! OblyIa
ObI IIpVIMeHeHa YvicTas Vifiesl pasyMa I OObsCHe-
HUS Bellley Ipupob», st Kanra «He Obuta Obl
00BsICHEHVEM», 11 «IIPVHIIVII TAaKOVI TUIIOTe3bI CITY-
JKIJI ObI, COOCTBEHHO, TOJIBKO [IJIS1 YZIOBJIETBOPEHVIS
pasyMa, a He IJISI COMEVICTBIS IIPVIMEHEHMIO pac-
cyaka K npeameram» (B 800; Kant, 20066, c. 973).
Iopsiok v 11e71ec000Pa3sHOCTh B IIPUPOTIE TOJKHBI
ObITE OOBSCHEHBI, COIIacHO IiepBomt «KpuTuke»,
«/13 eCTECTBEHHBIX OCHOBAHMI M 10 3aKOHAM ITpW-
pompl». B 3TOM OTHOIIEHMM JTF00ast duismdeckast
ruroTesa Ooslee IIprieMsieMa, UeM «CBepxdm3ide-
cKas». VIHBIMU cJI0BaMM, CIleyeT n3beratb cChll-
KV «Ha O0KeCTBEHHOT'0 TBOPIIQ, IIPENIIOIaraeMoro
st oTom Hev». KaHT OObsCHSeT TaKoV IIar, TO
€CTb HOIBITKY «IIPOXOAUTD CPa3y MUMO BCex IIpu-
4IH, 00beKTVBHAs peajIbHOCTh KOTOPBIX, 10 Kpari-
HeVl Mepe IO MX BO3MOXXHOCTV, JOCTYIIHA Hallle-

scepticism with regard to the application of rea-
son to the realm of the super-sensible. Kant sees
his own philosophy as having achieved the cul-
mination of metaphysics in a practico-dogmatic
“doctrine of wisdom” (FM, AA 20, p. 273; Kant,
2002b, p. 364) which will include the topics cov-
ered in the traditional divisions of general and
special metaphysics, rational psychology, ratio-
nal cosmology, and rational theology, consid-
ered not as the content of theoretical cognition,
but as the object of a particular form of prac-
tical, aesthetic, and analogical apprehension —
or what I would like to call partly in keeping
with and partly in distinction from Kant’s own
differentiation of a legitimate and illegitimate
use of hypotheses to expand theoretical knowl-
edge (¢f. KrV, B 797-810; Kant, 1996a, pp. 709-
717), his hypothetical approach to knowledge of
the supersensible.

In the Critique of Pure Reason, Kant considers
it a legitimate use of hypotheses when imagi-
nation is applied “under the strict supervision
of reason — to invent”. This is permitted only
if “the possibility of the object itself” is assured
beforehand (KrV, B 798; Kant, 1996a, p. 709).
These limitations, however, apply to the use of
hypothesis as a basis of explanation (Erklirungs-
grund). A transcendental hypothesis, “in which
a mere idea of reason would be used to ex-
plain natural things” would for Kant be “no
explanation at all”, and “the principle of such
a hypothesis would [...] serve only to satis-
fy reason, and not to further the use of under-
standing in regard to objects” (KrV, B 800; Kant,
1996a, p. 711). Order and purposiveness in na-
ture “must be explained”, according to the first
Critique, “from natural bases according to natu-
ral laws.” In this regard, any physical hypoth-
esis is more acceptable than a “hyperphysical”
one. In other words, “the appeal to a divine
originator presupposed for the sake of this ex-
planation” should be avoided. Kant attributes
such a move, that is, the attempt “to bypass at
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MY TIO3HAHMIO IyTeM IIproOpeTeHMs MPOHIoITKa-
IOITIEroCsl OIbITa», IPVHIIUIIOM «JIEHVBOIO» Pasy-
Ma. ITockosibKy OOBEKTBI Mypa — 3TO TOJIBKO SIB-
JIeHVs], «B CVIHTe3e PSIIoB [1X] ycIoBu» iV Ipu-
YMH «HVMKOTITIA HeJIb3sl Ha/lesIThCd HaliTy YTO-JI00
3akoH4eHHOe» (B 801; KanT, 20060, c. 975).

Takoe mpuMeHeHMe T'MIIOTe3 MOXKHO OIIpeje-
JIATHh KaK OTJIMYHOe OT TOro IIpMMeHeHMs I'MIIOo-
Te3, CBOVICTBEHHBIX pedIeKTVMBHOV CIIOCOOHOCTH
CyXKIIeHWsI, KOTopoe ommcaHo B «KpuTuke criocoo-
HOCTU CYXIEHWS» — ¥ MMEHHO OHO MOXeT OKa-
3aThCs IIOOTBOPHBIM /I BOCXOXK/IEHMS 3HaHMS
K MBICJIV M1 OIIBITY peajIbHOCTY CIIOHTAHHOV CUH-
TyJIgpHOCTU «cebe momobHoro» (bora wm «apy-
I'X»), 0Opa3yIolIero HeBBIPa3UMBINI ¥ HeyJIOBU-
MBIV I Teopum (POKyc moTpebHOCTM opMm-
poBaTh MIeN, IIPUCYIIelt pasyMy. XOTs Poib MIen
JIOJKHA OCTaBaThCsl C TOUKM 3peHms «IpaHciieH-
ZleHTaJIbHOV aHAJINTUKI» IIpOo0IeMaTIHOM B Te-
OpeTnYecKOM OTHOIIIEHWV, ¥ B KOHEUHOM cyeTe
IIOCTYJIaThI IIPAKTUYeCKOrO pasyMa MMeIOT CUITY
TOJIBKO B OTHOIIIEHWY VX MOPaJIbHOVI U IIpaKTiye-
CKOVI POJIV, B aHAJIUTVIKE 3CTETIYECKOro U pedprek-
TUBHOTO CY>KAEHMS U B VIX OIIOCPeyIoIIert posIn
MeX/1y 1IapCTBOM IIPUPOLIbI ¥ CBOOOJIBI B TpeThen
«KpuTrke» MOXHO pasIMUMUTh HOBBIV IIOAXOM, K
IIO3HAHMIO CBEPXUyBCTBEHHOIO 11 TIepexo]], OT pas-
YMHOIO K CBepX4uyBcTBeHHOMY. Io ciroBam Dyn-
cona (Allison, 2002, p. 343), KJIf04 K IOHVMaHWIO
HoBoro moxxoga KaHra K Meradmsuke cremyer
VICKaTh B TIOHATUN I1eJ1IecO00pa3sHOCTY, MJIN, TOU-
Hee TOBOps1, B TIOHATUN CJTyYaltHOV 11ejlecooOpas-
HOCTU B €0 crielnduyecKn pasIMIHbIX (PyHKIIN-
gIX B OTHOIIEHWUM CYXXIEHUN O IIpeKpacHOM, BO3-
BBIIIIEHHOM ¥ 11eJ71eCOO0Pa3sHOCTH (TeJIe0Iornit) B
apupome (AA 20, S. 293—-294; KanT, 199406, c. 419).
Iloxsarme CJTy YarHOVI uenecoo6pa3H0CTV1 Haxo-
IOUTCS MEXIY PasyMHBIM ¥ CBEPXPa3yMHBIM, UTO
JaeT eMy YHUKaJIbHYIO BO3MOXHOCTH «CITYXXUTh
ITOCPETHVKOM MEXIy 3TVMM JABYMs 00JIacTsIMM»
(Allison, 2002, p. 343). B Toi1 Mepe, B KaKovl OHO
OCHOBAHO Ha MHTepIIpeTalull YyBCTBEHHO BOC-
IIPUHMMAaeMbIX SIBJIeHUT IIPYPOIHBIX (PeHOMEeHOB
Y, B YaCTHOCTM, XKMBBIX OPTraHM3MOB, TeJIe0JIOr V-
yeckoe CyXX[eHVe KacaeTcsi OOBeKTOB, JaHHBIX B
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a stroke all causes with whose objective reali-
ty — at least as regards their possibility — we
can still become acquainted through continued
experience” to a “laziness” of reason. Insofar
as objects of the world are only appearances,
“nothing complete in them can ever be hoped
for in the synthesis of the series of conditions”
or causes (KrV, B 801; Kant, 1996a, p. 711).

This use of hypotheses may be distin-
guished from the use of the kind of hypothe-
sis native to the reflective power of judgment
described in the Critique of Judgment — and it
is this use which can prove fruitful for the as-
cent of knowledge to thought and experience
of the reality of a spontaneous singularity “like
me” — God or the “others” — which form the
ineffable and theoretically unattainable focal
point of reason’s inherent need to form ideas.
Although the role of ideas must remain from
the viewpoint of the “Transcendental Analyt-
ic” problematic in theoretical respect, and ulti-
mately the postulates of practical reason have
validity only with regard to their moral and
practical role, a new approach to knowledge of
the supersensible and the transition from the
sensible to the supersensible is discernible in
the analytic of aesthetic and reflective judgment
and their mediation of the realm of nature and
freedom in the third Critique. As Allison (2002,
p. 343) recognised, the key to an understand-
ing of Kant’s new approach to metaphysics is
to be found in the concept of purposiveness, or,
to put it more precisely, in the concept of for-
tuitous purposiveness in its specifically dis-
tinct functions with regard to judgments of
beauty, the sublime, and purposiveness (tele-
ology) in nature (cf. FM, AA 20, pp. 293-294).
The concept of fortuitous purposiveness strad-
dles the realms of the sensible and the super-
sensible, uniquely qualifying it “to serve as
a mediator between the two domains” (Alli-
son, 2002, p. 343). Insofar as it is based on in-
terpretation of sensible appearances of natural
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UyBCTBEHHOM CO3epIIaHN, KOTOpPble KaK TaKOBbIe
SMIIMPUYEeCKN ITo3HaBaeMbl. OmHaKo, HoOyXmas
Hac «MBICJIUTh TaKye OOBbeKTHI TaK, KaK ec/Iy Obl
OHM OBUIVM HPOAYKTaMM Pa3syMHOVI IIPUUMHBD,
IeVICTBYIOIIEN IIpelHaMepeHHO, «a He IIPOCTOro
MeXaHM3Ma IIPUPOLbl», CJIydariHas IreiecooOpas-
HOCTB yKas3bIBaeT HaM Ha HeYTo, JIeXalllee 3a IIpe-
aertaMy Tpupombl. VI IOCKOJIBKY CY>KIIeHWS TaKO-
TO poa He «IeTePMUHUPYIOT» OOBEKTHI UYBCTB,
a KacaroTcs Halllero crocoda cBoOOOIHO CyOuTh B
pedriekcmm Ha OCHOBe HEOXKMTAHHOV TapMOHWM3a-
LWV HAIIVX VMHTE/UIEKTYaJIbHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEV,
KOTOPYIO OHU BBI3BIBAIOT, CY>XXIEHMS O IIpeKpac-
HOM ¥ BO3BBIIIIEHHOM B IIPUPOIe I MCKYCCTBE II0-
3BOJISIOT HaM YTBEpPXKIaTh He TOJIBKO eMHIYHYIO
PpeasIbHOCTb TOTO, YTO BOCIIPMHIMMAETCS KaK KOC-
BeHHOe ¥ cOpPMIMPOBaHHOE TI0 aHAJIOTUV IIPO-
SIBJIEHVIE CBEPXUYBCTBEHHOI'0, HO ¥ (PaKT HaIlen
COOCTBEHHOV CBOOOOBI II0 OTHOIIIEHWMIO K TaKVIM
nposiieHsM. OHaKO ITOCKOJIBKY MBI MOXXEM 3a-
KOHHO IMpPeNTNoiIoKNUTh, UYTO IAPyTue «II0fO0HBIe
HaM» CIIOCOOHBI CyAUTH O IIOJOOHBIX Belllax Ta-
KVIM ke 00pa3oM, Takue CyXaeHms, Oyanyum cyob-
eKTVBHBIMI, TeM He MeHee SBJISIOTCS «YHUBEp-
CaJIBHBIMI», TO €CThb IpMoOpeTaroT BCeoOIyIo
HeoOXOOMMOCTb M OOIIe3HAYMMOCTL — ¥ TeM ca-
MBIM OTKPBIBAIOT cebe IIyTh IOJIsI CBOEV JEeVICTBUI-
TEJIBHOVI COOOIIIaeMOCTV, HI B KOV Mepe He OTMe-
HSISI CBOEVI YHVKaIBHOCTVI VI CBOOO/IBI IIOHVIMAHVAS
VIX OPYTVIMM, OT KOTOPBIX S MOTY OXWMAATh OfIO-
OpeHmsi, HO CyXIeHNe KOTOPBIX s HUKOUM oOpa-
30M He MOT'Yy OIIpefieJINTh, VIV He MOr'y IoTpebo-
BaTh, YTOOBI OHO OBIJIO TIOTOOHO MOEeMy COOCTBEH-
HoMmy. TakmM oOpa3oM, IJIsi JOCTVDKEHWS CBEpX-
YyBCTBEHHOT'O HEJIOCTATOYHO OJHOTO JIVIIIIb TIOHS-
TS 11€J1eCO00Pa3HOCT, OHO IIPVIMEHMMO TOJIBKO
B cBs31 co ceobomont (Allison, 2002, p. 344).

3ak/IroueHme

XoTs1, Kasajoch Obl, eIMHCTBEHHBIM BO3MOX-
HBIM OCHOBaHMeM [IJIs TIOJIX0/a K MaesM pa3syMa,
COCTaBJIAIOIIVIM TeMy MeTadpU3VKM, IBJIsIeTCs, CO-
IJIacHO cucTeMe pasyMa KaHra, mpakTuaecknii 1
MOpPaJIBHBIVI TIOJIXOI, Ha CaMOM JIeJie KJIIo4 K Oy/1y-
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phenomena and specifically living organisms,
teleological judgment concerns objects given
in sense intuition which are as such empirical-
ly cognisable. However, by stimulating us “to
think about such objects as if they were prod-
ucts of an intelligent cause” acting intention-
ally, “rather than of the mere mechanism of
nature”, fortuitous purposiveness points us
toward something which lies beyond nature.
And since judgments of this kind are not “de-
terminative” of sense objects, but concern our
manner of freely judging in reflection based on
the unexpected harmonisation of our intelli-
gent faculties they evoke, judgments regarding
beauty and the sublime in nature and art per-
mit us to affirm not only the singular reality of
what is perceived as an indirect and analogical
manifestation of the supersensible, but the fact
of our own freedom with regard to such man-
ifestations. Nevertheless, because we may le-
gitimately assume that others “like ourselves”
are equipped to judge such things in the same
manner, such judgments, while subjective, are
nevertheless “universal”, i.e. they take on a uni-
versal necessity and validity — and in doing so
open the path for their genuine communicabili-
ty, without invalidating in any way their singu-
larity and the freedom of the other in reflecting
upon them, whose affirmation I may expect,
but whose judgment I can in no way determine
or demand to be like my own. Thus, the con-
cept of purposiveness alone does not suffice to
attain the supersensible, but only in its connec-
tion to freedom (cf. Allison, 2002, p. 344).

Conclusion

While it would seem, then, that the only pos-
sible basis for an approach to the ideas of rea-
son which comprise the topic of metaphysics is,
according to Kant’s system of reason, a practi-
cal and moral one, in fact, the key to a future
metaphysics which will answer to the demands



et MeTadusVKe, KOTopas OyeT oTBedarhb Tpebo-
BaHMAM Kputndeckon dprtocodpmm Kanra, Hesa-
BICVIMO OT TOTO, OBUIO JIVI 3TO KOHEYHBIM HaMepe-
HvieM KaHTa, JIEXXUT B TUITOTETIYECKOM TIOIXOJIe K
IIO3HAHWIO CBEPXUyBCTBEHHOIO, IIpVIMep KOTOPO-
ro mpepcrasirsieT «KpuTnKa criocoOHOCTY CyXKTe-
HUs». B cBOeM mepBruHOM pasperieHnn Ha «Kpu-
TUKY 3CTETMYeCKOV CIIOCOOHOCTM CYXOEeHWs» U
«KpUTHKY TeJ1eos10rmuecKont CIIOCOOHOCTY CYKe-
Hs» 9Ta «KpuTmka criocoOHOCTY CY>XKIeHMS» M3~
JIaraeT CIIoco0 pacCyKAeHMs 10 aHaJIOT MY, KOTO-
PBIVL, Oyaydm B34T B TaHIeMe C KAaHTOBCKOV «He-
raTVBHOVI TeOJIOrMell» CBEPXUYBCTBEHHOI'O, MOXKET
CITy>KVUTHh TIO3UTVIBHBIM METOIOM BOCXOXKIIEHVIS
3HaHMS U JII00BM K Oe3ycJIOBHOMY, I B 3TOM OT-
HOIIIEHNVI POJICTBEHEH TOMY MeTOAY AMaJIeKTUKI
Y aHaJIOTMV, KOTOPBIV IIPeICTaB/IeH B [Iyiasiorax
ITinaTtona (cM.: Zovko, 2014). XoTst B OTHOIIEHUN
TeopeTydyecKoro ro3Haums KaHT 3ampertaer ymo-
3aKJIFOUeHNs OT cpepbl YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPVHVI-
MaeMoro K cdepe SKOObI CBEpXUYBCTBEHHOV Cy0-
CTaHITNY, OTHAKO BUJI, yMO3aKJTIOUeHVIsI CYIMBOJIV-
YEeCKOro M I10 aHAJIOTMV BO3MOXKEH U JTaKe JKeJjla-
TeJIeH B OTHOITIEHVI IIPOSIBIIEHVI IIPEKPACHOTO U
BO3BBIIIIEHHOT'O B IIPMPOJIE U VICKYCCTBe.

ITpu co3maHMM yCIIeNTHOro IIPOM3BelleHNns VC-
KyCCTBa lleJIeHaIIpaBJIeHHOCTh CO3HATEJIHHOTO 3a-
MBICJIa COYeTaeTcs C Oecco3HaTeIbHOV 3aKOHO-
MEPHOCTBIO €CTECTBEHHBIX ITPOIeCCOB IS TOCTH-
JKeHVsI HeOOBIYHOrOo OOpPa3sHOro IIpefcTaB/IeHVIS
vzert. Ommpasich Ha IPUPOIHYIO CPery, «ITOPSIIOK
OrpaHMYEeHNI» VIV €CTeCTBEHHBIN «MeXaHV3M»,
KOTOPOVI JIOJDKEH OCBOUTD XYAOXKHVIK, 8 onpedeseH-
HOM OmHOUleHUY MOXHO CKa3aTh, YTO IIpOM3Berie-
HVIe VICKYCCTBa «He IIPOCTO BbleAA0UM KaK IPOLyKT
IpUponbl», oHO UM ssisiercs (Guyer, 1997, p. 356).
Tem He MeHee «TTOHATVIE M3SIIITHBIX VICKYCCTB He J10-
ITyCKaeT, YTOOBI Cy>KeHNe O KpacoTe VX IIpom3Be-
JIeHVsT BBIBOIVIIOCH 113 KaKOro-iioo Ipasula, KO-
TOPOE VIMeeT CBOVIM OITPeJIeIISIOIIVIM OCHOBaHVIEM
nougrue» (AA 05, S. 307; Kanr, 2001, c. 411). ITpo-
M3BeJIeHe VICKYCCTBA IIPeICTaBIIsIeTCsl HaM JINIIIb
KaK IIPOIYKT IPUPOMBI, XOTS MBI IIPV3HAeM, UTO
OHO SIBJISIETCS IIPOIYKTOM 3aMBICJIa XYIOXKHMKA.
VIMeHHO 3TO YHUMKAaJIBHOE VI HeOXKWIAaHHOe COBIIa-
JleHVie CBOOOIBI 11 HEOOXOIMIMOCTY HATIOTHSIET Hac
BOCTOProM. B 3ToM mpowsBefeHMe MCKycCTBa U
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of Kant’s critical philosophy, whether or not
this was Kant’s final intention, lies in the hypo-
thetical approach to knowledge of the super-
sensible exemplified by the Critique of Judgment.
In its primary division into a “Critique of Aes-
thetic Judgment” and a “Critique of Teleologi-
cal Judgment”, the Critique of Judgment provides
a means of analogical reasoning which, tak-
en in tandem with Kant’s “negative theology”
of the supersensible, may serve as a positive
method for the ascent of knowledge and love
to the unconditional, and is comparable in this
regard to the method of dialectic and analogy
contained in Plato’s dialogues (cf. Zovko, 2014).
Though with regard to theoretical cognition
Kant prohibits inference from the realm of the
sensible to that of a purportedly supersensible
substance, yet a type of symbolic and analog-
ical inference is possible and indeed desirable
with regard to manifestations of the beautiful
and the sublime in nature and in art.

In production of a successful work of art,
purposiveness of conscious design is unit-
ed with the unconscious regularity of natu-
ral processes to achieve a singular imaginative
representation of ideas. Relying on a natural
medium whose “order of constraint” or nat-
ural “mechanism” the artist must master, in
a certain respect it can be said that a work of
art “does not merely look like a product of na-
ture,” it is one (cf. Guyer, 1997, p. 356). None-
theless, the “concept of fine art does not permit
the judgment about the beauty of its product to
be derived from any rule whatsoever that has
a concept as its determining basis” (KU, AA 05,
p- 307; Kant, 1987, p. 175). The work of art only
appears to us as if it were a product of nature,
although we recognise it to be a product of the
artist’s intention. It is this unique and unexpect-
ed congruence of freedom and necessity which
fills us with delight. In this, the work of art and
our response to it form a counterpart to mani-
festations of the beautiful and sublime in nat-
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Hallla peaKIVsl Ha HeTO IIPOTVBOIMIOJIOXKHBI IIPOSIB-
JIEHVISIM IIPEKPACHOTO V1 BO3BBIIIIEHHOTO B IIPVPOLI-
HBIX $IBJIEHMSIX, KOTOpble ITPOM3BOISAT BIledaTile-
HVe IIPOAYKTOB CO3HATEJIFHOIO HaMepeHHOIO 3a-
MBICJIA, XOTSI MBI 3HaeM, UTO OHV ObUIV IIpOV3BeIe-
HBI HeOOXOVIMBIMY IIPOIIeccaMyl B COOTBETCTBIV C
YHVIBEPCATbHBIMYM 3aKOHAMV ITPVIPOJIBL.
CiryuariHasi 11e71ecoo0pa3sHOCTh BO3BBIIIIEHHOTO
VIV IIPEKPACHOTO B IIPMPOZIE VIV IIPOVM3BEIEHVISIX
VICKYCCTBa Pe30HMPYeT C TapMOHWYHBIM (PYHKITV-
OHMpOBaHVEM HaIIX CIIOCOOHOCTeI UYBCTBEH-
HOCTM, BOOOpakeHWsI M MBIIUIEHMS (PacCyIoK,
pasyM, CcyXjeHme), BbI3bIBasi IIPsIMO MJIV KOCBEH-
HO YYBCTBO YAOBOJIBCTBUA. VIrprBas 1esteycTpeM-
JIEHHOCTB, KOTOPYIO JJaeT HeoXXMJaHHas FapMOHU-
3aIys HaIllVIX MHTEeJUIeKTYaIbHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTET],
CITY>XXWUT MX YKPeIUIEHVIO U OXKVIBJIEHUIO, CITOCO0-
CTBYeT X JIaJIbHeVIIIeMy COTPYIHIUYECTBY, TIOBbI-
IITaeT HaIlly aKTMBHOCTH, yCWJIMBas Hallle Iepe-
KVBaHMe COOCTBEeHHOV peasIbHOCTV M CBEePXUyB-
CTBEHHOVI PeasIbHOCTYU UJIEVI, KOTOPbIe OHU IIpesI-
CTaBJISIIOT B CBOVIX YACTHBIX IIPOSIBIIEHVISIX.
KoHKkpeTHas copasMepHOCTB ITPOsIBIIEHUT ITpe-
KPacHOT'O HalIlleVl CVJTe BOOOpaskeHVsI KOHTPaCTV-
PYeT ¢ IlepeXXyBaHVeM Hecopa3MepHOCTY HEKOTO-
PBIX IIPOSIBIIEHNV IIPUPOLBI U MCKYCCTBA, Ha3bIBa-
€MBIX BO3BBIIIIEHHBIMI®. [lepert smiioM siBjeHWUM
BO3BBIIIIEHHOTO B IIPMPOJe ¥ MCKYCCTBE MBI CHa-
4asla VICIIBITBIBAEM YYBCTBO He YHIOBOJIBCTBUS, a
HeIIPUSA3HN ¥3-3a OFPOMHOCTVI CaMOI'o sBJIEHNS,
KOTOpOe IIOfIaBJIeT M IIPEBOCXOAMT HaIly CIIO-
COOHOCTB IIPeACTaBUTD ero ceOe CHIIOoN BOoOpaske-
HWS B BUJIe HOHATUN paccyaka. Torbko Ha OCHO-
Be VZIeVl pasyMa 3TO Y4yBCTBO IMCKOoMPOpTa 1 He-
MPUS3HU TPaHCPOPMUPYETCS B UyBCTBO YIOBOIIb-
CTBVISI OT IIPEBOCXOAIIIETO IO POpMe ITPOSIBIIEHVIS
MOPaJIBHOTO ITPeBOCXOJICTBA (CBOETO WJIN Yy KOTo),

8 Kaxk 3ametwt Ilrortep, xors KauT cBonM pasimyueHn-

eM TIpeKpacHOTO ¥ BO3BBIITIEHHOTO, Ka3ajock OBI, ycTa-
HaBJIMBAET JIBa B3aMMOVCKIIIOYAIOIINX CIIOCO0a OIeHKN
TIPUPOABI M MCKYCCTBA, TeEM He MeHee HEKOTOPhIe SBITe-
= vickyccrBa (Lroruiep vmveet B Buny cvmdonmio bet-
XOB€Ha) JIEMOHCTPUPYIOT, YTO IIPOM3BeIeHNe MCKYCCTBA
MOXeT ObITh OecpOpMEHHBIM B TOVI )Ke Mepe, UTO U ITofIa-
BJISIONIIVIE SIBJIEHVIS IPUPOLIbL, KoTopble KaHT BeIOUIpaer B
KauecTBe IIpuMepa B Tpetbert «Kpurnke». [Tponsseners
VICKYCCTBa, KakK yTBepkmaer lllrosurep, MoryT codeTarts B
ce0e KpacoTy ¥ BO3BBIIIEHHOCTD, «(POpMY 1 O3aa4mBaro-
myro popmy» (cm.: Schueller, 1955, p. 244 — 245).
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ural phenomena, which give the appearance of
being products of conscious intentional design,
although we know them to have been produced
by necessary processes according to universal
laws of nature.

The fortuitous purposiveness of the sublime
or the beautiful in nature or works of art reso-
nates with the harmonious functioning of our
sensitive, imaginative and intellectual pow-
ers (understanding, reason, judgment), evok-
ing directly or indirectly a feeling of pleasure.
The playful purposiveness which the unexpect-
ed harmonisation of our intelligent faculties af-
fords serves to strengthen and invigorate them,
further their cooperation, heighten our activity,
intensifying our experience of our own reality
and the supersensible reality of ideas they rep-
resent by their singular manifestations.

The specific proportionality of manifesta-
tions of beauty to our power of imagination
contrasts with the experience of the dispropor-
tionality of certain manifestations of nature and
art referred to as sublime.” In the face of phe-
nomena of sublime in nature and art, we are
tirst affected by a feeling not of pleasure, but
of pain, because of the enormity of the phe-
nomenon itself, which overwhelms and sur-
passes our capacity to represent it to ourselves
by imagination’s power to exhibit concepts of
understanding. Only on the basis of ideas of
reason is this feeling of discomfort and pain
transformed into a feeling of pleasure at the
form-surpassing manifestation of moral supe-
riority (our own or another’s), presented to us
by such phenomena. The disproportionality of

> As Schueller has remarked, while Kant may appear
by his distinction between the beautiful and the sublime
to posit two mutually exclusive ways of judging nature
and art, yet certain phenomena of art (Schueller refers
specifically to a symphony by Beethoven) demonstrate
that a work of art can be formless in the same manner
as the overpowering phenomena of nature which Kant
chooses as his preferred example in the third Critique.
Works of art, as Schueller argues, can in fact combine
beauty and sublimity, “form and baffling form” (cf.
Schueller, 1955, pp. 244-245).



IIPeICTaB/IIeEMOr0 HaM TaKuMM sBJleHnsMu. He-
COpa3MepHOCTh OeCKOHEYHBIX ITPOCTOPOB 3Be3JI-
HOrO He0a COOTBETCTBYET B 3TOM OTHOIIIEHW BHY-
IaroIeMy OJIaroroBeiHBIN TpelleT MOpaIbHOMY
O0JIVIKy Teposi Tiepe] JINIIOM HeCIIPaBeIJIMBOCTH,
HeCMOTpsl Ha TpeOyeMylO OT Hero IIpeleIbHYIO
XXepTBYy, KaK, HapumMep, B «AHTUroHe». Takmm 00-
pa3oM, TeCHasl V1 B3aVIMOJIOIIOJTHSIOIIAS CBSI3b IIpe-
KPaCHOTO ¥ BO3BBIIIIEHHOIO, X aHAJIOI VIS VI CIIO-
COOHOCTB CHMMBOJIM3MPOBATh MOpaIbHOe HOOpO
CTAHOBSITCSI OUEBVTHBIMY, KaK KPaCHOPEUVBO pe-
stomupyet Iiorwtep: «Kpacota 1 Mopaib paspe-
JIEHBI, 3TO IIPaB/Ia, HO He3aMHTEPeCOBAHHOCTH CY-
XJIeHMs BKyca (ero cBoOozia Jake OT MOPasIbHOIO
no0Opa) 1103B0OJIIeT eMy OBITh CIMBOJIOM MOpaJIbHO-
ro 1100pa. B cy>xmeHmsx BKyca criocOOHOCTB HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTM — 3TO TOJIBKO mrpa. Ilockosbky wc-
KYCCTBO SBJISIeTCSI BbIpasKeHVeM Halllevl 4esIoBed-
HOCTV, KOTOpasi BKJIFOUaeT B ceds UyBCTBO CHIMIIa-
TUV VI CIIOCOOHOCTB K OOITIEHMIO... OHO IOIpa3yMe-
BaeT CyOCTpaT HpaBOB B 4eJIOBEYeCKOV IIpUporIe»
(Schueller, 1955, p. 245, footnote).

IToka e1ie MOXXeT OBITH HESICHO, KaKMM 00pa3oM
3cTeTrYecKoe CyXKJeHVe O IIpPeKpacHOM IV BO3-
BBIIIIEHHOM B ITPOM3BEIeHM VICKYCCTBa VIV IIPU-
pombl obecriedriBaeT HOBBIVI ITOAXO, K CBEPXUIYB-
CTBEHHOMY, KOTOPBIVI SIBJISIETCS IIETIBIO V1 coieprKa-
HieM JIro00m Oyay1ert MeTadpM3VIKY, KOTOpasi MO-
KeT IIpeTeHI0BaTh Ha IIpVMeHeHVe KPUTUYIeCKON
dmtocodpmm KanTa. Perrrenne, omHako, kpoeTcs B
OTHOIIIEHWVI 3TOTO TUIIa CYXKIeHMs K cBoOozIe, KO-
TOpOe KOPEHWUTCS B Pas3IMIeHNN POJIv BOOOpake-
HVS B TEOPETUYECKOM (JIOTMYeCcKOM VUIVI SMIIV-
PUYeCcKOM) 1 3CTeTIYeCKOM CyXIeHun. B acretn-
YecKOM CyXIeHUM pedpieKcus 1 BooOpakeHNe B
crienprIecKoM CMBICIIe CBOOOIHBI VIV aBTOHOM-
HbI (cp. Recki, 2001, S. 63; cp. AA 05, S. 240—244;
Kanr, 2001, c. 245—251). Ecyim B 1103HaHMM cXxeMa-
TH3aIMs IIpeIioyiaraeT IoaBeieHie MHOrooopa-
3151 YyBCTBEHHOI'O CO3epLiaHMs IIOfL IIOHSATHE, TO
B 3CTETMYECKOM Cy>XIIeHU BOOOpakeHIe «cxeMa-
Tsmpyert 0e3 moHsATIS» (AA 05, S. 287; KanT, 2001,
c. 361). BoobpaskeH1e Kak CITOCOOHOCTD IIpeICTaB-
JIATHh TPeAMeT B CO3epLIaHMM Oe3 IPUCYTCTBUS
IIpeIMeTa SIBJISIeTCS «HeOoOXOIVIMOVI COCTaBHOM Ya-
CTBIO CaMOTO BOCHPUATMS», KaK PeLelITUBHOIO,
TaK ¥ CIIOHTAHHOI'O, pa3pellaolero B paccygoy-
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the endless expanse of the starry heavens cor-
responds in this respect to the awe-inspiring
moral stature of the hero in the face of injus-
tice, in spite of the ultimate sacrifice demanded
of her as, for example, in the Antigone. In this
manner, the close and complementary relation-
ship of beauty and sublimity and their analogy
to and ability to symbolise the morally good,
become clear, as Schueller (1955, p. 245 n105)
so eloquently summarises: “Beauty and morals
are separate, it is true, but the disinterestedness
of the judgment of taste (its freedom even from
the morally good) qualifies it to be a symbol
of the morally good. In the judgment of taste,
the moral faculty is only a play. Since art is the
expression of our humanity, which includes a
feeling of sympathy and the power of commu-
nication [...], it implies a substrate of morals in
human nature.”

It may yet be unclear how the aesthetic judg-
ment of beauty or sublimity in a product of art
or nature provides a novel approach to the su-
persensible, which is the aim and content of
any future metaphysics which may claim to
take account of Kant’s critical philosophy. The
solution, however, lies in the relationship of
this type of judgment to freedom, which is root-
ed itself in the differing role of imagination in
theoretical (logical or empirical) and in aesthet-
ic judgment. In aesthetic judgment, reflection
and imagination are in a specific sense free or
autonomous (cf. Recki, 2001, p. 63; cf. KU, AA 05,
pp- 240-244; Kant, 1987, pp. 91-95). Whereas in
cognition schematising involves subsuming the
manifold of sense intuition under a concept, in
aesthetic judgment, imagination “schematises
without a concept” (KU, AA 05, p. 287; Kant,
19964, p. 151). As the ability to produce images
of an object in intuition without the object be-
ing present, imagination is a “necessary ingre-
dient of perception itself”, both receptive and
spontaneous, mediating “a corresponding in-
tuition” to the concepts of the understanding,
“as necessarily related to the original unity of
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HBIX TIOHATUSAX «COOTBETCTBYIOIIee Co3epliaHvie»,
«KaK HeOOXOIVIMO CBSI3aHHOTO € IIepBOHAYJIbHBIM
eIMHCTBOM ammeprentmm» (B 151—152, 153 —154;
Kant, 200606, c. 225, 229, 233). B oTHOITIEHUI Teo-
PeTM9ecKoro 3HaHMS BOOOpaskeHe, TaKuM oOpa-
30M, He CBODOJTHO, a SIBJISIETCS JIVIIID «JIeVICTBVEM
paccyzika v ero... IepBbIM IIpVIMeHeHeM K 00bek-
TaM BO3MOYKHOT'O OIBITa», «CJIEIOVI, XOTSI M HeoD-
XOIAMMON (PYHKIIMEN IYIN», KOTOPYIO MBI JIVIIb
B penkux ciydasx oco3HaeM (B 103; KanT, 20060,
c. 171). OgHako MO OTHOIIEHUIO K 3CTeTUYEeCKOMY
IIPOM3BEIeHNIO ¥ 3CTeTYECKOMY CYXXIEHUIO BO-
oOpa’keHVie CO3HATEIIFHO I HAMEPEeHHO OCYIIeCT-
BJISIeT CBOIO [IBOVIHYIO, «IIPOAYKTMBHYIO» M «pe-
MPOIYKTUBHYIO» HesTeIIbHOCTD: «B 3CTeTUYECKOM
OTHOIIIEHUV CIIOCOOHOCTH BOOOpaykeHMs, HAIIpo-
TVB, CBOOOTHA B TOM, UTOOBI CBEpX TaKOV COIJIaco-
BAHHOCTM C IIOHATVEM JIOCTaBJISATh... OOraThIVi CO-
IepKaHVieM HeoOpaTMBIN MaTepyiasl 115 pacCy/i-
Ka, KOTOPBIVI PacCy/IOK B CBOeM IIOHSTUW He IIpU-
HUMaI BO BHUMaHMe» (AA 05, S. 316—317; Kanr,
2001, c. 433). B aTom acTeTmUecKon AesTeIbHOCTI
MBI IPUOJIVKaeMcs K IeITeIIbHOCTY pacCyaKa co-
3epuaroliero, win intellectus archetypus, craHoBsCb
TeM CaMbIM, HACKOJIBKO 3TO BO3MOXXHO J1JIsI YeJIoBe-
Ka, «1107100HbIM Bory» (Zovko, 2018, p. 3165—3166).

DTO CpaBHMMO C IIIATOHOBCKVIM ITPEJITIOIOxKe-
HyieM 00 M3Ha4YaIbHOVI CBSA3V MeXIy Wieer Kak
OOKeCTBEHHBIM apXeTWUIIOM VUIV IapagurMOV U
o0pa3oM, KOTOPBIVL, KaK ITPeIIojiaraeTcs, BBIBO-
OUTCA 13 Hee U yronoOiisgeTcs ent. Harm cjiosa u
aprymeHTHI (l0goi), corstacHO pacckaszy Cokpara o
BTOpOM IuTaBaHuUM B «Deone» (99e—100a), Borwio-
IIAOT BEIM caMy 110 ceOe TOJIBKO KaK 00passl viIn
OTPa’KeHMs VIX PeaIbHOCTM — HO OH OTKa3bIBaeT-
Csl IPU3HAThH, UTO TO B OOJIBIIIEVT CTEIIEHVI OTHO-
cuTcs K logoi, yeM K BelllaM «IIpsIMO» B UyBCTBEH-
HbIX sBieHMsX (cp. [Draron, 19900, c. 58—62). Ta-
KVIM 00pa3oM, MBI OKa3bIBaeMCsI B TOVI JKe TTO3VIIVT
y Kanra, uro 1 y ITnaToHa B oTHOmeHmUM cBepx-
YyBCTBEHHOV PEaIbHOCTY, — B IIOIBEIIIEHHOM CO-
CTOSTHUV MEXy eIMHWYIHOV PeaTbHOCTBIO CyOb-
exTa 1 oObeKTa, Mexyy borom m mymon, «cammu-
MM 110 cebe», OCTaBJIIeHHBIMM T10JIaTaThCs Ha HAIILy
cobcTBeHHYIO CBOOOMY pedpieKcuy B OTHOIIEHUN
PeasIbHOCTY V1 ICTVIHBI, KPAacOTHI 11 00pPa, KaK OHM
MIPOSIBJISIOTCS B €IVHVYHO peasIbHOCTY Bellleit 11
APYTUX CyObeKTOB, ITOOOHBIX HaM.

118

apperception” (KrV, B 151-152, 153-154; Kant,
1996a, pp. 191, 192-194). In relation to theoret-
ical knowledge, imagination is thus not free,
but only an “effect of the understanding and
its [...] first application to objects of a possible
experience”, “a blind, although indispensable
function of the soul [...] of which we are only
seldom conscious” (KrV, B 103; Kant, 1996a,
p- 130). In relation to aesthetic production and
aesthetic judgment, however, imagination is
conscious and an intentional implementation of
its dual, “productive” and “reproductive” ac-
tivity: “when the aim is aesthetic, then the im-
agination is free, so that, over and above that
harmony with the concept, it may supply [...]
a wealth of undeveloped material for the un-
derstanding which the latter disregarded in its
concept” (KU, AA 05, p. 316-317; Kant, 1987,
p- 185). In this aesthetic activity, we approach
the activity of an understanding which intu-
its, or intellectus archetypus, becoming thereby,
to the extent that it is humanly possible, “like
God” (cf. Zovko, 2018, pp. 3165-3166).

This is comparable with the Platonic as-
sumption of an original relationship between
the idea as divine archetype or paradigm and
the image which is assumed to derive and be
like it. Our words and arguments (logoi) accord-
ing to Socrates” story of the second-best sailing in
the Phaedo (99e-100a), embody things in them-
selves only as images or reflections of their re-
ality — but he refuses to admit this is any more
the case for logoi than is the case for regarding
things “directly” in sense appearances (cf. Pla-
to, 2017, pp. 452-457). Thus, we find ourselves,
in the same position with Kant as with Plato
with respect to supersensible reality, suspend-
ed between the singular reality of the subject
and the object, between God and the soul, “in
themselves,” left to rely on our own freedom of
reflection in respect to reality and truth, beau-
ty and goodness as they manifest themselves in
the singular reality of things and others “like”
ourselves.
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