KAHT: PRO ET CONTRA

PELIEIILIMSI THOCEOJIOT MYECKVX VIIEV
. KAHTA B META®V3UKE
®. A. TOJTYBMHCKOTIO

II. O. Poxxun!

Bseasi0vt Kanma na npocmpancmbo u 6pemsa, a max-
JKe e20 yHeHue 0 Kame2opusx paccyoxka obpamuau Ha ceds
Brumariue mvlcaumenei, npUHAAeKaBUUX K PYccKoil Oy-
x06Ho-akademuueckoil gpusocodpckon mpaduyuu XIX —
Hauasa XX 6., 6udnbim npedcmaBumenrem komopou 0bia
@. A. T'oayounrckuil. O 00HUM U3 nepBoix ompeazupobar
Ha «konepHuxanckuil nepebopom» Kanma. I'noceosoeuue-
ckue udeu kéHuechepecko2o ¢huaocoga He MoAbKO cCmaiu
ona @. A. ['oaydurckoeo npedmenom usyueHus, Ho Obiau
Bocnpunamoul u MoOouguyupobansl um 6 pamxax cob-
cmBentoeo husocogpckozo yuenus. Ymobwl onpedeaumns,
sauem Toaybunckuii obpawjaemcs k udesam Kanma, Ha-
CKOABKO € HUMU Co2AaceH, B uem u nouemy He coaAauia-
emcs, 8 cmamve pexoncmpyupyromcs 6324406 Kanma
u Toayburickoeo na npocmparcmbo u Bpems, a makxe
npoBodumcs cpabrenue ux yueHuil 0 kameeopusx paccyo-
ka. B pesyavmame ycmanobaen paxm saumcmBoBanus
Toayburckum paoa nooxenutl u3 meopuu Kanma o npo-
cmparcmbe u Bpemeni: nopa00k 00HapyKeHUs hopm uyb-
cmBennocmu — npocmpancmba u 6pemenu, ux anpuop-
HOCIMb, UX NPUHAOAEKHOCHTD K UYBCMBeHHbIM CO3epYat-
AM, HAKOHelY, onpedesenue Ux Kak cyuyHocmHulx cboicmé
uybembennoeo Bocnpuamus. Ilpu smom Torybunckuil
6 omauvue om Kanma npunuceibaem npocmpancmby
u Bpemenu obvexmubnoLi xapaxmep. B yuenuu o kameeo-
pusx paccyoxa Toaybunckuil credyem 3a Karnmom 6 mom,
umo ocHobanue kameeopuil paccyoka Aexum 6 edurcmbe
CAMOCO3HAHUA, NPU FMOM OcHoBaHue eduHcmBa camoco-
snanus Loayounckuil yemampuBaem 6 udee pasyma o bec-
xoreurom, a Kanm — 6 paccyoxe. C nexomopwimu 02060p-
kamu Toayburckuil nepeHumaem kanmobekyo madiuyy
Kameaoputl, usmenaAs ux nopadox. Ymo xacaemcs 3uave-
Hus kameeopuil, mo 044 T'oayburckoeo onu abaswomecs He
1MOAbKO 3AKOHAMU NO3HAHUA Beujetl, HO U 3aKOHAMU UX Obi-
mus. B saxaouenuu noxasaro, wmo I'oayburckuii hopmy-
Aupyem cbo1o eHoceoA02UHeCKY10 KOHUenyuto 6 noiemuxe

! Banrruvickum dpeniepasibHbI yHMBepcutTeT M. V. KanTa.
236016, Kaymanarpan, yii. Antekcannpa Hesckoro, 11. 14.
Ilocmynuaa 6 peoaxyuro: 22.08.2020 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2021-1-3

KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

RECEPTION OF KANT’S
EPISTEMOLOGICAL IDEAS IN FYODOR
GOLUBINSKY’S METAPHYSICS

D. O. Rozhin!

Kant’s views on space and time as well as his doc-
trine of the categories of understanding attracted the
attention of thinkers belonging to the Russian spiritu-
al-academic philosophical tradition of the nineteenth
and early twentieth centuries. A prominent represen-
tative of these was Fyodor Golubinsky. He was among
the first to react to Kant’s “Copernican turn”. He did
not merely study the epistemological ideas of Kant but
embraced them and modified them in the framework of
his own philosophical teaching. To determine why Gol-
ubinsky turned to Kant's ideas, to what extent he shared
them and with what he disagreed and why, 1 propose
to reconstruct Kant’s and Golubinsky’s ideas on space
and time and to compare their doctrines of the categories
of understanding. I come to the conclusion that Golu-
binsky borrowed some propositions of Kant’s theory of
space and time, specifically, the procedure of identify-
ing forms of sensibility — space and time — their a
priori character, their being part of sensible intuitions
and, finally, their definition as essential properties of
sense perception. Golubinsky, unlike Kant, considers
space and time to be objective. In his doctrine of the cat-
egories of understanding Golubinsky follows Kant in
that the foundation of the categories of understanding
is the unity of self-consciousness but he attributes the
unity of self-consciousness to reason’s idea of the In-
finite, whereas Kant sees it in the understanding. With
some reservations, it can be said that Golubinsky adopts
Kant’s table of categories but changes their order. As for
the meaning of the categories, for Golubinsky they are
not merely laws of cognising things, but laws of their
being. In conclusion, I show that Golubinsky forms his
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H. O. Poxun

c Kanmom, saumcmbys y Heeo me noA0KeHUs, Komopovie
GempaubBaromes 8 eeo cobcmbennyio Memapusuxy, Uy
MOOUPUUUPYSA UX C IO Ke YeabIO.

KaroueBuie caroBa: Kanm, Foaydunckuil, npocmpan-
cmbo, Bpems, xkameeopuu paccyoka, Memagpusuka, uoes
o beckoneurom.

®enop Anexcargposud lomyovrckmmn (1797—
1854) — dwocod, 6orocsos 1 ipodpeccop duto-
codpckmx HayK MOCKOBCKOVI Iy XOBHOV aKaJleMum
(MDJA), ocHOBaTeIb PYCCKOVI TemcTudecKkom du-
socodpum (Abpamos, 1994, c. 91), ocHOBOIIOJIOX-
HVK MOCKOBCKOVI ITIKOJIBI TE€VCTMYECKON (PUIIOCO-
v (Maukapwna, 2011a, c. 162). Ero mpeemHmMKOM
o Kacpernpe MJJA 6611 ipodpeccop B. 1. Kympsis-
ues-IIinatonos (1828—1891), aBTOp OpUIrMHAIb-
HOM (PMITOCOCKON CUCTEMBI TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIb-
Horo MoHM3Ma. HecMoTps Ha To 4TO 00a pycckmx
drtocodpa ObUTM PeTUTVIO3HBIMIM MBICTIUTEIISIMIA,
pa3BMBaBIIVIMI CBOU UJIEU B AyXe PuiIocodcko-
ro Tem3Ma, oHM o0a oOparmaymck K maesm KaHTa.

C omgHOM cTopoHbl, [0ITyOMHCKOrO MOXXHO OXa-
pakTepu30BaTh KaK 9KJIEKTVKa VIV «OCMOTPUTEIb-
HOro ydeHoro-spyauta» (laspromis, 2012, c. 18),
OoOBeIMHMBIIIETO B cBoeVt prytocopmm pasInMaHble
veu IpeqiiecTBeHHUKoB. C Apyrovi — HaJIWIIo
OPUTMHAJIBHOCTD (PVITOCOPCKMX BO33PEHUN PyC-
cKoro dwiocoda: OH co3[aeT CBOIO MeTadusVIKY,
OTIVYAIOLIYIOCS TI0 IIPUHITUIIAM U CTPYKType OT
MeTapU3MUecKX CUCTeM BOJIB(MAHCKOIO TOJIKa,
OfIHa M3 KOTOPbIX, a MMeHHO MeTadmsmka P. X. ba-
yMervicTepa, ObUIa pactipocTpaHeHa B Poccuut B 11y-
XOBHO-aKa/ieMI4decKon cpeyie B Hagasie XIX B.2 — Jo-
JTyOVMHCKMVI OBIJI XOPOITIO 3HAKOM C Hevt. [IpyTor He-
MaJIOBa>KHOVI YePTOVI, BBIJIEIISIOIIEN Fony6MHCKoro
B VICTOPUV pyccKovt dpvtocodpmm, sIBJISIeTCst ero 00-
palrieHrie K KaHTOBCKMM WZESIM TPV TIOCTPOEHM
coOcTBeHHOM MeTacpmsyky. Pycckmii MBICTTATEITH
ObUT He TOJIBKO 3HAKOM C KPUTMYECKON PryIoco-
duent KanTa, HO 1 OpUTIHAIBHO U, TI0 3aMeYaHVIO
A.H. KpymioBa, «ynuBurensHO DiIyooko» (Kpy-
m1oB, 2009, c. 405) BOCIIpMHSII HEKOTOPbIe KIIIOYe-

2Ero yueOHUK MeTadpu3mky ObUI IepeBeleH Ha PYCCKUI
s3bIK (cM.: baymerictep, 1830). ITompobree em.: (LprIk, 2013).

epistemological concept in polemics with Kant, borrow-
ing from him only those propositions which fit his meta-
physics or modifying them to that end.

Keywords: Kant, Golubinsky, space, time, cate-
gories of understanding, metaphysics, idea of the In-
finite.

Fyodor A. Golubinsky (1797 —1854) was a
philosopher, theologian and professor of phi-
losophy at the Moscow Theological Academy
(MTA), founder of the Russian theistic philos-
ophy (Abramov, 1994, p. 91), founder of the
Moscow school of theistic philosophy (Machka-
rina, 2011a, p. 162). His successor at the MTA
chair was Professor V.D. Kudryavtsev-Pla-
tonov (1828 —1891), author of an original phil-
osophical system of transcendental monism.
Although both Russian philosophers were reli-
gious thinkers in the spirit of philosophical the-
ism, both turned to the ideas of Kant.

On the one hand, Golubinsky can be char-
acterised as an eclectic or “a circumspect eru-
dite scholar” (Gavryushin, 2012, p. 18), whose
philosophy combined various ideas of his pre-
decessors. On the other hand, his views car-
ry an obvious mark of originality: he created
his own metaphysics, different in principles
and structure from the metaphysical systems
of the Wolffian kind, one of which, the meta-
physics of Friedrich Christian Baumeister, was
widespread in the Russian Theological Acade-
mies in the early nineteenth century” and with
which Golubinsky was thoroughly conversant.
Another important feature that singles out Gol-
ubinsky in the history of Russian philosophy is
the fact that he appealed to Kantian ideas in the
construction of his own metaphysics. Not only
was he familiar with Kant’s critical philosophy,
but he perceived some of Kant’s key concepts

2 His textbook on metaphysics was translated into
Russian (see Baumeister, 1830). For more detail see
Tsvyk (2013).
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Bble KOHIIETIINIM HeMellKoro dpustocoda. B mannoOM
cTaThe g XO4uy ITpOaHaJIM3MPOBaTh [Ba 3HaYMMBbIX
a7leMeHTa THOCeoJIornmyecKon Konuermu lomy-
OVHCKOrO, @ IMEHHO TeOPUIO IIPOCTPAHCTBA U Bpe-
MeHM 1 y4eHVe O UYMCTBhIX KaTeropusix pasyMa (pac-
CyZIKa)’, TIOCKOJIbKY B HUX OOHapy>KMBarOTCs CIle-
IIbI KaHTOBCKOM drytococpum. ITpobizemy, koTopyro
IIPEeICTOUT PelINTh B JAHHOM VCCIIeOBAHIV, MOX-
HO TIPe/ICTaBUTh B Tpex BoIpocax. Bo-mepsbIx, Ho-
ueMy lorryOviHCKMTL, Oyaydun pemrvio3HbIM MBIC-
sTesieM, obpartaeTcs K maesim KarTa? Bo-BTopsblx,
HacKOJIbKO ToryOmMHCKMII coriaceH C 3aMHTepeco-
BaBIIVMI €ro KaHTOBCKMMU upaesMu? Haxowerr,
B CJIy4ae pacxOXKAeHUM MeXay B3rsgdamu lomy-
OmmHckoro 1 KaHTa — KaKOBBI IPVYMHBI 3TUX pac-
xoKeHmi1? YToOpl OTBETUTH Ha 3TM BOIIPOCHI, 5,
BO-TIEPBBIX, KPAaTKO PacCMOTPIO OCHOBHBIE ITOJIOXKe-
Hs protocodwvt [0y OrHCKOro; BO-BTOPBIX, cop-
mypyto xKoHneriy Kanra u Tomyburckoro ot-
HOCHUTEJIBHO ITPOCTPAaHCTBA M BpeMeHW ¥ UMCTBIX
KaTeropuit paccypka. [lasee s nepevy K IJIJaBHOMY
BOITPOCY CTaThu: cilefyeT jiv TorryOnHckmm 3a Kan-
TOM B COOCTBEHHBIX TEOPUW IPOCTPaHCTBa U Bpe-
MeHM U y4eHUM O YMCTBIX KaTeropusx paccyaka?
J1y1s1 oTBeTa 5 IpOV3Bely CpaBHEHVIE B3IJISIOB JIBYX
MBICJTUTEJIeVI U TIOCTapaloCh ITPVBECTY OCHOBaHMS
VIX CXOIICTBA U1 Pa3/INdsL.

UUnesa o beckoHeuHoMm
KaK KJIIOYEeBOV IIPUMHIINII
Bcert MeTacdpusmuku ['onyomHCcKoOro

K coxanenmnto, TorryOmHcKkmMy He crenain cBou
dwtocodpckme B3MISAAB MPeIMeTOM OTHeIbHOIO
TpakTaTa. Bcé, uto MBI MMeeM Ha CeroOmHSIITHWN
JleHb,— 3TO 3aIlVCV ero JieKumm 1o dpviocodrm
VI YMO3PUTEIIBHO IICVIXOJIOT MY, KOTOPBIX, OIHAKO,
BIIOJTHE JIOCTATOYHO IjI TOrO, UTOOBI, BO-TIEPBBIX,
COCTaBWUTH OOIIIee ITpeICTaBIIeH e O CIIeLVI(PVIKE €T0
dr10codpcKOV MBICIIN, BO-BTOPBIX, COIIOCTaBUTH €TI0
drtocodpckmie B3R C MOESMYU IPYTVIX aBTOPOB.

*TepmmH «pasym» ['omyOuHCKMT yrIoTpebristeT Om3Ko 1o
3HAYeHMIO K KaHTOBCKOMY IIOHATHIO paccyzaxa. Y Tosy-
OWMHCKOTO BCTpedaeTcs TakKe TEPMMH «yM», OJIV3KUV IO
3HaYEHMIO K KAHTOBCKOMY «pa3yMy».
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in an original and “remarkably profound” way
(Krouglov, 2009, p. 405). In this article I propose
to analyse two significant elements of Golubin-
sky’s epistemological concept, viz. his theory
of space and time and the doctrine of pure cat-
egories of reason (understanding),” inasmuch
as they reveal traces of the Kantian philosophy.
The problem I attempt to solve in this study can
be represented in three questions. First, why did
Golubinsky, a religious thinker, turn to Kant’s
ideas? Second, to what extent did Golubinsky
agree with the Kantian ideas that attracted his
attention? And, finally, where Golubinsky’s
views diverge from those of Kant, what are the
causes of these divergences? To answer these
questions I will first give an overview of the
main provisions of Golubinsky’s philosophy;
second, formulate the ideas of Kant and Golu-
binsky concerning space and time and pure cat-
egories of understanding. I will then pass on to
the central question of the article: does Golu-
binsky follow Kant in his own theory of space
and time and the doctrine of pure categories of
understanding? To answer this question I will
compare the views of these two thinkers and try
to explain their similarities and differences.

The Idea of the Infinite as the Key
Principle of Golubinsky’s Metaphysics

Unfortunately, Golubinsky did not make
his philosophical views the subject of a sepa-
rate treatise. All we have today are the notes of
his lectures on philosophy and speculative psy-
chology which, however, are quite sufficient to
get a general idea of the distinctive features of
his philosophical thought and then to compare
his philosophical views with those of other phi-
losophers.

* Golubinsky uses the term “reason” in a meaning simi-
lar to Kant’s use of the term “understanding”. Occasion-
ally he also uses the term “mind” in a meaning similar
to Kant’s “reason”.
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TomyGuHckmiT o0iekaeT cBOM B3IISAABL B pOp-
My MeTaM3MKM, HallOMMHarOIIel MeTadusiye-
CKIe CUCTeMbl BOJIb(PMaHCKOro ToJIKa. BosHuKaer
BOITPOC, MOXKHO JIVI CYUTATh PrytocodcKrie B3IIIs-
nel ToimyOmHCcKoro 11es1ocTHOV crcteMont. HekoTo-
pBle cOBpeMeHHBIe VCCilefloBaTeIVt OTBedaloT Ha
3TOT BOIIPOC ITOJIOKUTEITBHO (3amopHoB, 2006; Kop-
HWI0B, 2016, Maukapwaa, 20116; Pomansko, 2012;
LBk, 2002), HO cyIIecTByeT ¥ IPOTMBOIIOIOX-
Hasl TTO3MIIVSI, COrIacHO KoTopon dutocodpms To-
7yOmHCKOro He OblIa VI He MOTIyIa OBITh CHICTEMOT],
rioroMy 9to [oyOMHCKMTI B CBOVIX B3IJIsiAAX OpU-
eHTUPOBaJICsi Ha MacOHCKyIo JOKTpuHY ([aBpro-
muH, 2012, c. 28). Bosspaiasich K dpopMaIbHOMY
cxozicTBy MeTadpmsukm [ormyOurckoro 1 MeTadu-
3UYeCKMX CHUCTeM BOJIbVAHCKOIO TOJIKa, MOXXHO
OTMETWUTB, YTO 3TO CXOIICTBO yCMaTpUBaeTcsd B Ha-
3BaHMAX OCHOBHBIX YacTeVl MeTapy3VKy, KOTOpble
IpeBapsI0TCs OHTOJIOT eV, VJIV, KaK ee Ha3bIBaeT
Bornbd, yuenmem «O miepBbIX OCHOBaHMSX HaIllero
ITO3HAHMS ¥ BCex Bellax BooOre» (Bormpd, 2001,
c. 240). YoMsIHyThIe CXOfICTBA, a TaKXke OT/INYWS
MOYKHO IIPeICTaBUTb CJIeAYIOLIVIM 00pa3oM:

Golubinsky casts his view in the form of
metaphysics reminiscent of Wolffian metaphys-
ical systems. The question arises, can Golubin-
sky’s philosophical views be seen as a complete
system? Some modern scholars give an affir-
mative answer (Kornilov, 2016, Machkarina,
2011b; Romanko, 2012; Tsvyk, 2002; Zadornov,
2006), but the opposite view holds that Gol-
ubinsky’s philosophy was not and could not
be a system, since Golubinsky was oriented to-
wards the masonic doctrine (Gavryushin, 2012,
p- 28). Going back to the formal similarity be-
tween Golubinsky’s metaphysics and the meta-
physical systems of the Wolffian type, it has to
be noted that the similarity is already noticea-
ble in the titles of the main parts of metaphysics
preceded by ontology, or what Wolff calls the
doctrine “On the First Grounds of Our Knowl-
edge and All Things as Such” (Wolff, 1725, p. 6).
The above-mentioned similarities as well as the
differences are presented in the table:

(Bosbdp, 2001, c. 238)

Crpykrypa metadpmsukm X. Borbda

CrpyxTypa MeTadm3mKn
@. X. baymericrepa
(baymericrep, 1830, c. 3)

CrpykTypa MeTadm3nKm
®. A. T'osryburckoro
(Fommy6umckmi, 1884a, c. 79)

OHTONIOT A

OHTOIOT A

OnTOoNmorms

OMnmpudecKas IICUXO0JIOT M

Kocmornorms

O01as KocMOJIOT VISt

YMospuresbHOe Oorocsiosue

PaHVIOHaHBHaﬂ IICMIXOJIOT A

TTHeBMaTOIOIMSI VI TICVIXOJIOT S

ITHeBMaTOIOTNST (YMO3PUTEIbHAL
TICVIXOJIOTWSI)

EcrecTtBeHHOe Oorocsiosme

EcrecTtBeHHOe Dorocsiosme

Kocmomorms

Structure of Christian

Structure of Friedrich

Structure of Fyodor

Wolff’s metaphysics Baumeister’s metaphysics Golubinsky’s metaphysics
(cf- Wolff, 1725, Inhalt) (Baumeister, 1830, p. 3) (Golubinsky, 1884a, p. 79)
Ontology Ontology Ontology
Empirical psychology — —
Cosmology General cosmology Speculative theology
Rational psychology Pneumatology and psychology Z;eetﬁzt?izi};ychology)
Natural theology Natural theology Cosmology
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CorytacHo Bonedy, MeTadmsmka, mim, KaKk oH
ee ellle Has3bIBaeT, «IJIaBHasl HayKa», JIeJIUTCS Ha
OHTOJIOTMIO, WIN IIepByI0 (pumsiocodmio; paryo-
HaJIBHYIO KOCMOJIOTMIO, VIV y4eHVe O MUpe BO-
o0r111e; palvOHaIBHYIO ¥ 3MIIVMPUYECKYIO IICVIXO-
JIOTVIIO, VTV ITHEBMATVKY (HayKy O IyIile JeioBe-
Ka ¥ IyXe BOOOIIE); eCTeCTBEHHYIO VIV PaIiio-
HaJIBHYIO Teosioruio (ydeHue o bore, ero GbITmm
I CBOVICTBAX).

OHTOJI0rMI0, KOTOpasi IOHMMaeTcs KaK 3HaHVe
BCEro CyIIero B 11eJI0OM, VIMeeT CBOVIM ITpeMeTOM
BeIIlb BOOOIIe 1 co3MaeT «oOIIe MOHSTUSI U OC-
HOBOIIOJIOKEHMS IJIsI OCTaJIBHBIX (PYII0COPCKMX
nvcuyiuie» (Kpyrios, 2008, c. 39—40), Bonbd
IpefBapsieT JOKa3aTeJIbCTBOM CyII[eCTBOBAHIS
cyOBeKTa:

Tot, KTO co3HaeT cebs 11 IpyTMe Bely, TOT Cy-
IIIeCTBYeT.

MBeI co3HaeM cebs 11 IpyTiie BEII.

CrenoBaTenibHO, MBI cyllectByeM (Bonbd,
2001, c. 239).

ToyOmHCKMUII CBOIO OHTOJIOTMIO TaKXke Hauu-
HaeT C PacCy>XIeHUN O TOM, 4TO MOIJIVTHHO VIMe-
eT ObITe. V1 IpUXOOUT K CIIeAyIOlIeMy 3aKJIio-
YeHVIIO: TIePBOe, UYTO MBI He MOXXEM IIOfIBEprHYTh
HVKaKOMYy COMHEHMIO,— 3TO OBITVe HaIllVX IIpef-
CTaBJIEHWTI, BCIIE]] 3a YeM PyccKuit priocod m1oKa-
3bIBaeT OBITVIE IIPeICTABIISIONIEro CyObeKTa — «S1»
(ToryOmuckmit, 18840, c. 15—16). ITpasna, cmimio-
ru3M Bosbda, B KOTOpoM 1iepBasi TI0ChIIKA SIBJISIeT-
CsI OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHIEM, a BTOpasi B3Ta M3 OIIbITa,
oIperesIsieT CTPYKTYpy MeTadu3MKy HeMeITKo-
ro ¢wiocoda. [ToaToMy y Hero 1mocsie OHTOIOI MM
VIIeT SMIVpUYecKasl IICUXOJIOTMS, TO €CTh OITBIT
co3HaHM4 cels 1 CO3HaHM IIPeIMEeTOB BHEIITHEero
Mmpa. Lles Takovt cmxosorny — Ha OCHOBaHWN
IIOBCEZTHEBHOTO OIIbITa ITOKa3aTh TO, YTO IIPOVICXO-
IIVT B [IyIlle YeJjloBeKa, cleslaTh OUYeBUIHBIM CO3Ha-
Hye ceOs 1 BHeITHMX npenmeros (Bomed, 2001,
c. 259). 3a sMImpryUecKon Ticuxosiorveit y Boibsda
cJleyeT KOCMOJIOTHS, Tle OH IIPSIMO yTBepXKJaeT,
YTO «HeJIb34 TIOHATh HY CYIIHOCTH IyXa BOOOIIIE,

D. 0. Rozhin

According to Wolff, metaphysics or “the
main science,” as he also calls it, is divided
into ontology, or the first philosophy; ration-
al cosmology, or the teaching about the world
in general; rational and empirical psychology,
or pneumatics (the science of the human soul
and the spirit in general); and natural or ration-
al theology (the teaching about God, his being
and properties).

Ontology, or the knowledge of all that ex-
ists as a whole, is concerned with the thing in
general and creates “general concepts and prin-
ciples for the other philosophical disciplines”
(Krouglov, 2008, pp. 39-40); it is preceded by
Wolff’s proof of the existence of the subject:

He who is conscious of himself and other
things exists.

We are conscious of ourselves and other
things.

Consequently, we exist* (Wolff, 1725, p. 4).

Golubinsky also begins his ontology with
a discourse on what really exists. He comes to
the conclusion that the first thing we cannot
question is the being of our representations,
whereupon he proceeds to prove the being of
the representing subject, the “Ego” (Golubin-
sky, 1884b, pp. 15-16). True, Wolff’s syllogism,
in which the first premise is the basic founda-
tion and the second is drawn from experience,
determines the structure of the German phi-
losopher’s metaphysics. That is why with him
ontology is followed by empirical psychology,
i.e. the experience of being conscious of one-
self and conscious of the objects of the external
world. The aim of this psychology is, proceed-
ing from day-to-day experience, to show what
happens in the human soul, i.e. to make evi-
dent consciousness of oneself and external ob-
jects (Wolff, 1725, p. 106). In Wolff's system
empirical psychology is followed by cosmolo-

* “Wer sich seiner und anderer Dinge bewufst ist, der ist. Wir
sind uns unserer und anderer Dinge bewufSt. Also sind wir.”
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HU JIyIIM B 9YaCTHOCTY, TIpeXjie ueM He OyzieT mo-
HSITO, YeM, COOCTBEHHO, SIBJISIeTCS MUP U KaKUMU
cBoOVICTBaMM OH oOsamaeT» (Bombd, 2001, c. 279).
W y»xe ot xocMostoruu Bortbd niepexoguT K ampu-
OPHOMY MCCJIeZIOBAaHMIO AyXa KaK IIPOCTOV BeIy
v bora Kak HeoOXOIMMOW BeILIL.

ToimyOuHCKMI He corvlallaeTcsi C TaKUMM Bapu-
aAHTOM PacCIIOIIOKEHVSI OCHOBHBIX UacTeil MeTadu-
suKku. Benp, He 3Has CymiectBa beckoneuHoro, ro-
BOPUT PYyCCKUi dpviocod, Hellb3si OObACHUTD 3a-
KOHOB V1 CBOVICTB MMpa MaTepyaIbHOIO M TyXOB-
HOro, Tak KakK MX OCHOBaHMe — B bore. 3HaHme
o CymiectBe beckoHeuHowm, o Mpicii [omyOmm-
CKOro, HaJIM4ecTBYeT B pa3yMe uejioBeka B ¢op-
me uaen. COOTBETCTBEHHO, ecin umaes o becko-
HEYHOM HeOOXOIMMO JIEXXUT B OCHOBAaHWUIM MeTa-
JusuKY, TO MeTadm3ITUecKoe 30aHVie JOIDKHO Bbl-
ITIAIeTh CIIeAyIOmMM 00pa3oM: CHadasla HY)KHO
ecTeCTBeHHBIM ITyTeM, Oe3 CKauKoB, JonTu 10 bec-
KOHEUHOI'O, UTO SBJISeTCd IJIaBHOM 3aliadert OHTO-
JIOTMVL; [Tastee cilenyIoT paccyxaeHns o CylecTse
BeckoneurioMm — bBorocsioBme; moToM vicciienosa-
HMs O MUpe IyXOBHOM — pallYiOHaIbHas IICVIXO-
JIOTVs (ITHEBMATOJIOTMS); 11, HAKOHEIl, pacCMOTpe-
HIe MaTepuaIbHOTO MMpa — KOCMOJIOTMS (CM.:
TomyOusackm, 1884a, c. 77—78). TakuM obpasom,
BCe gacTy MeTadmsmkm [orryOmHckoro, KpoMe OH-
TOJIOTMY, TI0 CpaBHeHMIO ¢ MeTadmsmkon Bobda
pacIioyIoXeHbl B 00OpaTHOM HOpsIKe.

B ouTOonormm TonmyOmHCKUIT IeMOHCTpUpyeT
Hajmaue maen o becKoHeYHOM B yMe ueJioBeKa
MIOCPENICTBOM Ha/INUMsI 3aKOHa, OOHAPYKIBaeMo-
ro TakXe B yMe 4eJIoBeKa ¥ COCTOAIIEro B IIOVIC-
ke beckoneuHnoro 1 be3yciioBHOrO 11 BCero Ko-
HeYHOro u ycyiopHoro. Ilo cyTu, 3TOT 3aKOH ecThb
3aKOH JIOCTaTOYHOI'0 OCHOBaHMS B HECKOJIBKO M3-
MeHeHHO dopme (TonmyOuuckmii, 18846, c. 72).
Crenyrolliee 3a OHTOJIOTMEV YMO3pUTeIbHOe O0-
rocsiosue popmysmpyercst ToimyOmHCKMM B pam-
KaX ecTeCTBeHHOr0 OOroCIIOBIIsI €BPOITeVICKOT Tpa-
oo, Ero miesib — mokasarb OblTie bora v BBI-
SIBUTb €rO CBOVICTBA M COBepIlleHCTBa. B manHOM
paszierte Tak>ke BBIBOISITCSI CBOVICTBA V1 COBEpIIIEH-
cTBa bora, KOTOpbIe, ¢ OTHOVI CTOPOHBI, ITPV3BaHbBI
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gy, in which he expressly states that “it is im-
possible to understand either the essence of the
spirit in general, or the soul in particular un-
til it is understood what the world actually is
and what properties it possesses”” (Wolff, 1725,
p- 329). From cosmology Wolff passes on to a
priori study of the spirit as a simple thing and
of God as the necessary thing.

Golubinsky disagrees with this arrange-
ment of the main parts of metaphysics. Without
knowing the Infinite Being, he argues, it is im-
possible to explain the laws and properties of
the material and spiritual world because their
foundation is in God. Golubinsky believes that
knowledge of the Infinite Being is present in
human reason in the form of an idea. Accord-
ingly, if the idea of the Infinite necessarily un-
derlies metaphysics, the metaphysical edifice
must look as follows: first, it is necessary to at-
tain the Infinite in a natural way without leaps,
which is the main task of ontology; then fol-
lows the reasoning about the Infinite Being, i. e.
Theology; then the study of the spiritual world,
i.e. rational psychology (pneumatology); and,
finally, the examination of the material world,
i.e. cosmology (see Golubinsky, 1884a, pp. 77-
78). Golubinsky’s arrangement of all the parts
of metaphysics, except ontology, is the reverse
of Wolff’s arrangement.

In his ontology Golubinsky demonstrates
the presence of an idea of the Infinite in the hu-
man being’s mind through the existence of the
law which is also found in the human mind
and which consists in the search for the Infinite
and the Unconditional for everything that is fi-
nite and conditional. It is essentially the law of
sufficient ground in a somewhat modified form
(Golubinsky, 1884b, p. 72). Speculative theol-
ogy, which follows ontology, is formulated in
terms of natural theology in the European tra-

5 “[...] man [kann] weder das Wesen eines Geistes iiberhaupt,
noch der Seele ins besondere begreifen [...], ehe man verstehet,
was eigentlich eine Welt ist und was es mit ihr fiir eine Be-
schaffenheit habe.”



IaTh MaKCMMaJIbHO BO3MOXKHOe ITpeJiCTaBJIeHVie
o bore, a c gpyroim — OymyT CIIy>KUTH METOHOJIO-
TMYecKMM alllapaToM sl MCCiIeoBaHMs Ty
yestoBeKa v BHelTHero Mupa (FomyOmrckm, 1886).
YMo3puTesibHas IICHMXOJIOTMs VMeeT CBoell Ile-
JIBIO J1aTh IIpeficTaBjIeHNe O [ylile yepes IIPU3MY
CBOVICTB V1 COBEPIIIEHCTB bora, BBISIBJIEHHBIX B YMO-
sputestbHOM Oorocsiosuu  (TorryOunckmir, 1871).
Taxoxe B JaHHOM pasziesie pycckum puiocod Bbl-
IIBUTaeT CBOIO T'MIIOTEe3y IO BOIIPOCY B3avMOMeVi-
CTBUSI MeX/Ty JyILIOVI M TeJIOM, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOT
Oylia BCTYIIaeT BO B3aMMOMEVICTBIE C HEKOeV He-
BUOVIMOVI CUJIOV, <«OKVMBYIIEV W OEVICTBYIOILIEVI»
B MaTepuy, COOTBETCTBEHHO, /yIlla He BCTyIIaeT
B IIpsiMoe B3amMoziericTeue ¢ MaTepuen (Tomyoum-
ckum, 1871, c. 68—70). Kocmorstorus T'onyOmHcko-
O 10 HeM3BeCTHBIM IIpUUYMHaAM He IIpeJiCcTaBIeHa
B TeKCTe JIEKIIUTI, HO ee IeHTPaIbHYIO MIIeF0 MOX-
HO PEeKOHCTPYMpPOBaTh Ha OCHOBAaHWMM IIPEIIbIIy-
VX 4YacTell ero MeTapu3uKi: MUP OrpaHWUYeH,
3aBucuM oT bora-Tsopma. IlocpencrBom paccmo-
TpeHMs eVMHCTBA CaMOCO3HaHMs CyObeKTa, IIpu-
UYIVITHHO-CJIEICTBEHHBIX CBIA3€V VI I3MEHEH WU Fony-
OVIHCKMTI BBISIBIIeT CyOCTaHIINM, CVIIBI V1 3aKOHBI,
KOTOpBIE CYIIIeCTBYIOT B MUpe 1 TaK)Ke HaXOIsTCs
B 3aBucuMocTy oT bora (cm.: ToimyOmuckum, 1871,
c. 29; Tomy6unckmm, 1886, c. 169—171; Tomy6un-
ckun, 18848, c. 21—-22, 55, 81, 99—-102, 113).

VI3 ckasaHHOrO O4YeBMHO, 4YTO OOrocsobue
B MeTadmsuke [omyOrHCKOro nrpaeT KIIlo4eByIo
posib. OT4acTy ogoOHOe TI0JI0KeHMe J1eJ1 MOXKHO
OOBSICHUTh MMPOBO33peHNEM PYCCKOro puiIoco-
da. On Obw1 cBsAIeHHUKOM Pycckovt mpaBociiaB-
HOVI 1IepKBI, YTO He MOIJIO He OTpas3uUThbcd Ha 00-
pase ero Mplcjient M mogxoge K dusiocodmn, Ko-
TOPBIVI OH CaM HasbIBaeT JJOrMaTUYecKVM CIIOCO-
6oM ro3HaHMA UCTUHEL Benp, cormmacHo TomyOna-
CKOMY, «CBATWJIVIIE VCTUHBI HeJIb3sd JOCTUTHYTh
IyTeM OTpUIIaHUI 1 coMHeHUM» (TomyOnHckmi,
18848, c. 9). TpaguimoHHO TOH, PUIOCOPCKIM
ZIOrMaTM3MOM ITIOHVMAIOT TOT CITIOCOO MBIIIIJIeHWS,
KOTOPBIVI OIlepupyeT AorMaMy — HeM3MeHHBIMU
BEUHBIMI ITOJIOKEeHUAMU. [1j1s1 Hero xapakTepHbI
HEeKPUTWYHOCTh, KOHCEpBaTM3M W Bepa B aBTO-
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dition. Its aim is to prove the existence of God
and reveal his properties and perfections. This
section also derives the properties and perfec-
tion of God which must, on the one hand, give
the fullest possible idea of God and, on the oth-
er hand, provide the methodological means for
investigating the human soul and the external
world (Golubinsky, 1886). Speculative philoso-
phy aims to give an idea of the soul through the
prism of the properties and perfection of God
revealed in speculative theology (Golubinsky,
1871). In the same section the Russian philos-
opher puts forward his hypothesis concerning
the interaction between soul and body, where-
by the soul comes into contact with an invisible
force that “lives and acts” in matter. Thus the
soul does not directly interact with matter (Gol-
ubinsky, 1871, pp. 68-70). For unknown reasons
Golubinsky’s cosmology is not represented in
the text of his lectures, but the central idea of
cosmology can be reconstructed from the pre-
vious parts of his metaphysics: the world is fi-
nite and dependent on God the Creator. By
considering the unity of the subject’s self-con-
sciousness, the cause-and-effect connections
and changes, Golubinsky identifies the sub-
stances, forces and laws that exist in the world
and also depend on God (see Golubinsky, 1871,
p- 29; Golubinsky, 1886, pp. 169-171; Golubin-
sky, 1884c, pp. 21-22, 55, 81, 99-102, 113).

It will be seen from the above that theology
plays the key role in Golubinsky’s metaphysics.
This state of affairs can partly be attributed to
his world view. Golubinsky was a Russian Or-
thodox priest, which could not but influence his
mode of thinking and his approach to philos-
ophy, which he describes as a dogmatic way
of cognising the truth. For he was convinced
that “the sanctuary of truth cannot be reached
through negations and doubts” (Golubinsky,
1884c, p. 9). Traditionally, philosophical dog-
matism means a method of thinking relying
on dogmas, immutable eternal propositions.
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pureTsl. [lorMaTi3M B yKa3aHHOM 3Ha4YeHWUU HU
B KOEM CJIydae HeJIb3s COOTHOCUTD C «TOrMaTi3-
MoM» [0TyOMHCKOro, TaK Kak B JIEKIIMSIX TIOC/Ie-
Hero oOHapy>XMBaeTCsl JOCTATOUHO KPUTUIHOCTY
VI TIOCJIeIOBATEIIBHOCTY B XOZIle MbIC/IN. bortee Toro,
TomyOuHCcKMI pasBoguT Oorocsiopue m puIoco-
duro, yKasbIBasi JIMIIIb Ha TO, YTO dwtocodpmss —
IeToBOAUTeIb (Tlemaror) K VictuaHoMy Yunrertio,
HO HU B KOell Mepe He «CJIy’kKaHKa Oorocsiosvis»
(TosryOmuckmit, 1884a, c. 35). BepHoe yTouneHme
K yKaszaHHom Mbiciiv ToiyOnnckoro maet B. V1. Ko-
1roba: o[, TIOHSTHEM «CJIyXKaHKa» 3[1eCh IIOHW-
MaeTcsl BBITIOJIHeHMe prytocodmert He xapakTep-
HBIX [IJIs1 Hee 3a/ad4, yero y loimyOurckoro He Ha-
ormronaercs (Korrtoba, 2013, c. 48). HecmoTps Ha TO
uTo dpvtocodmist IormyOMHCKOro HOCUT peTnrios-
HO-MeTapM3MUecKyIo HaIIpaBIeHHOCTh, PYCCKUT
drtocod A1 ITpOsICHEH VIS BOIIPOCOB O CTPYKTY-
pax 4esioBeuecKoro IOo3HaHMS VI VX B3aVIMOCBS3V
C BHEIITHVIM MIpOM obparttiaeTcs K naesm Kaxra.

AnpwopHsble pOpMBI UyBCTBEHHOCTH
M YUCThIe KaTeropuu paccyaKa
B dpmocodpmm Kanra

AHayM3 OCHOBHBIX (POPM YYBCTBEHHOIO IIO-
3HaHMs KaHT mponsBoauT B cileyrolieM Hopsi-
Ke: CHadaJla M3O0JIMPYeTCsl YyBCTBEHHOCTB, UTO-
OBl OCTaBUTBH TOJIBKO SMIMPUYECKOe Co3epIia-
HIe, 3aTeM OT 3TOrO COo3epLiaHMs OTHeJIsIeTCs Bee,
YUTO IIPWHAIJIEXUT OIIYIIEeHNIO, YTOOBI OCTaIOCh
TOJIBKO YWCTOe co3epraHue. IIpomenas 1omo0-
Hble JIeVICTBNS, MBI, COIJIaCHO HeMelKoMy uJIo-
codpy, OOHapyXMM JIBe UMCTBle (POPMBI UyBCTBEH-
HOTO co3epliaHsl — IIPOCTPaHCTBO 1 BpeMs (B 36;
Kanrt, 1994, c. 64). Bo «BBenennm Ko BTopoMy m3fia-
HUI0» «KpUTMKIM 9MCTOrO pasyMa» MOXXHO OOHa-
PYXUTB ellle OfVH IIpVIMep, KacarolINVICs BbIBele-
HMS TOJIBKO OJHOV UMCTOV (POPMBI UyBCTBEHHO-
CTM — HpocTpaHcTBa: «OTOpackIBariTe IIOCTEIIEH-
HO OT Balllero SMIIVPUYeCKOro MOHSTHS Tejla BCe,
YUTO eCTh B HEM 3MIIMPUYECKOro: 11BeT, TBePIOCTb
VIV MSATKOCTB, BeC, HEITPOHMIIaeMOCTh; TOI7Ia Bce
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Dogmatism is characterised by an uncritical at-
titude, conservatism and faith in authorities.
Dogmatism in this meaning can on no account
be associated Golubinsky’s “dogmatism” be-
cause his lectures are marked by a critical and
consistent approach. Indeed, Golubinsky sepa-
rates theology from philosophy, merely saying
that philosophy is a child guide (a pedagogue)
to the True Teacher but by no means “a maid-
servant to theology” (Golubinsky, 1884a, p. 35).
Vyacheslav I. Kotsyuba (2013, p. 48) offers an
apposite clarification of Golubinsky’s position:
the term “maidservant” refers to the perfor-
mance by philosophy of tasks that are not in-
herent in it, something that we do not observe
in Golubinsky. Although Golubinsky’s philos-
ophy has a religious-metaphysical character he
falls back on Kant’s ideas to elucidate the struc-
tures of human cognition and their interconnec-
tion with the external world.

A Priori Forms of Sensibility
and Pure Categories of Understanding
in Kant’s Philosophy

Kant analyses the forms of sensible per-
ception in the following order: first he isolates
sensibility in order to leave only empirical in-
tuition, then everything that pertains to percep-
tion is separated from intuition to leave pure
intuition. After performing these acts we, ac-
cording to Kant, arrive at two pure forms of
sensible intuition: space and time (KrV, B 36;
Kant, 1998, p. 174). In the “Introduction <B>”
of the Critique of Pure Reason we find another
example which has to do with the derivation
of only one pure form of sensibility, i. e. space:
“Gradually remove from your experiential con-
cept of a body everything that is empirical in
it — the colour, the hardness or softness, the
weight, even the impenetrability — there still
remains the space that was occupied by the



JKe OCTaHeTCsl npocmparcmbo, KOTOpoe Telo (Te-
Ilephb y>ke COBEpIIeHHO VICUe3HYBIIlee) 3aHVMaJIo
1 KOTOpoe Bbl He MoxeTe oTOpocuThk» (B 5; Kanr,
1994, c. 43).

[TocpencTBOM BHEITHETO YyBCTBA MBI IIPerl-
CTaBjIseM IpeIMeThl KaK HaXofslyecs BHe Hac,
IIOCPEeICTBOM BHYTpPEHHEro YyBCTBa BCe IIpef-
CTaBJIsieTCsI BO BpPEMEHHBIX OTHOIIeHMsX. BHe
Hac MBI He MOXKEM CO3epIaTh BpeMs, TaK Ke Kak
U IIPOCTPpaHCTBO BHYTpM Hac. KaHT ripmBonuT gBa
BlZIa MCTOJIKOBAaHMS O0CODOro craTyca IpOCTpaH-
CTBa ¥ BpeMeHM — MeTadn3ndecKoe VI TpaHCIeH-
nenTtasbHOe. CyTh IIepBOro 3aKJIIOYaeTcs B TOM,
YTO OHO JAEMOHCTPUPYeT, II0YeMy IIPOCTPaHCTBO
I BpeMsI IIOKa3bIBAIOTCs KaK JaHHble a priori. Tpan-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOE VICTOJIKOBaHVe PacKpbIBaeT IIPo-
CTPaHCTBO M BpeMs KaK IIPUHIINAIIBI, Ha KOTOPBIX
MOTYT OCHOBBIBATBLCS IPyIiie allpUOpHble CHHTe-
TUYecKue 3HaHMS. MeTadusdeckoe VMCTOIKOBa-
HVe IPOCTPaHCTBa, cortacHo KaHTy, JaeT Ham He-
CKOJIBKO TIOJIOKeHWMT: 1) ITpoCcTpaHCTBO He eCTh M-
VprYecKoe TIOHSTHE, TO €CTh JaHO IIpeXX/ie OIlbl-
Ta; 2) OHO eCThb HeoOXOmMMOe aIlpropHOe IIperl-
cTaBJleHMe, 0e3 KOTOPOro HEBO3MOXXHBI HVKaKVe
BHEIITHVE CO3epIiaHMs; 3) IIPOCTPAHCTBO SIBJISeT-
Csl He IVICKYPCUBHBIM IIOHSATVIEM, VIV TIOHSITHEM
00 OTHOIIEHMSAX BellleV], a YMCTBIM Co3epliaHueM;
4) IPOCTPAHCTBO IIpeCTaB/IseTCs KaK OeckoHeu-
HO maHHas BestanHa (B 38 —40; KanT, 1994, c. 65—
66). TpaHCHeHeHTaIbHOE VICTOJIKOBaHMeE IIPO-
CTPAHCTBa, B CBOIO O4Yepelb, OCHOBAaHO Ha 0Obsc-
HEHVIVI BO3MOXKHOCTVI TeOMEeTPUM KaK allpyopHO-
ro cuHTeTYeckoro 3HaHu: (B 40—41; Kanrt, 1994,
. 66—67). VIHbIMM CJTOBaMM, HEJIb3s OOBSICHUTD ee
0e3 COOTBETCTBYIOIIErOo OOBSCHEHMS IIPOCTpaH-
cTBa. B coBoKymHOCTM MeTadpusmueckoe 1 TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTa/IbHOe VICTOJIKOBaHMe ITpOCTpaHCTBa
JIaI0T CJIeIyIOIIie BBIBOMIBL: IIPOCTPAHCTBO He eCTh
CBOVICTBO BellleV caMuX 10 ceOe, a Takke He ecThb
OTHOIIIeHVe MeXy HVMV, OHO He SBJISeTcs IIo-
HSATVEM 1 He IIPUHAaJIeKUT IIpeIMeTaM co3eplia-
HVIsT; HAIIPOTWB, IPOCTPAHCTBO €CTh TOJIBKO aIrlpu-
opHasi popMa SIBJIIEHWVI BHEITHVX YyBCTB, CYyOb-
eKTMBHOe yCjIoBMe dYyBcTBeHHOCTH. IIpocTpan-
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body (which has now entirely disappeared),
and you cannot leave that out” (KrV, B 5; Kant,
1998, p. 138).

In virtue of external feeling we represent
objects as being outside us and through inner
feeling everything presents itself to us in tem-
poral relations. We cannot intuit time outside
us any more than we can intuit space inside
us. Kant cites two interpretations of the spe-
cial status of space and time: metaphysical and
transcendental. The former demonstrates why
space and time are given a priori. The transcen-
dental interpretation reveals space and time
as principles which may be the basis of other
a priori synthetic knowledge. The metaphysi-
cal interpretation of space, according to Kant,
yields several propositions: 1) space is not an
empirical notion, i.e. it is given before experi-
ence; 2) it is a necessary a priori representation
without which no external intuitions are possi-
ble; 3) space is not a discursive notion or a no-
tion of the relationships between things, but
pure intuition; 4) space is an infinitely given
value (KrV, B 38-40; Kant, 1998, pp. 174-175).
The transcendental interpretation of space, in
turn, is based on explaining the possibility of
geometry as a priori synthetic knowledge (KrV,
B 40-41; Kant, 1998, p. 176). In other words, it
is impossible to explain the possibility of ge-
ometry as a priori synthetic knowledge with-
out a corresponding explanation of space.
Between them the metaphysical and transcen-
dental interpretations of space lead to the fol-
lowing conclusions: space is not a property of
things in themselves, nor is it a relationship be-
tween them; it is not a concept and is not an
object of intuition. On the contrary, space is
merely an a priori form of the phenomena of ex-
ternal feelings, a subjective condition of sensi-
bility. Space, according to Kant, embraces all
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cTBO, coryiacHo KaHTy, oxBaThkIBaeT Bce Belly, SB-
JIIOIIVIeCcs HaM BHeIIIHe, HO HeJIb3sl YTBepXKI1aTh,
YTO OHO OXBATBIBAET BEIIVI caMU II0 cebe, 113 Yero
CjleflyeT IBOVIHOV XapaKTep IIpOCTpaHCTBa: pe-
QJIBHOCTD I10 OTHOIIIEHUIO K SIBJIEHUSM W VIeaslb-
HOCTB 10 OTHOIIEHWIO K BelraM B cebe (B 42—44;
Kanr, 1994, c. 67—69).

Bpewmsi, corytacHO MeTadm3MuecKoMy VCTOJIKO-
BAHWIO, TAaK>Ke He SBJISIeTCS HY SMIIVPUYeCKM, HI
JVICKY PCVIBHBIM TIOHSTVEM, KaK VI IIPOCTPaHCTBO,
HO SIBJISIeTCSI HEOOXOIVIMBIM ITpeIICTaBIIeHVEM, Jie-
JKalllIM B OCHOBE BCeX CO3eplLIaHMl, TO eCTh 4l-
cTom popMOVI UyBCTBEHHOIO co3epliaHMsl. Bpems
B CBOEM IlepBOHAYaJIbHOM IIpeCTaBJIeHNM IAaHO
KaK HeorpaHmuueHHoe. YTO KacaeTcs TpaHCIIeH-
JIeHTaJIbHOIO VICTOJIKOBaHMs, TO Oe3 yKa3aHHO-
rO TOJIBKO UTO IIpefiCTaB/IeHNs O BpeMeHV HeBO3-
MOYKHO OOBSICHUTB, YTO TaKOe M3MEeHEeHMe 1 IBU-
JKeHMe, BefIb «TOJIBKO BO BpEMEeHIA. .. [JBa IIPOTMUBO-
peuallle-IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHBIX OIpefie/IeHsI MOI'yT
OBITH B OITHOVI 11 TOV Xe Belu» (B 49; Kant, 1994,
c. 72). VI3 paccyX[IeHuil 0 BpeMeHM CjIefyeT, YTO
OHO He CYIIIeCTByeT caMo II0 cebe 1 He IIpUCYyIile
BelllaM KaK OOBEKTMBHOE OIIperiesieHIe, HO eCTh
uncrast popMa BHyTpeHHero 4yBcTBa U aIllpuop-
Hoe (pbopMaJsIbHOe YCJIOBIe BeeX SIBJIEHM BOODIIIE,
TO €CTh IIpeJICTaBJIsieT cO0OV CyOBeKTMBHOe YCIIo-
Bue coseprianys. C Apyrov CTOPOHBI, 110 OTHOIIIe-
HUIO K SBJICHMSIM OHO HeOOXOIMMO OOBEKTVBHO
(B 49—53; Kanr, 1994, c. 72—75).

CriocoGHOCTB MBICTIUTB IIpeMeT UyBCTBEHHOI'O
cosepiiaHus HasbiBaeTcs y KanTa paccygkom (B 75;
KanT, 1994, c. 90). Yxe n3 3T0Oro0 orpeseneHns oo-
Hapy>XXuBaeTcs HeoOXoyMasi CBsi3b MeXIy 4yB-
CTBEHHOVI CTIOCOOHOCTBIO TIO3HAHMS ¥ OIlepaliyis-
MM paccyjiKa, TO ecTh II03HaHMe, coryiacHo KaHTy,
MOXXeT BO3HVMKHYTb TOJIBKO 13 COI03a UyBCTBEHHO-
CTV W paccyjKa, MHave «MbICI 0e3 comepskaHms
IIyCThI, co3epliaHMs Oe3 MOHATUI crenbk (B 75;
KanT, 1994, c. 90). B pamkax maHHOTO paccykKIeHs
KanT nmogHvMaeT Bompoc: 4To ecTb nctuHa? Vcru-
Ha Kak 3HaHMe, TO eCTb COOTBETCTBUE ITO3HAHWIS
ero IpeaMeTy, coryiacHo KaHTy, He MoXeT orpaHu-

the things given to us externally, but it cannot
be said to embrace things in themselves, from
which follows the dual character of space: it is
real with respect to phenomena and ideal with
respect to things in themselves (KrV, B 42-44;
Kant, 1998, pp. 176-178).

Time, in the metaphysical interpretation, is
also neither an empirical nor a discursive con-
cept like space, but it is a necessary representa-
tion which underlies all intuitions, i.e. is a
pure form of sensible intuition. Time in its ini-
tial representation is given as unlimited. As for
the transcendental interpretation, it is impossi-
ble to explain change and movement without
the above representation of time, for “Only in
time can both contradictorily opposed deter-
minations in one thing be encountered” (KrV,
B 49; Kant, 1998, p. 180). It follows from the rea-
soning about time that it does not exist by it-
self and is not inherent in things as an objective
representation, but is a pure form of internal
feeling and a priori formal condition of all phe-
nomena in general, i.e. it is a subjective con-
dition of intuition. On the other hand, it must
be objective with respect to phenomena (KrV,
B 49-53; Kant, 1998, pp. 180-182).

Kant refers to the capacity to think an ob-
ject of sensible intuition as understanding
(KrV, B 75; Kant, 1998, p. 193). This definition
already reveals the necessary link between the
sensible capacity of cognition and the opera-
tions of understanding, i.e. cognition, accord-
ing to Kant, can arise only from a unification
of sensibility and understanding, otherwise,
“Thoughts without content are empty, intu-
itions without concepts are blind” (KrV, B 75;
Kant, 1998, pp. 193-194). As part of this argu-
ment Kant asks the question, what is truth?
Truth as knowledge, i.e. the correspondence
of knowledge to the object, according to Kant,
cannot be confined to the logical form, the logi-
cal criterion of truth, because this is insufficient
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4MBaTBCA TOJIBKO JIOIMUecKo (popMoT1, TaK Ha3bl-
BaeMBbIM JIOTTUECK/IM KPpUTEePVEM VCTUHBI, TaK KaK
3TOr0 HEeIOCTATOYHO [IJIs YCTaHOBJIEHWSI MaTepu-
aJIBHOV MICTVHHOCTY 3HaHWS, VUIN KPUTepWs C-
TUHHOCTYU B OTHOLIeHUM Marepun. Takovt KpuTe-
WL, B CBOIO OUepeTh, 3aK/II0YaeT B cede IIPOTMBO-
pednte: 3HaHMe TpebyeT BCEOOITHOCTY, TO eCTh He-
00OXOIVIMO OTBJIEUbCS OT COLEPKaHMs 3HaHMS, B TO
BpeMs KaK MCTMHa 3/1eCh KacaeTcsl IMeHHO cofiep-
KaHmd (B 82—85; Kant, 1994, c. 94—95). Hakoser,
Ba)KHO OTMEeTUTB U cJlefTytolllee yTBepxaeHve Kan-
Ta: pacCyoK, IIOCKOJIBKY OH COCTaBJIseT «CaMOCTO-
ATeJIbHOe, CAMOJIOBJIeIOIIIee eITHCTBO», B ITpoLiecce
IIO3HaHMS COOOIIAeT eIVHCTBO CMHTe3y MHOroo0-
pa3HOro, KOTopoe, B cjlydae 4uCcTOro CHMHTe3a, Ha-
3bIBA€TC YMCTBIM PacCyJOYHBIM IIOHSTHEM, VI
Kareropuent. TakuM oOpasoM, paccyoK IOCper-
CTBOM KaTeropuil BHOCUT CBSI3b B IIPeICTaBIIEHS
(B 130—131; KanT, 1994, c. 125—126). 13 BbIIIIENM3TIO-
JKEHHOTO cJIeflyeT KaK MMHVIMYM HeCKOJIbKO BBIBO-
1oB: 1) 3HaHVe BO3HMKAET B COI03e UyBCTBEHHOCTM
U paccyqKa; 2) KaTeropum paccyjika MOT'yT MMeThb
IIpYIMeHeHVie TOJIBKO 110 OTHOLIIEHWIO K BelllaM BO3-
MOXKHOTO ¥ JIeVICTBUTEIIBHOIO OIIbITa; 3) VMCTVHA
OTHOCWTEJIbHA.

B «IpanciiengeHTaibHOM aHauTHuke» KanHT
B IIepBYyIO odepeb OOpaliaeTcss K KpUTEPUIO JIO-
TMYeCcKOV UCTVHBI, MIMeIoIIeMy BCeoOIITn Xapak-
Tep " BbIpaXeHHOMY B aIlIPMOPHBIX KaTeropwsix
paccynka. Hemerkuit dpustocod mpomsBoauT mx
MeTapM3MYecKyIo JIeAyKIIMIO, TO eCTh BBIBOAUT
KaTeropuy m3 JIOrMYecKnx (PYHKIIUM paccyaKa.
CooTBeTCTBEHHO, YeThIpe IPyHIibl PyHKIIN, Ka-
JKAasi 13 KOTOPBIX COIEePXXUT Tpy PYHKIINUM, HAIOT
yeThIpe Kjlacca KaTeropuil (KOJIM4ecTBo, KayecTBo,
OTHOIIIEHe VI MOIAJIbHOCTB) C TpeMs KaTeropusi-
Mn B KaxxzoM (B 95, B 102—106; KanT, 1994, c. 103,
107—110). ITpryuem KaHT obOpaiiaeT BHMMaHMe Ha
TO, YTO TPeThsl KaTerOpusl KaKIOro Kjlacca BO3HU-
KaeT 13 COeOMHEHVsI IIEPBOVL I BTOPOVI KaTeropuit
TOTO JXe Kjlacca, HO 3TO HUCKOJIBKO He IIPOTMBOpe-
YT X CTaTyCy OCHOBHOI'O IOHATNMS YMCTOrO pac-
cyaka (B 110; Kant, 1994, c. 113).
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to establish the material truth of knowledge
or the criterion of truth with regard to matter.
Such a criterion, in turn, contains a contradic-
tion: knowledge demands universality, i. e. it is
necessary to abstract oneself from the content
of knowledge, whereas the truth here has to
do precisely with content (KrV, B 82-85; Kant,
1998, pp. 197-198). Finally, one more proposi-
tion of Kant needs to be noted: understanding,
insofar as it is “an independent and self-con-
tained unity,” confers unity on the synthesis
of the manifold, which in the case of pure syn-
thesis is called a pure concept of understand-
ing, or category. Thus, through categories,
understanding introduces connectedness into
representations (KrV, B 130-131; Kant, 1998,
pp- 245-246). Several conclusions follow from
the above, at least three of which need to be
mentioned: 1) knowledge arises from the union
of sensibility and understanding; 2) the cate-
gories of understanding are applicable only to
things of possible or actual experience; 3) truth
is relative.

In the “Transcendental Analytic” Kant
makes the first reference to the criterion of log-
ical truth which is universal in character and is
expressed in a priori categories of understand-
ing. He carries out their metaphysical deduc-
tion, i.e. derives categories from the logical
functions of understanding. Accordingly, four
groups of functions, each containing three
functions, yield four classes of categories with
three categories in each: quantity, quality, rela-
tion and modality (KrV, B 95, B 102-106; Kant,
1998, pp. 206, 210-212). Kant stresses that the
third category in each class arises from a com-
bination of the first and second categories of the
same class, but this does not in any way con-
tradict their status of the main concept of pure
reason (KrV, B 110; Kant, 1998, p. 215).

Kant then carries out the transcendental de-
duction, i.e. explains how these categories can
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Hayiee KaHT mpou3BOOUT TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIb-
HYIO JIeIYKIIMIO, TO eCTh OOBSCHSeT, KaKUM 00-
pa3oM 3TV KaTeropuy MOTYT a4 priori OTHOCUTbCS
K IIpeMeTaM, VIHaue TOBOpS, ITHITAeTCS PelInThb
1po0sieMy OOBeKTMBHOVI 3HAUMMOCTY CYyObeKTIB-
HBIX yCJI0BUM MbInieHns. OObeKTVBHAS 3HAYV-
MOCTB KaTerOpuii KaK allpYOPHBIX TIOHSI TV, TOBO-
pUT HeMeLKu (pryiocod, HO/DKHA OCHOBBIBATHCS
Ha TOM, UTO OIIBIT BO3MOXKEH TOJIBKO TIOCPEICTBOM
Hux (B 126—127, Kanrt, 1994, c. 123). DTo o3Haua-
€T, YTO «MbI HITYero He MOXKEM ITpe/ICTaBUTh cebe
CBSI3aHHBIM B OOBEKTe, Yero IIpexkje He CBI3aIn
camm» (B 130; KanTt, 1994, c. 125). Orcrona cBsi3b
co3faeTcss caMMM CyOBeKTOM, TaK KaK OHa ecThb
aKT caMoziesiTelIbHOCTH cyObekTa. I loHsATIe CBsI3Y,
cortacHO KaHTy, comepxuT B ceOe, TTOMMMO TIOHS-
TUVI MHOrOOOpa3HOTO M CMHTe3a, [OHATVE eqH-
cTBa MHOrooopasHoro. Tak Kak OHSITVE eIMHCTBa
MHOrOOOpa3sHOro caMO He MOXXET BO3HUKHYTH W13
CBS31I, OHO He eCTh KaTeropusi, HO IIPeIIecTByeT
KaTeropusiM. DTO eIMHCTBO 3aKJTI0YaeTcs B TPaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaIbHOM eJIVHCTBe allllepleIini, KOTo-
poe ecTb OOBEKTMBHOE YCJIOBME BCAKOrO ITO3Ha-
Hus (B 131-136; KanT, 1994, c. 126—129).

V3 cka3aHHOrO IIOHSTHO, YTO KaTeropum pac-
CyKa VIMeOT IIpyMeHeHVIe TOJIBKO K IIpefMeTaM
OIbITa. B IIpOTMBHOM CiTydae OHM OCTaBaJIVICh ObI
dpopmammt MbICIM O€3 OOBEKTUBHON PeasIbHOCTH,
KOTOpPble MOXKHO IPVMEHSITh K YYBCTBEHHBIM CO-
3epriaHMIM 0e3 KaKmx-JInbo IIpaBil 1 OrpaHuye-
Hu1. «CrieioBaTesIbHoO, 015 HAc B03MOXHO anpuop-
Hoe No3HAHUE MOAbKO npeomernol B03MOXKH020 0Mbl-
ma» (B 166; KanTt, 1994, c. 149). Torma BoosiHe 3a-
KOHOMEPHO BO3HMKAaeT BOIPOC: KaK KOppesmpy-
0T cosepuanus n Kareropmn? OTBeuas Ha IO-
CTaBJIEHHBIV BoIrpoc, KaHT roBoput, 4To JOIDKHO
OBITH HEYTO TPEeThe, OITHOPOITHOE U C SIBJICHVSIMI,
Y C KaTeropmsiMi. TaKOBBIM SIBJISIETCSI TPAHCIIEH-
IleHTa/IbHasl BpeMeHHasl cxeMa — opMaslbHOe
VI 9VICTOe YCJIOBVIE UyBCTBEHHOCTV, KOTOPBIM pac-
CYIOYHOE TIOHSITIe OTpaHMYMBAETCS B CBOEM IIPU-
MeHeHun (B 181; KanT, 1994, c. 159).

a priori apply to objects; in other words, he tries
to solve the problem of objective significance
of subjective conditions of thinking. The ob-
jective significance of categories as a priori con-
cepts, the German philosopher argues, must be
based on the fact that experience is only possi-
ble through them (KrV, B 126-127; Kant, 1998,
pp. 224-225). This means that “we can repre-
sent nothing as combined in the object with-
out having previously combined it ourselves”
(KrV, B 130; Kant, 1998, p. 245). Thus the con-
nection is created by the subject because it is an
act of the subject. In addition to the concepts
of the manifold and of synthesis, the concept
of combination, according to Kant, contains
the concept of the unity of the manifold. Since
the concept of the unity of the manifold can-
not arise from the combination, this unity is not
a category, but precedes categories. The unity
consists in transcendental apperception which
is an objective condition of all cognition (KrV,
B 131-136; Kant, 1998, pp. 246-248).

It is clear from the above that the catego-
ries of understanding apply only to the ob-
jects of experience. Otherwise they would
have remained forms of thought without ob-
jective reality which could be applied to sensi-
ble intuitions without any rules or restrictions.
“Consequently no a priori cognition is possi-
ble for us except solely of objects of possible
experience” (KrV, B 166; Kant, 1998, p. 264).
The question then suggests itself: what is the
correlation between intuition and categories?
Answering the question, Kant says that there
must be a third something that is homogenous
both with phenomena and with categories. The
transcendental temporal scheme meets this re-
quirement being a formal and pure condition
of sensibility to which a reasonable concept
is confined in its use (KrV, B 181; Kant, 1998,
pp. 273-274).
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Konnenumsa npocrpaHcTBa M BpeMeHN
" y4eHVe O YMCThIX KaTeropusx pasyma
B MeTadm3uke Io1yOomHCKOTO

O TtoMm, urto ToimyOmMHCKMII IpyM OCTPOEHUN
coOCTBEHHOVI KOHIIEITITNY IIPOCTPAHCTBA VI BpeMe-
HVI MOT C OOJIBIIIOV BEPOSITHOCTBIO OIMPATHCS Ha
TeOpUIO IIpocTpaHCcTBa 1 BpeMeHn KaHTa, cBue-
TeJIBCTBYIOT 3aIIVICVI €T0 JIEKLINIL TI0 PryIocodpmt:
«KanTy, obpaTusiieMy ocoOeHHOe BHUMaHVe Ha
TEOPWIO IIPOCTPAHCTBA VI BpeMeHV, MOXKHO OT/IaTh
4ecTb 3a TO, YTO OH IIePBBIV BeCbMa XOPOIIIO 11 Bep-
HO TIOHSJI, YTO 3TO CyTh IlepBOHAYaJIbHbBIE 1 He-
oOxommMble pOpMBI Hallleyl 4YyBCTBEHHOCTV», HO
C OTOBOPKOTI: «...OH He PeIlVIICS IIPUIINCATH OHbIe
cambIM BeraM...» (TomyOurckmi, 18846, c. 33).

Kosrernmyio ripoctpaHcTBa 1 BpeMeHU B -
srocodwt ['ory O¥HCKOro MOXXHO IIPeICTaBUTh Cile-
aytommM obpasoM. CyOBeKT mMMeeT OMIBIT BOC-
HOPUSATUV W YYBCTBEHHBIX IIPEHCTABIIEHWU, BBI-
3bIBaeMbIX BHEIIHVMV IIpeIMeTaMVi, B KOTOPBIX,
ecJIM  TIOC/IeZIOBATeNIBHO  OIYCTUTH  CIIy4YariHbIe
VI MI3MEHSIIOIIeCs] CBOVICTBA, OCTAHETCSI CTpeMIle-
HIe OTBICKMBATD UTO-TO MOJIOXKEHHOE OTHO BO3JIE
IIPyToro — 3TO CTpemiieHMe Prsiocod omperes-
eT KakK IpocTpaHcTBO. OH OTMeuaeT, uTo 0e3 IIpo-
CTPAHCTBA KaK «KOPEHHOTO CBOVICTBa» BOCIIPWS-
TSI BHEIIHMX HPEIMEeTOB JesiTeIbHOCTh BHeI-
HVIX 4yBCTB ObUIa Obl HeBO3MOXHa. [lasee [ory-
OuHCcKM obpalliaeTcss K aHajIM3y BHYTpPeHHero
YyBCTBa, B KOTOPOM, €CJIV CJIeHOBATh IIPVHIINITY
aHaJIM3a BHEIITHErO YyBCTBa, TO €CTh OIyCKaTh BO
BHYTPEHHEM OIIbITe CJIydaliHoe ¥ M3MeHUYMBOe,
OCTaeTCs HemM3ITIaAMMOe CBOVICTBO, COIVIACHO KO-
TOPOMY HEYTO OJTHO CJIEIyeT 3a IPYTMM — Bpe-
M. Takmm obpasom, TomyOmHCKIMY BEIBOAUT ABa
«IIepBOHAUYAJIBHBIX CBOVICTBA ¥ 3aKOHA Hallen
YyBCTBEHHOCT» — IIPOCTpaHCTBO U Bpems (lo-
yOvHCcKm, 18846, c. 32).

Pa3BrBasi CBOIO KOHIIEIIIMIO ITPOCTPaHCTBA
u BpeMeHH, TomyOuHckni oOpaliaeTcs K aHasIo-
ruaHon Teopvnt KaHTa — He K IIEPBOVCTOYHUKY,
a K ee KpaTKOMy IlepecKasy M3 KHUIru Busibress-
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The Concepts of Space and Time
and the Doctrine of Pure Categories
of Understanding in Golubinsky’s
Metaphysics

That Golubinsky, in building his concept of
space and time, very probably proceeded from
Kant's theory of space and time is witnessed by
notes of his philosophy lectures: “Kant, who
paid special attention to the theory of space and
time, must be given credit for being the first to
understand well and correctly that these are
primary and necessary forms of our sensibili-
ty,” but with the reservation that “[...] he did
not dare to ascribe the same to things them-
selves [...]” (Golubinsky, 1884b, p. 33).

The concept of space and time in Golu-
binsky’s philosophy can be presented in the
following way. The subject has experience
of perceptions and sensible representations
caused by external objects in which, if we se-
quentially drop accidental or changeable prop-
erties, there remains the impulse to find
something deposited next to something else,
the urge that Golubinsky defines as space. He
notes that, without space as the “root property”
of perception of external objects, the activity of
our external senses would have been impossi-
ble. Golubinsky then turns to the analysis of the
inner feeling in which, if one follows the prin-
ciple of the analysis of the external sense, i.e. if
one drops all that is accidental and changeable
in inner experience, there remains the indeli-
ble property whereby something follows some-
thing else, i.e. time. Thus Golubinsky derives
two “primary properties and laws of our sensi-
bility” — space and time (ibid., p. 32).

Elaborating his concept of space and time,
Golubinsky turns to the analogous theory of
Kant. Not to the primary source, however, but
to its summary contained in the Handbuch der
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Ma Tpayrora Kpyra* «Handbuch der Philosophie»
(Krug, 1828, S. 270—276), KOTOpBIV OIHO BpeMs
Ob11 TIpodpeccopoM prtocodpum B Kéunrcoepre,
pvdeM cpasy nocite Kanra, v kotoporo I'oimyOms-
CKMII HasbIBaeT JIyUIINM HocjlefoBaresieM KaHTa
(TorryOumackmiz, 188406, c. 33).

CortacHo mHTeptperany Kpyra, mpoctpas-
crBo 1 BpeMd y KaHTa mpezcrasiieHbI Kak ¢op-
MBI, IPUBOALIIVIE B €IMHCTBO OeCKOHeYHO-pas-
HOOOpa3HOe, a MMEHHO IIPeIMeTHl, II0JIOKeHHBIe
BHe Hac OJIHU BO3JIe APYTUX, U IpeicTaBIeHs
0 IperMeTax, CJIeAYyIOIIVe OHW IOoCiIe OPYIUX.
ITpocTpaHCTBO M BpeMsi He MOT'YT OBITH HU JIeVi-
CTBUTEIBHBIMM IIpeMeTaMy, HU CBOVICTBAMU
VUIVI OTHOINIEHMSIMM Bellleyl, HY OOIIVMM TIOHS-
TUSIMY, HV BBIMBICTIaMU BooOpakeHMs. CooTBeT-
CTBEHHO, VICTMHHOCTb IIPOCTPAHCTBa ¥ BpeMeHU
COCTOUT He B TOM, UTO OHU peajIbHO CYIIeCTBYIOT
BHe HalIllVIX IIpeficTaB/IeHN, HO B TOM, YTO OHU
OCHOBBIBAIOTCS Ha ITe€PBOHAYAJIBHBIX 3aKOHAX UYB-
cTBeHHOV criocobHocTr nosHaHms (Tam xe). Ecin
TOBOPUTH 00 VX CBOVICTBAX B IO3UTVMBHOM KIIIO-
4e, TO OHM ecTh 1) umcThle NpescTaBIeHns a pri-
ori (MIMeIOT He3MIIMPUYEeCKUil XapakTep); 2) 4yB-
CTBEHHBIe ITPeICTaBIIeHS (He SBJISIOTCS ITOHATH-
gamu); 3) IpefcTaBeHs BceoOIMe 1 HeoOXony-
Mmble (TormyOunckm, 18846, c. 35).

Tomy6urckmit cormacer ¢ Kanrom B TOM, uTO
IIPOCTPAHCTBO U BpeMs He SBJISIOTCS BBIMBICTIA-
MM BOOOpa’keHWsl, OTBJIEUeHHBIMV IIOHSTUSIM,
CaMOCTOSATeIbHBIMY IIpeIMeTaMV BHe Hac, CBOVI-
crBamu serent (TomyOnnckmiz, 18846, c. 42). Taxxe
PYCCKMTI MBICTIUTETTb BCylelt 3a KanToM mpusHaerT,
YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO U BPeMsI [JaHbI IIPeXKIie OIIbITa,
HO C OTOBOPKOV1, YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO ¥ BpeMs IIpu-
POXIIEHHI TTyIIle, a He IIPOM3BOASATCS IYIION B Te-
uenme xm3HN. Cornarraercs: oH ¢ KaHToM 11 B TOM,
YUTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO ¥ BpeMs SABJISIOTCS popMaMu
YyBCTBEHHBIX IIPEJICTABIIEHNII VI OIHOBPEMEHHO
IIpeICTaBIEHMSIMI BCeOOITMMIL 1 HEeOOXOIVIMBbI-
mu (Torry6urckmm, 188406, c. 46 —47). Ho, crpemsich
II0Ka3aTh OOBeKTVBHOE 3HaueHe 3T1X (popM uyB-
CTBEHHOCTY I10 OTHOIIIEHMIO K BHEIITHVM BellaM,

*O Kpyre cm.: (Krouglov, 2016).
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Philosophie by Wilhelm Traugott Krug® (1828,
pp- 270-276), who was a professor of philoso-
phy in Konigsberg immediately after Kant and
whom Golubinsky describes as Kant’s best fol-
lower (Golubinsky, 1884b, p. 33).

According to Krug, Kant represents space
and time as forms unifying the infinite mani-
fold, viz. objects given outside us one beside
the other and representations of objects one
after the other. Space and time cannot be ei-
ther real objects or properties or relations be-
tween things or concepts or figments of the
imagination. Consequently, the truth of space
and time consists not in their really existing
outside our representations, but in their being
founded on the primary laws of the sensible
capacity of cognition (ibid.). Speaking about
their positive properties they are: 1) pure a pri-
ori representations (having a non-empirical
character); 2) sensible representations (are not
concepts); 3) universal and necessary repre-
sentations (ibid., p. 35).

Golubinsky agrees with Kant that space and
time are not figments of imagination, abstract
notions, independent objects outside us, prop-
erties of things (ibid., p. 42). He also agrees with
Kant that space and time are given before ex-
perience, but with the reservation that space
and time are inborn in the soul and are not pro-
duced by the soul during one’s lifetime. Gol-
ubinsky also agrees with Kant that space and
time are forms of sensible representations and
are universal and necessary representations
(ibid., p. 46-47). However, seeking to prove the
objective significance of these forms of sensibil-
ity with respect to external things, Golubinsky
disagrees with Kant’s position whereby space
and time are subjective forms of our sensible
perception of external things which we cannot

¢ On Krug see Krouglov (2016).



pycckuii pustocod He coryiamiaeTcs C IO3UIVen
KasnTa, corimacHO KOTOpOVI ITPOCTPAHCTBO U BpeMs
CyTb CyOBeKTVMBHBIE (POPMBI HAIIlErO UyBCTBEH-
HOT'O BOCIIPUSITHS BHEIITHVIX Belllell, KOTOpPble MBI
HVIKOVIM 00pa3oM He MOXXeM ITPUIIVICHIBATH ITVM
BelllaM.

ToyOMHCKMUTI yTBepXIaeT, YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO
VI BpeMsl — CIIOCOOBI OTHOIIIEHMTI MEX/Ty BelllaMi,
VIV CIOCOOBI OrpaHMYEeHNS OHVIX BeIlleVl APyTIu-
MM TIOCPEICTBOM AEVICTBYIOLIVIX B HVX CUJI, 13 Yero
CJIeMTyeT, YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO M BpeMsi IMEIOT 00 bek-
TVIBHOE 3HAYEHVIE VI CYTh «3aKOHBI OBITVIS BEIIIETI,
IIpUCYyIIIVe IIpeMeTaM BHEIITHEro ¥ BHYTpPeHHe-
ro uyscTBa ([ormyOurckuir, 18846, c. 42—43). On-
HOBpeMeHHO B KOHIlemnIium [ormyOmHCcKoro oTpu-
I1aeTCsl OECKOHEUHOCTh BPEMEHW 7 IIPOCTPAHCTBA
VI IPU3HAETCS HEBO3MOXKHBIM VX OECKOHEYHOe ie-
nenue (TomyOumackmii, 18840, c. 49). B cBs3u ¢ mpen-
CTaBJIEHHOV IO3MIIVIEVI BO3HIMKAET BOIIPOC: IIOUYeMY
TorryOuHckoro He ycTpanBaeT CyObeKTMBHOe 3Ha-
YyeHVe anpvopHbIX opM dyBcTBeHHOCTN? OTBe-
TOM SIBJISIETCS YTBepXKIeHMe prytocoda 0 ToM, 94T
MUp caM II0 cebe Oe3 CyIIeCTBeHHO IIpVHa/IeXa-
VX eMy popM IIpeficTaBIIs1 Obl coOOVI HeuTo Oec-
dopMeHHOe ¥ XaOTMYHOE, YTO HeIIOCPEICTBEHHO
oTputiasio Ol Myiporo TBopIia, a HalIM IIpefCcTaB-
JIeHVs TIpeBpaltaio 0bl B oOMaH. K ToMy ke Ma-
Tepus u dopMa, 1o Mbicsin [onyOrHCcKkoro, Hepas-
JIy9HBI, CJIeOBaTeIbHO, BHEIITHMI MU He MOXeT
OBITH B COCTOSIHWMM Xaoca, a 3HauMT, eMy IIpPUCY-
Y IpocTpaHcTBO U BpeMs (TomyOunckm, 18840,
c. 44—45). Tlo Bcent BuammocTy, rosuims Kanra
B paccMaTpuBaeMOM BOIIpOce IIOCITy>KMjla OCHO-
BaHVeM /I ero ooByHeHVst [oyOnHCKIM B mjte-
ajJIM3Me C yepTaMy CyOBEeKTMBM3Ma, XOTs, KaK 3a-
MedaeT PyccKumt pvtocod, 3TO MIean3M HU3IIeN
CTeIleH!, TO eCTh MaKCVIMaJIbHO ITpVOIVKEHHBIV
K peaymmsMy (TormyOurckm, 18846, c. 18).

@opmamMy AeSTeNIBHOCT pasyMa (paccyrika)
cortacHO loiyOMHCKOMY, SIBJISIOTCS KaTeropuu,
IIaBHast PYHKIVS KOTOPBIX — VICKAaTh €IVHCTBO
715 pa3sHOOOpa3HOro 11 OCHOBaHMe J1J1d YCJIOBHOTO.
Kareropwm BbIpakaroT IOTpeOHOCTH paccyzaKa vc-
KaThb eIMHCTBO ¥ OCHOBBLIBAIOTCS Ha eIMHCTBE ca-
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ascribe to these things. Golubinsky maintains
that space and time are modes of relationships
between things, or modes of limiting some
things by others by dint of the forces active in-
side them, from which it follows that space and
time have objective significance and are “laws
of the being of things,” inherent in the objects
of external and internal feeling (ibid., pp. 42-
43). At the same time he denies the infinity of
time and space and deems their infinite divi-
sion to be impossible (ibid., p. 49). Golubinsky’s
position raises the question why he should re-
ject the subjective significance of a priori forms
of sensibility. If this were the case, he argues,
then the world would be something shapeless
and chaotic, which would baldly deny the ex-
istence of the wise Creator and turn our rep-
resentations into a deceit. Besides, matter and
form, in Golubinsky’s view, are inseparable, so
that the external world cannot be in a state of
chaos; hence space and time are inherent in it
(ibid., pp. 44-45). Apparently, Kant’s position on
the issue prompted Golubinsky to accuse Kant
of idealism with features of subjectivism, al-
though he notes that it is the lowest degree of
idealism, i. e. it is as close to realism as possible
(ibid., p. 18).

According to Golubinsky, the forms of the
activity of reason (understanding) are catego-
ries whose main function is to search for the
unity of the manifold and for grounds for the
conditional. Categories express the need of rea-
son to look for unity and are based on the uni-
ty of self-consciousness (ibid., p. 58). The latter
originates in man’s mind (reason), more pre-
cisely, in the idea of the Infinite — this proviso
plays an important role in the logic of Golubin-
sky’s reasoning about the categories of under-
standing (ibid.). This provision determines the
following: for Golubinsky, the source of catego-
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MocosHaHws (TorryOunckm, 18846, c. 58). ITocen-
Hee OepeT cBOe Hayajlo B yMe (pa3yMe) uesIoBeKa,
TOYHee, B ero vjee o beckoHeUHOM — 3TO yKasa-
HUe UT'paeT BaXXHYIO POJIb B JIOTMKe PacCy KIeHUT
ToyOmHCKOro KacaTeslbHO KaTeropumil paccyaKa
(Tosmy6rackm, 18846, c. 58). VIMeHHO 3TO TI0JI0XKe-
HVe OIpesierIseT CIleflyoIee: MCTOYHVKOM Kare-
ropunt y ToiyOmHCKOro sIBjIsieTcss yM, TO eCcThb pa-
3yMm B TepmuHosiornu KanTa, a He pasyM, TO eCcTb
paccyok (B TepMumHOIOrMM ¥ KoHuernmym Kan-
Ta). 3a OCHOBY CBOVX paccykaeHum [omyOonHckmi
Oeper Tabmury xareropmit Kanra, KoTopoit maer
CJIeNTyIONIyI0 XapakTepucTuky: «B KaHrtosom Ta-
Ormiile KaTeropmm BUAVIM IIPABVIIBHENIIIVIM IIper]
MIPOYMMM TOPSIOK B MCUMCTIeHMM (popM pasymMa’»
(Tosmy6uuckmi, 18846, c. 58), 1 B Opyrom Mecre:
«[1711 HauepTaHMS IIOJTHOVI TaOJIVIIBI KaTeropwmm
KaHT npaBiIbHO oOparriaeTcsi K OTHOMY U3 JIeVi-
CTBUVI MBIIIJIEHVISI UeJIOBEUECKOro, IMEHHO K CY-
xpaeansm» (FomyOunckmii, 18848, c. 61). Tonyoun-
CKMUVI IpUHMMaeT cucteMy Karteropui Kanra, HO
OITAThH K€ C HEKOTOPBIMV OTOBOPKAMIAL

Berenn 3a HeMerkmM rtocodpoM OH BBIIEIIS-
€T ueThIpe Kjlacca KaTeropuit: KOJIM4ecTBo, Kade-
CTBO, OTHOIIIEHVIE VI MOJAJIBHOCTb, HO He COIJIa-
ImaeTcsi ¢ nopsigkoM Kanra, mpm 3ToM oTMedas,
YTO ITOJOOHBINI TTOPSAIIOK COITIaceH C JIyXOM CHCTe-
Mbl KaHTa, HO He corjlaceH C CyIIeCTBOM BelleV,
U IpejJlaraeT IOCTaBUTH Ha IlepBOe MeCTO MO-
HaJIBHOCTh, TaK KaK B CO3HAHWMM IIEPBBIM BCeryIa
cJleftyeT BOIIPOC, CYIIECTBYeT JIV YTO-TO, TO eCTh
olpernesisieTcs CyobeKT cyxaeHus. Ha Bropoe me-
CTO pyccKum pmitocod CTaBUT KaTeropuio Kave-
CTBa, TaK Kak IT0CJIe oIpesiesieHns: cyObeKkTa cile-
IyeT oIperesieHe IpeanKara. [laee peub maer
0 KaTeropmsx KojmdecTsa v oTHomreHus. Karero-
puto MomasibHOCTM [0y OMHCK I IIpeyiaraeT Iie-
perMeHOBaTh B KaTeropuio ObITHS BOOOIIIE, K KO-
TOPOVI OTHOCSITCSI TPV IIOIKATErOPUM — BO3MOX-
HOCTB, JIeVICTBUTEIILHOCTH M HeobxomymocTs (fo-
styovHckm, 18848, c. 60—61).

IToHsTVIE BO3MOXKHOI'O CBS3aHO C IIePBBIM 3aKO-
HOM MBIIIUIEHVIS Y1 OHOBPEMEHHO 3aKOHOM Obl-

5B Tepmurosiornm Karnta — dpopm paccyrxa.
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ries is mind, that is, reason in Kant's terminol-
ogy, and not reason, that is, not understanding
(in Kant’s terminology and conception). Golu-
binsky proceeds from Kant’s table of categories
which he describes as follows: “In the Kantian
table of categories we see an order of calculat-
ing the forms of reason that is superior to all
others”” (ibid.). And elsewhere: “To draw the
full table of categories Kant rightly turns to one
of the actions of human thinking, viz. to judge-
ments” (Golubinsky, 1884c, p. 61). Golubinsky
accepts Kant’s system of categories, but again
with some reservations.

Following Kant, Golubinsky identifies four
classes of categories: quantity, quality, rela-
tion and modality. But he disagrees with Kant’s
order while noting that this order is congru-
ent with the spirit of Kant’s system but not
with the essence of things, and he proposes to
put modality in the first place because the first
question in consciousness is always whether
something exists. That is, the subject of judge-
ment is determined. Golubinsky puts the cat-
egory of quality in second place because after
the subject is determined, the predicate comes
next. Further on, he discusses the categories
of quantity and relation. Golubinsky (1884c,
pp. 60-61) suggests renaming the category
of modality the category of being in general,
which contains three subcategories: possibility,
reality and necessity.

The notion of the possible is associated with
the first law of thought and at the same time the
law of being — the law of contradiction. This
law has to do with the very first act of think-
ing, and therefore is principium indemonstrabile.
Otherwise thinking would be impossible: in

7 Forms of understanding in Kant’s terminology.



TUS — 3aKOHOM IIPOTMBOpeuls. DTOT 3aKOH Ka-
CaeTcsl CaMOro IIepBOrO IEVICTBUS MBIIUIEHNS,
II09TOMY SIBJISIeTCSL  principium indemonstrabile®.
B npoTmBHOM ciTydae MbIIUIeHMe OBLIIO OBI IIPO-
CTO HEeCOCTOSITEJIBHO: YTO-IM00 yTBepXKias, OHO
ObI OIHOBpEeMEHHO 3TO TYT Xe OTPULIAJIO. DTOT
3aKoH [0y1yOMHCKMTI TepeHOCUT Ha [eVICTBUTEIIb-
HOCTb — HEBO3MOXXHO, YTOOBI YTO-HUOYAb OTHO-
BpeMeHHO CYILIeCTBOBaJIO 1 He cyiecTBosasio (To-
yourckmm, 18848, c. 64). Ho Bo3MOXXHOCTB He ecTb
ObITVE EeVICTBITEIIBHOE, TOBOPUT MBICIIUTEITH, T10-
3TOMY Ba’KHO ITOHSITh, KaK OCYIIIeCTBJIgeTcs Iiepe-
X071, OT OJIHOI'O K IpyroMy. jIst IpOosiCHeHsI 9TOro
BOIIPOCAa OH BBOMWT ITOHSTVIE «PEATbHOVI BO3MOX-
HOCTW», B KOTOPOVI OOHapy>KMBaeTcsl OCHOBaHUE,
VIV CIIOCOOHOCTB, IS IIPOSIBJIIEHVIST BO3MOYKHO-
CTU B OEVICTBUTEJIBHOCTV VI C IIOMOIIIbIO KOTOPOW
MBI MOYKEM IIepeTI K TIOHSATUIO JEeVICTBUTEIbHO-
ro Oerrus (FommyOvrckm, 18848, c. 60—61, 65—67).

ToyOvHCKMT ITpeyIaraeT orpezesieHvie ObITis
HeMelIlKoro dustocoda-soribdpmaniia . b. brie-
duHTepa ¢ HEKOTOPBIMM WCIIpaBIeHMSIMM: Obl-
THe — JIEeVICTBOBAHVIE CUJIBL MJIV CVJI, TO €CTh BbI-
pakeHVie CMJIBI MJIV CUJI BO BHYTPEHHMX 1 BHEIII-
HUX JIeVICTBUSIX. TakmMm oOpa3oMm, IOHSTHE Obl-
it y TorryOmHCKoro HaxoguUTCs B IIPSMOV 3aBU-
CVIMOCTVI OT ITOHSTVSI IeVICTBYISL, VIV CTPEMIIEHS
K JIEVICTBVIIO, a 3a AEVICTBUSIMU, TI0 MBICJIV PYCCKOT'O
dwmtocoda, Becerza CTOAT Te MV ViHBIe CYIBL [lep-
BO€, UTO CBUIIETEJILCTBYeT O OBITUW,— BHYTpEH-
Hee 4YyBCTBO. [lajiee, MpomoyDKaeT pyccKmii u-
j10cod, MBI 3aMedaeM, YTO pas/IMUIHbIe JIeVICTBIS
IyIIV IIPOVUCXOIST BO BpeMeHM, KOTOpoe SBJIsieT-
cs 1yt Hux obmmm mpusHakoM (TomyOmHckmm,
18848, c. 70, 73—74).

Orcrona TomyOuHckmit metaeT BBIBOI: popMma
¢deHOMEHOB BHYTpeHHETro 4YyBCTBa eCThb popMma
BpemeHn. Crieyroliee, 4To mMmeeT ObITHE,— 3TO
deHOMeHBI BHEIITHETO UyBCTBa. B 3TOM MBI yOeXx-
JlaeMcs Jyepe3 BOCXOXIIeHVe OT [IeVICTBUM K IIpu-
uyHe. MHOXXeCTBEHHOCTh Pa3HOOOPa3HBIX ITpel-
CTaBJIeHUII He MOXeT MOPOXIAThCs IYIIOV, Tak

¢ ITpyHIMII, KOTOPBIVI He HYXKHAeTCs B JOKa3aTeIbCTBe
(r1at.).
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asserting something it would simultaneously
negate it. Golubinsky transfers this law to real-
ity, arguing that it is impossible for something
to exist and not to exist at the same time (ibid.,
p. 64). However, possibility is not true being, he
says, because it is important to understand how
the transition from one to the other happens.
To clarify the issue Golubinsky introduces the
concept of “real possibility” which reveals the
foundation, or the capacity of the possibility to
manifest itself in reality with the help of which
we can move on to the concept of real being
(ibid., pp. 60-61, 65-67).

Golubinsky concurs with the definition of
being given by the German Wolffian philos-
opher Georg Bernhard Bilfinger introducing
some corrections: being is the action of a force
or forces, i.e. an expression of force or forces
in internal and external actions. Thus, Golubin-
sky’s concept of being directly depends on the
concept of action, or a desire to act while ac-
tions, the philosopher points out, always have
some forces behind them. The first evidence
of being is inner feeling. Then we note that
various actions of the soul take place in time,
which is a common property for them (ibid.,
p. 70, 73-74).

From this Golubinsky concludes that the
form of phenomena of inner feeling is the
form of time. The next property of being is the
phenomena of external feeling. We see this in
the process of ascending from actions to the
cause. The multiplicity of diverse representa-
tions cannot be generated by the soul because
it is impossible to derive the manifold of rep-
resentations from pure forms of sensibility and
the categories of understanding, therefore ex-
ternal objects causing representations really
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KaK M3 YMCTBIX POPM YYBCTBEHHOCTM U KaTero-
PpUI paccyaika HEBO3MOXKHO BBIBECTU pa3HOOOpa-
3Ue TIpe/CTaBJIeHUM, CJIe[joBaTesIbHO, [IeVICTBU-
TeJIbHO CyIIeCTBYIOT BHEIIHMe IIpeIMeThbl, Bbl-
3pIBaloOIIVie mpescTapiieHns. Taxxke, rosoput lo-
nyGMHCKVn?I, gyepes BOCXOXIEHUe OT HOeVICTBUIL
K IIpUYMHe MBI yOeXgaeMcsl B CyIeCTBOBaHWM
CBEpXUyBCTBEHHBIX U HEBUIVMBIX IIPEIMETOB —
CyOCTaHIINTI, CJI VI 3aKOHOB.

IlonmoGHoe yTBepkeHne OCHOBaHO Ha 3aKo-
He JIOCTaTOYHOIO0 OCHOBaHVIsA, CBSI3aHHOM C mjieent
o beckoneunom. CorslacHO 3TOMy 3aKOHY, 3a JIIO-
ObIM sBJIeHVIEM IIPUPOABI CTOUT JOCTATOUYHOE OC-
HoBaHMe. HarnpumMep, mocTaTouHbIM OCHOBaHVEM
U1 BCeX [IEVICTBUI CyObeKTa SIBJISIeTCS eIMHCTBO
camoco3HaHMs. Tak KaK 3aKOH JJOCTaTOYHOI'O OCHO-
BaHMA KacaeTcs BCero CyIIecTBYIOIIero, TO Heooxo-
AVIMO VICKaThb €VIHOe OCHOBaHVIe /1JIs1 BCero, TaK/M
ocHoBaHmeM BbIcTynaeT Cyiectso beckoneunoe.
Orcrona TonyOuHCKMUT BBIBOOAUT KpuUTepun Obl-
TUsI — OIIBIT, Mlesl pasyMa o beckoneunom n mpu-
umHHOCTH ([omyOnackm, 18848, c. 81—84, 89).

HaxkoHell, pyccKuy MBICINUTEIb IIePeXOIUT
K TpeTbeMy BUy KaTeropmm ObITusI — HeobXo-
AVMMOCTYL. 37Iech OH pasziesiseT HeoOXOmMOCTh Ha
«OTpeIIeHHYIo» U «ycJIoBHYIo». [lox mepsoit oH
MOHVMaeT HeoOXOIVMOCTB, He 3aBUCSIITYI0 HU OT
4ero, 1oJI BTOPOI — HeOOXOAVMYIO CBsI3b CyObek-
Ta C IIpeAuKaTaMy IIPY OIIpeleJIeHHBIX YCIIOBUSIX.
3aBepiaer [omyOMHCKNUIT CBOM pacCyKIeHWs ViC-
cJlefjoBaHVeM OTHOIIEHMII MeXy BO3MOXXHOCTBIO,
JeVICTBUTEITLHOCTHIO 1 HEOOXOIIMOCTBIO. Bosmoxk-
HOe, KaK TO, YTO He 3aK/IodaeT B cebe HMKAKOro
IIPOTMBOPEUNs], MOXKET ObITh HeOOXOAMMBIM, TaK
JKe KaK HeoOXOIMoe MOXKeT ObITh BO3MOXKHBIM Oe3
KaKoro-mbo rnpotmsopeunsi. OTHOCUTESILHO f1ei-
CTBUTEJIBHOTO OBITMSI — He BCe BO3MOXKHOE MOXKeT
OBITH JEVICTBUTEIILHBIM, HO BCe eVICTBUTEIbHOe
Bo3MoxHO (TomyOrmckmr, 18848, c. 91—-93).

3a KkaTteropmeyt OBITMS, WIM MOHAJIBHOCTH,
cJleflyeT KaTeropusl KadecTBa, KOTOpasi ITO3BOJIS-
eT K CyObeKkTaM OTHOCUTH IIpeduKaThl. B ormbl-
Te IIpeIMeThl pacCMaTPMBAIOTCA TaKMM 00paszoM,
UTO HEYTO KOHKPETHOMY ITpe/IMeTy IpeJIIichiBa-

exist. Likewise, Golubinsky says, we become
convinced of the existence of supra-sensi-
ble and invisible objects — substances, forces
and laws — by ascending from actions to their
causes.

This proposition is based on the principle
of sufficient reason connected with the idea
of the Infinite. Under this principle, any nat-
ural phenomenon has sufficient reason. For
example, the unity of self-consciousness is suf-
ficient ground for all the actions of the subject.
Because the principle of sufficient reason ap-
plies to everything that exists, it is necessary to
search for a single ground for everything, such
ground being Infinite Being. From this Golubin-
sky derives the criteria of being: experience,
reason’s idea of the Infinite and causality (ibid.,
pp- 81-84, 89).

Finally, the Russian thinker passes on to the
third type of the category of being, i. e. neces-
sity. He distinguishes “detached” and “condi-
tional” necessity. The former is necessity that
does not depend on anything and the latter re-
fers to the necessary connection between sub-
ject and predicates under certain conditions.
Golubinsky concludes his reasoning by investi-
gating the relationships between possibility, re-
ality and necessity. The possible, as something
that does not contain any contradiction, can be
necessary just like the necessary can be possi-
ble without any contradiction. Regarding real
being, not all that is possible can be real, but all
that is real is possible (ibid., pp. 91-93).

The category of being, or modality, is fol-
lowed by the category of quality which permits
referring predicates to subjects. In experience
objects are seen in such a way that something
is ascribed to a concrete object and something
is negated in the same object. From this are de-
rived the categories of affirmation and nega-
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eTCs, a HeuTo B TOM Xe ITpefimMeTe oTpuiiaercs. OT-
CIOJIa BBIBOJISITCSI KaTerOpui yTBePXKIAeHUS U OT-
pULlaHMs, W3 B3aMMOEVICTBUSL KOTOPBIX BBIBO-
nuTcd orpanmdeHue. [lonoxuresibHble KauyecTBa
JIeJIATCSL Ha CyllleCTBeHHBIe 1 HeCyllleCTBeHHBIe;
IIlepBble, B CBOIO Ouepe[lb, Iofpas/IesIaoTcCs Ha KO-
pennele 1 mpowssogHble ([omyOunckmm, 18848,
c. 115—-117).

Kareropus xondecTBa 3aHVMaeT TpeTbe Me-
cro B Tabmuie Kateropum lonyounckoro. Cyie-
CTBEHHBIM CBOVICTBOM YeJIOBEYeCKOrO TIO3HaHMS
ABJISIeTCS 3aKOH, COIVIaCHO KOTOPOMY pPacCyAoK
MHOroe IIpMBOINUT K eInHCTBY. [oryOnHckmi mo-
JlaraeT, YTO MHOrooOpasue IIpefiCTaBJIeHUN BO3-
HMKaeT IOCPeACTBOM OIIbITa, a €AVMHCTBO yCMa-
TpVIBaeTCs Yepe3 eVHCTBO CAMOCO3HaHWsI, OCHO-
BaHHOe Ha mujee pasyMa o beckoneurom. VI3 3T0-
IO TIOJIOXKEHMSI PycCKUm prtocod BBIBOAUT KaTe-
TOpUM e[IMHCTBa ¥ MHOXECTBa, a M3 MHOXeCTBa,
IIPUBEIEHHOr O B e[IMHCTBO, BEIBOAUT 1ies1oe. Kare-
ropvisi KOJIM4ecTBa, coriacHo lorryOuHckoMy, 3a-
BUCUT OT KaTeropmm KadecTBa, TaK Kak J1JIsd TOro,
4TOOBI «CUMTATh» By, HeOOXOMVMO IIpexsie
YCTaHOBUTB OTHOCHAIIVECS K KaTeropuy KadecTsa
IIOHATUA 00 OIHOPOIHOCTM ¥ PasHOPOIHOCTU
(FormyGurckmiz, 18848, c. 135—137).

Cy111ecTBYIOT, IIpOIODKaeT PyccKmit putocod,
pasHble Bu/ibl KosmdecTsa. [ IpoTskeHHOe Kosmye-
CTBO, WJIN 3KCTE€HCVMBHAs BeJIMYMHA,— 3TO IIOHS-
TVie O 11eJIOM, COCTaBJIeHHOe ITIOCPe/ICTBOM PaccMo-
TpeHMs YacTeV, pacIioJIOKeHHBIX B IIPOCTPaHCTBe.
3pece TonmyOuHCKMIT IpepyiaraeT orpesesieHe
KanTa — «quantitas exstensiva est, in qua reprae-
sentatio partium repraesentationem totius possi-
bilem redit»” (I'omry6unckmi, 18848, c. 139), cormac-
HO KOTOpoMYy Oe3 IIpeJicTaB/IeHVs YacTeV, pacIio-
JIO)KeHHBIX OJTHa BHe JPyrovi, Mbl He JOCTUIJIN OBl
IOHATYS O BHEIIIHeM KOJIMYeCTBe, C UeM PYCCKUII
dntocod u coraraeTcs.

7 [TocrtoBHO: «DKCTEHCVBHAs BeJIMYMHA €CTh Ta, B KOTO-
pon mpencTaBiieHVe YacTel [1ejlaeT BO3MOXXHBIM ITpefl-
cTaBjieHVe o 11eJIoM» (11at.). Cp. y KanTa: «DKcTeHcHBHOM
sl Ha3bIBalO BCSIKYIO BEJITUVHY, B KOTOPOVI IIPeICTaBIIeHIe
0 LeJIOM JIeIaeTcs BO3MOXKHBIM Ojlaromaps IpefcTaBsile-
HMIO 0 "acTsix...» (B 203; Kant, 1994, c. 174).
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tion, and from the interaction between them is
derived limitation. Positive qualities are divid-
ed into essential and non-essential; essential, in
turn, being divided into fundamental and de-
rivative (ibid., pp. 115-117).

The category of quantity occupies the third
place in Golubinsky’s table of categories. An
essential property of human cognition is the
law whereby understanding brings many
things into unity. Golubinsky believes that the
diversity of representations arises through ex-
perience and unity is discovered through the
unity of self-consciousness based on the idea
of reason of the Infinite. He derives the cat-
egories of unity and multiplicity from this
provision and he derives the whole from mul-
tiplicity brought into unity. The category of
quantity, according to Golubinsky, depends
on the category of quality because in order to
“count” things one first has to establish the
concepts of homogeneity and heterogeneity
which are related to the category of quality
(ibid., pp. 135-137).

There exist different kinds of quantity, Gol-
ubinsky continues. Extended quantity, or an
extensive value, is the concept of a whole ar-
rived at by consideration of its parts located
in space. Golubinsky offers here Kant’s defi-
nition: “quantitas extensiva est, in qua repraesen-
tatio partium repraesentationem totius possibilem
redit”® (ibid., p. 139), whereby we would nev-
er attain knowledge of external quantity with-
out representing the parts located outside one
another, something the Russian philosopher
agrees with.

8 Literally: “An extensive value is that in which the rep-
resentation of parts makes representation of the whole
possible.” Cf. in Kant: “I call an extensive magnitude that
in which the representation of the parts makes possible
the representation of the whole” (KrV, B 203; Kant, 1998,
p. 287).
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Hpyrom By, KoJIM4decTBa — KOJIMYECTBO CUJI,
VIV HTEHCMBHAs BeJIM4YiHa, KOTopas He MOXeT
HVIKaK OBITh BbIpa’keHa uepes3 IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHbIe
VI3MEpeHNs, IO3TOMY 37IeCh pedb WIET yXe He
0 4acTsx, HO o crerneHsx. CTereHM MOTyT BO3pac-
TaTh, @ MOTYT M YMaJIATBCA BIJIOTH A0 nihilum®. Dk-
CTeHCVBHas M MHTeHCUBHAs BeJIMYMHBI CyTh TI0-
JIOXKUTEJIbHOE KOJIYECTBO, IIOMV MO KOTOPOIO Cy-
IIIECTBYeT M OTPUIlaTeIbHOe. 3aBeplasi paccyk-
HeHNs O KaTeropmy KOJIMd9ecTBa, [omyOmHCKMI
yTBepXKIIaeT: BCe, UTO HAXOOWUTCSA B IIPOCTPAHCTBE
VI BpeMeH, MOXXeT OBITh M3MepeHO eMHIIIeN KakK
Mepovt kKosmdectsa ([ormyomackmi, 18848, c. 140—
142). TToxoXy1o MBIC/Ib MOXHO HamTu B «IpaHc-
LIEH/IEHTAJTBHOV aHaJIUTVIKe», ITle, OIIpeerIss Be-
manHy, KaHT mmimer: «...BelMdmnHa ecTb orpe-
fesleHe Belly, Oy1aromaps KOTOPOMY MBI MOXKeM
MBICJIUTB, CKOJIBKO pa3 B BV JlaHa eAnHMIIa» (B
300; Kant, 1994, c. 237).

3axmouaeT [ormyOmHCKNUIT cBOIO TabimIly Ka-
TEropvievt OTHOILIEHMsI, OCHOBAaHHOV Ha CBOVICTBE
paccy/iKa CBsI3bIBaTh MHOTO€ B €IVIHCTBO, [IJIS1 Uero
HeOOXOIVMO 3HaTh CYIIIeCTBEHHOEe B BelljaxX U VX
ocHoBaHM:. OdeBNIeH TOT (PaKT, UTO BCe BHEIII-
HUe IIpefMeThl HaXOISTCS B IIPOCTPAHCTBEH-
HO-BpPeMEeHHBIX OTHOIIIEHVISIX, 13 Uero ellle He Bbl-
TeKaeT HeOOXOIVMasl CBSI3b MEXIYy IIpeIMeTaMIL.
Cnenys Kanry, ToryOneCcknit BbIIesieT Tpu Buia
KaTeropmuu oTHomleHwus: 1) permanentiae et imma-
nentiae®; 2) dependentiae'®; 3) mutui commercii*! (BBo-
OUTCS IIPU CpaBHEHUM OEVICTBUIL JIEVICTBYIOIIIETO
u 3aBucstero) (lomyounckmn, 18848, c. 144).

OrtHorlenme, 1o MbIcyn TormyGuHCKOro, MoX-
HO BCTPETUTHh U B IIPOCTPAHCTBE, I BO BpeMeHH,
" B Kareropmsx paccyaka. Ocoboe BHMIMaHMe pyc-
CKMVI MBICJITEITb YAeIIseT IPUYNHHOMY OTHOIIIE-
HIIO MeX[y BellaMu. PaccmarpwmBasi maHHOe OT-
HOIIIeHNe, 3aMedaeT Pritocod, Hy>KHO pas3jindarhb
OCHOBaHWe VI IPWYMHY. Bo-mepBbIX, OCHOBaHVE

8 Huruto (r1aT.).

? ITocTostHCTBO ¥ TpuUCyIIHOCTH (Matr.). Y KawuTa atn
KaTeropmy HOCAT Ha3BaHWs CyOCTaHIIVIVI U aKITMIeHIIVV,
Ha saTelHM — substantia et accidens (B 106; Kant, 1994,
c. 110).

193aBucMOCTS (J1aT.)

' BsauMHast CBSI3b (J1aT.).
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Another type of quantity is the quantity of
forces, or an intensive value which cannot be
expressed through spatial measurements and
here we deal not with parts but with degrees.
Degrees may grow or diminish to nihilum. Ex-
tensive and intensive values are a positive
quantity, but there is also negative quantity.
Concluding his reasoning on the category of
quantity, Golubinsky asserts that everything
that is in space and time can be measured by
unity as a measure of quantity (ibid., pp. 140-
142). A similar idea can be found in the “Tran-
scendental Analytic” in which Kant defines
magnitude: “[...] it is the determination of a
thing through which it can be thought how
many units are posited in it” (KrV, B 300; Kant,
1998, p. 342).

Golubinsky concludes his table with the
category of relationship based on the capaci-
ty of understanding to bring the manifold into
unity, which is contingent on knowing the es-
sential about things and their grounds. It is ob-
vious that all external objects are in space and
time relationships, from which it follows that
links between objects are necessary. Following
Kant, Golubinsky (1884c, p. 144) distinguishes
three types of category of relation: 1) permanen-
tine et immanentiae,’ 2) dependentiae and 3) mutui
commercii (introduced through comparing the
actions of the actor and the dependent).

Golubinsky points out that a relationship
can be encountered in space, time and in the
categories of reason. He pays particular atten-
tion to the relationship between things. Consid-
ering this relationship the philosopher stresses
the need to distinguish the ground and the
cause. First, the ground is more general and
is always related to the existing consequence,

? Kant calls these categories substantia et accidens (sub-
stance and accidence) (KrV, B 106; Kant, 1998, p. 212).



Gortee ob1iee 1 Beceryia COOTHOCUTEIIBHO C yKe Cy-
IIIECTBYIOIIVIM CJIEZICTBMEM, B TO BpeMs KaK IIpu-
YMHBI MOT'YT CYIIIECTBOBATD U IIPEXKIIe CBOVIX CIIel-
CTBUM. BO-BTOPBIX, OCHOBaHMe BCerja COOTHOCH-
TEJIBHO CO CBOVIM CJIEZICTBVIEM IIO Ka4eCTBY, TO €CTh
MeXIly HVUMU JOJDKHA OBITh OIHOPOIHOCTD, I03-
TOMY CJIefIyeT IIojIaraTh, «CKOJIb BEJIMKO OCHOBa-
HVE, CTOJIb BEJIVMKO M JOJ/DKHO OBITH CJIeICTBUE»
(TomyOumnckmit, 18848, c. 148). [IpyruMm ciioBamuy,
OCHOBaHMe — 3TO TO, U3 Uero oObICHSAeTCS CYIII-
HocTb crtefcTud (TormyOnackmi, 18848, c. 155).
CrencTBuis, HaIIpOTVB, MO KaudecTBy OemHee,
YeM VX IIPVYVHBIL, HO He JIVIIeHBl ¢ HUMU OIHO-
POIHOCTY, TO eCTh He BCe KauecTBa, KOTOpbIe Ha-
XOAATCS B IIPUYMHE, IIepeHOCATCS B CIIEMICTBIE.
B sToM ciTy4ae y KaKoro-ambo OTHOTO IIpom3Be-
ZleHusl Bcerja HeCKOJIbKO NPWYMH, M KaKas-lIv-
00 13 HMX, B3gTasI cama II0 cebe, IBIgeTCS HeIo-
CTaTOYHOVI MJIV YCJIOBHOVI, UTO He yIIOBJIETBOPSET
OTPeOHOCTM HAIlero MBIIUIEHMS VICKaTh JI0CTa-
TouHOoe ocHoBaHMe (TorryOunckm, 18848, c. 148 —
149). B sTOM CMBICIIE OCHOBaHMe BCerga COCTOUT
13 HeKoero MHOXecTBa npuumH. HakoHen, mmpn-
YMHA VIMeeT IIPVMeHeH Ve TOJIbKO K OBITIIO, Tor/ia
KaK OCHOBaHVIe — KO BceMy BO3MOXKHOMY. OTcrora
TonyOmHCKMI 3aKIII0UaeT, 4To Hadyaylo OCTaTOU-
HOT'O OCHOBAHWS VIMeeT CVJIY He TOJIBKO B KOHeU-
HBIX CYIIIeCcTBaX, HO U B IeVICTBUsIX beckoHeuHOro
Cymectsa (T'onmy6muckmir, 18848, c. 154). A 3akoH
NIPVYVHHOCTY (HET HU4Yero Oe3 IIPUUMHBI) Aen-
CTBYeT TOJIBKO B OTHOIIIEHWMV KOHEYHBIX BeIle,
KOTOpble VMMeIOT Hadajio BO BpeMeHU. IlosTomy
pycckmit pvstocod oTBepraeT AOITyIIeHVIe CAMOTO
1o cebe OeCKOHEUHOrO psifia YCJIOBHBIX IIPUYMH,
KOTOpOe IIPOTMBOPEUYNUT IOCTaTOYHOMY OCHOBa-
Hyito (T'onryOunckmi, 18848, c. 162, 168 —169).
TpakroBka KaTeropmi l'oiyOmHCKOro BIIOIIHE
yKJIaZbIBaeTCs B TO 3HAUEHe, KOTOPOe OH IJTS HYIX
OITperiesIsieT: OH IIPUIIVIChIBaeT KaTeropwsiM valor
constitutious'?, To ecTb cUMTaeT UX 3aKOHAMM Obl-
T Bertient (TormyOunckmm, 18846, c. 60—61). Do
CYIIIECTBEHHO OT/IMYAeT €ro IO3MIVIO OT II03U-
1 KaHra, 17151 KoToporo xareropm nmerot valor

12 KoHCTUTY TMBHOe 3HaUeHNe (J1aT.).
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whereas causes may pre-exist their consequenc-
es. Second, the ground always correlates with
its consequence in terms of quality, i.e. they
must be homogeneous, which means that “the
consequence must be as big as the ground”
(ibid., p. 148). In other words, the ground is that
which explains the essence of the consequence
(ibid., p. 155).

Consequences, on the contrary, have less
quality than their causes, but they are not de-
void of homogeneity with them, i. e. not all the
qualities that we find in the cause are trans-
ferred to the consequence. In this case a pro-
duction always has several causes and one of
them taken by itself is insufficient or condition-
al, which does not meet the need of our thought
to look for a sufficient ground (ibid., pp. 148-
149). In that sense the ground always consists
of a range of causes. Finally, a cause applies
only to being whereas a ground applies to ev-
erything that is possible. From this Golubin-
sky concludes that the principle of sufficient
ground is valid not only for finite creatures but
also for the actions of the Infinite Being (ibid.,
p- 154). The law of causality — everything has
a cause — applies only with regard to finite
things which have a beginning in time. That
is why the Russian philosopher rejects the as-
sumption of an infinite number of conditional
causes, which contradicts the sufficient ground
principle (ibid., p. 162, 168-169).

Golubinsky’s interpretation of categories
accords with the meaning he determines for
them: he ascribes to them walor constitutivus,
i.e. he considers them to be the laws of the be-
ing of things (Golubinsky, 1884b, pp. 60-61).
This position is substantially different from
that of Kant for whom categories have val-
or regulativus, i.e. they are forms of cognition
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requlativus®, To ecThb ABIAIOTCA POpMaMU ITO3Ha-
HUSI, VI KOHCTUTYTUBHBI TOJIBKO 171 SIBJIEHWUVI, HO
COOTBETCTBYIOT JIVI OHM BelllaM caMVM I10 cebe —
HemsbecTHO (B 307—309; KanT, 1994, c. 242—243).

Crnenyet nu I'onyomnacknii 3a Kaatom
B TeOpMM IIPOCTPaHCTBA ¥ BpeMeHM
¥ B yYeHUM O YMCThIX KaTeropusix paccyaka?

Comocrasrierne mpevt Tonyomuckoro n Kanra
O IIPOCTPaHCTBe ¥ BpeMeHV, HauuHas C BbIBele-
HMS yKa3aHHBIX POpM YyBCTBEHHOCTM ¥ 3aKaH-
4dyBasi olpeie/IeHNsIMIY caMUX 3TUX POpM 1 yKa-
3aHMeM VX BaXKHBIX CBOVICTB, IIO3BOJISIeT yBU/IEThb
orpenesieHHOe cxocTBo Mexay HuMn. Cyte-
CTBYeT V1 Cepbe3HOe pasJIndiie MeX/1y IIpesicTaBIle-
HUSIMV PYCCKOTO ¥ HEMEITKOTO MBICIIUTEIIeN, UTO
00yCJIOBJIEHO pa3HOV HallpaBJIeHHOCTBIO PuIo-
codpckort MbICIM Kaxkoro ms Hux. [onyOmHckm,
CTpeMsICh YTBEPONUTB MIelo 0 beckoHeuHOM, a Tak-
JKe ee BCeoOIIMI 11 HEOOXOOVIMBINI XapaKTep, He
MOXET COIIaCUThCH ¢ TTosiokeHMeM KaHTa 0 TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaIbHOVI ~ MJIea/IbHOCTM IIpOCTpaHCTBa
u BpemeHn. Kpome Toro, mpuHaTh BeIBOIEI KaH-
Ta O3Ha4dasIo OBbI [JIsL PYCCKOTO MBICIIUTEIIS pesisi-
TUBWU3MPOBATh IIOHSATIE 00 SMIVIPUYECKON VCTH-
He 11 00 VMCTVHE BOOOIIe, UYTO COBEPIIEHHO HeO-
IIyCTMO B paMKax ero Metadpumsukin. [TosaTomy He-
00XOIIMMO TIPU3HATh CITpaBellJIMBbIM 3aMedaHVe
O. 1. Maukapwroi, coryiacHo Kotopomy Toiryomm-
CKMV 3aHVIMaeT MO3VIINIO THOCEOJIOTTYeCKOro pe-
anmsMa (Maukapuna, 2011a, c. 163).

HecmoTpst Ha cepbe3Hble PacXOXKIEHMs B OIIpe-
feJIeHM IIPOCTPaHCTBa M BpeMeH! U B BBITEKalo-
VX OTCIOfA CJIEAICTBUAX, BIIOJIHE OueBuIeH pakT
3aMMcTBOBaHMs [oyOMHCKMM psiia TOJIOKEHMT
u3 Teopum KaHTa o mpocTpaHCTBe 1 BpeMeHW,
a MMeHHO: 1) cr1ocoO BeIsiBIIeHMs (POPM UYBCTBEH-
HOCTVM — OTOpachIBaHVe CIy4alrtHOTrO M M3MeHYV-
BOTO BO BHEIITHEM U BHYTPEHHEM OIIBITE; 2) IIPo-
CTPaHCTBO U BpeMsi — CYIIIHOCTHbBIe CBOVICTBa
BOCIIPUSITUS BHEITHNX IIPeIMeTOB; 3) MpocTpaH-

3 PeryrnsiTBHOE 3HaYeHMe (JIaT.).

while being constitutive only for phenomena,
whereas it is unclear whether they correspond
to things in themselves (KrV, B 307-309; Kant,
1998, pp. 360-361).

Does Golubinsky Follow Kant
in the Theory of Space and Time
and in the Doctrine
of Pure Categories of Reason?

A comparison of the ideas of Golubinsky
and Kant concerning space and time, begin-
ning from the eliciting of the forms of sensi-
bility and ending with the definitions of these
forms and the indication of their essential
properties, reveals a certain similarity between
them. There are also substantial differences be-
tween the Russian and German thinkers due
to the different directions of their philosophi-
cal thought. Golubinsky, seeking to affirm the
idea of the Infinite and its universal and neces-
sary character, cannot agree with Kant’s asser-
tion that space and time are transcendentally
ideal. Besides, for the Russian thinker to accept
Kant’s ideas would amount to relativising the
concept of empirical truth and truth in gener-
al, which is inadmissible in the framework of
his metaphysics. Therefore we should concur
with Olga D. Machkarina (2011a, p. 163) who
describes Golubinsky’s position as epistemo-
logical realism.

In spite of serious divergences in the defi-
nition of space and time and the consequenc-
es these entail, Golubinsky obviously borrows
some provisions from Kant’s theory of space
and time, to wit: (1) the method of identify-
ing forms of sensibility, the casting aside of
the accidental and contingent in external and
internal experience; (2) space and time are es-
sential properties of perception of external ob-
jects; (3) space and time are a priori; (4) space
and time are representations and not concepts.
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CTBO U BpeMsl allpMOPHBL; 4) IMPOCTPaHCTBO U Bpe-
M CyTb HpefcTapieHNs, a He moHsTusA. C mpy-
TOVI CTOPOHBI, PyccKuit pmstocod He coryialiaeTcs
C TeM, 4TO IIPOCTPAHCTBO U BpeMsi CyTh CyObeKTB-
Hble POpMBI YyBCTBEHHOTO BocrpuaTns. Harpo-
TUB, coriacHO ToyOrHckoMy, oHM 001ajaroT 00B-
eKTMBHBIM XapaKTepoM, MHaue MbI IMeeM J1eJI0 He
C peaJIbHOCTBIO, a ¢ BUAMMOCThI0. He cortamaercs
pycckmit MpicTertb ¢ KaaToMm 11 B Bormpocax Oec-
KOHEYHOCTV IIPOCTPAHCTBa VI BpeMeH, a TaKXKe X
GecKOHeUHOVI [IeJIMMOCTH, TaK KakK B MeTadusvke
TorryOuHckoro beckoHeYHBIM MOXET OBITH TOJIIBKO
bor. Ho 3geck BaxHO 3ameTnTh, uTo KaHT mipsimo
He YTBeP)K/1aJI, YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBY 1 BPEMeHVI IIPU-
cyIia 0eCKOHEYHOCTh, OH TOBOPWJI, UTO OHM IIpesl-
CTaBJISIOTCS KaK O@CKOHEYHO JTaHHBIE BEJTNMYVIHBL

B yuenum o umcThIX KaTeropmsix paccyjka
mexay Kantom n [oimy6uHckiM obHapy XmBaeTcst
MeHBIIIe CXOICTBO ¥ OOJIbIlle pa3IMumuil OTHOCH-
TeJIFHO TeOpuM IPOCTPaHCTBa U BpeMeHm. [omy-
ouackoro n KaHTa 00BeAVIHSET TO, 9TO KaTeropum
B VX YUEHMSIX BBIpaXXaloT IIOTpeOHOCTh paccyyiKa
VICKaTh eIVTHCTBO B MHOT00Opasuyt sIBJIHUM (CM.:
Mauxapmnsa, 20116, c. 184). Ho mis KanTa kare-
ropuy — 3TO UMCTBle POPMBI paccy/iKa, IIocpesl-
CTBOM KOTOPBIX BO3MOXKEH OITBIT U IIOCPEICTBOM
KOTOPBIX CyOBEKT IIpeVChIBaeT 3aKOHBI IIPUPO-
7le, @ eCTh JI 3TV 3aKOHBI B IPUPOJIe W HeT, HU-
Korja He OyzeT M3BecTHO. B aTOM citydae Karero-
PUM KaK 3aKOHBI ITIO3HAHWS COOTHOCSITCA C CO3ep-
IIAHVSMW IIOCPEACTBOM TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHON
cxeMBI C TIoMoIIpio BpeMenn. [1is ToimyOunckoro
KaTeropumu sIBJISIOTCS He TOJIBKO 3aKOHaMV ITO3Ha-
HVISI BHEIITHVIX IIPEIMETOB, HO 1 3aKOHaMVI OBITVS
BellleVl, YTO, COOCTBEHHO, M OOBSCHSET MX B3au-
MOCB43b C BHEIITHVMU ITpeJIMeTaM.

B 3TOM OTHOIIeHM BaXKHYIO POIIb B (POPMIUPO-
BaHWMM Y4YeHMs O KaTerOpMsiX paccyiKa ChIrpasia
nosuiyst TorryOuHCKoro, coryiacHo KoToporn abco-
JIIOTHAsI ICTMHA CYIIIeCTBYeT 1 ee BOSMOXKHO aflek-
BaTHO, HO HEMOJIHO TIO3HaTh. VICTMHA IOMelTieHa
VM BHE UYBCTBEHHOIO MVIPa, 4eM, KCTaTy, OObsic-
HseTcs IpUTsA3aHe Kateropui B Metacpusuke Jo-
JTyOMHCKOTO Ha VX IIpUMeHeHVe B CBepXUyBCTBEH-
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On the other hand, the Russian philosopher
disagrees that space and time are subjective
forms of sensible intuition. On the contrary, he
maintains that they have an objective charac-
ter, otherwise we would be dealing not with
reality but with appearance. Nor does he agree
with Kant on the infinity of space and time and
one infinite divisibility, since in Golubinsky’s
metaphysics only God can be Infinite. But here
it is important to note that Kant never claimed
that space and time are inherent in infinity; he
said that they represent themselves as infinite-
ly given values.

In the doctrine of the categories of pure un-
derstanding there are more differences than
similarities between Kant and Golubinsky in
the theory of space and time. Golubinsky and
Kant share the view that categories express the
reason’s need to seek unity in the manifold of
phenomena (cf. Machkarina, 2011b, p. 184).
But for Kant categories are pure forms of rea-
son that make experience possible and through
which the subject ascribes laws to nature, but
whether or not these laws exist in nature will
never be known. In this case categories as the
laws of cognition correspond to intuitions
through a transcendental scheme with the help
of time. For Golubinsky, categories, in addition
to being laws of cognition of external objects,
are simultaneously laws of the being of things,
which actually explains their interconnection
with external objects.

In that respect an important role in the shap-
ing of the doctrine of categories was played by
Golubinsky’s position, whereby absolute truth
exists and can be adequately, though incom-
pletely, understood. He places truth outside
the sensible world, which accounts for the fact
that in Golubinsky’s metaphysics categories
claim to be used in the supra-sensible world.
Both thinkers see as the first ground for cate-
gories the unity of self-consciousness which,
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HoM Mupe. Oba MBICIIUTENI yCMaTpuBalOT Oiv-
JKaIIIIYIM OCHOBaHMeM Il KaTeropuil eIHCTBO
caMoco3HaHMsl, (PyHIaMeHTOM KOTOPOTO, COIJlac-
Ho KaHTy, siBJIgeTcs caM paccylioK, TO eCTh Kare-
ropun — HeoTbeMJIeMasi 4acTh paccynka. Y Tomy-
OuHCKOro OCHOBaHMeM eJIMHCTBa CaMOCO3HaHW
BBICTYTIaeT PasyM U ero uies 0 beckoHeuHOM, KO-
TOpoe ecThb 1 EnyHoe; cooTBeTCTBEHHO, KaTeropum,
KaK 1 eMHCTBO CAMOCO3HaHMsI, IMEIOT KOpeHHoe
OCHOBaHMe B pasyMe, a He B paccyjike. Tak Kak pyc-
ckum priocod He AeTIUT MUP Ha HIPUPOLLY Y MUP
Belllent B ceOe, /1711 HEroO BCce KaTeropui MMeIoT Ta-
KOV ke OObeKTMBHBIVI XapaKTep, KaK U allpHOpHbIe
opMBI 9YBCTBEHHOCTY — IIPOCTPAHCTBO U BpEMSL.
Y Kanra fiesieHne Ha IpUpozy v MUP Bellleit B cebe
BO3HMKaeT KaK pe3ysIbTaT McCilefJoBaHNU, ITpoBe-
JIeHHBIX B TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHOVI 3CTeTVKe, VI CBS-
3aHO C CYOBEKTMBHBIM XapaKTepOM aIlpHOPHBIX
dopm uyscTrBeHHOCTH. i1 TormyGurcKoro ampu-
OpHBIe (POPMBI UyBCTBEHHOCTV OOJIaIaloT O0beK-
TUBHBIM XapaKTepoM, CJIefIoBaTeIbHO, He BO3HU-
KaeT HeoOXOVIMOCTY TofIpas/iesleH s peaIbHOCTI
Ha 11Ba Tuma. OcobenHocTr MeTadwsvikm [oryoma-
CKOro pOpMMPYIOT OTJIMYHBIVI OT KaHTOBOW Ta-
GyIMIIBI TIOPSIOK KaTeropuyi, Iyie Ha IIepBoM MecTe
HaxoUTCsl MOJAJIbHOCT, VI ObITVe BOOOIIIe, 3a-
TeM Ka4deCTBO, KOJINYeCTBO ¥ OTHOIIIeHMe.

3aK/IroueHe

IIpu comocTaBeHMN TeOpuUl IIPOCTpaHCTBa
VI BpeMeHU ¥ YUYeHUM O YMCTHIX KaTeropmsx pac-
cynka y Kanra m TomyGmurckoro ObUIo ycTaHOB-
JIeHO, 4TO pycckuit dpumsiocod obparnascs K wje-
sIM BeJIMKOIo KEHMTrcOepiKIia, XOT4 1 He Bcerja He-
IIOCPeIICTBEHHO, a CBOV COOCTBEHHBIe KOHIIEIIIINN
TonmyOunckmit BeicTpamBal B nojeMmuke c Kan-
ToM. OTBeuast Ha BOIIPOC, IIoYeMy PYcCKui puio-
cod BooOrre yrenseT BHMMaHMe Hacteguio Kan-
Ta, MOXXHO, OMPasCh Ha IpoJieJlaHHOe COIIOCTaB-
JIeHVe, BBIIBMHYTh P4JI ITpefirosioxeHnit. Bo-nep-
BbIX, [OJTyOMHCKOrO B €ro MITyOMsIX HaBepHSKa
MOTMBUPOBaJI BO3pacTarommy nHTepec K KaHrty
B Poccum mepsont nonosuHbl XIX B. Bo-BTOpBIX,
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according to Kant, is based on understand-
ing, i.e. categories are an inalienable part of
understanding. With Golubinsky, the founda-
tion of the unity of self-consciousness is rea-
son and his idea of the Infinite, which is also
One; accordingly, categories, like the unity of
self-consciousness, are rooted in reason and
not in understanding. Because the Russian phi-
losopher does not divide the world into nature
and the world of things in themselves, for him
all the categories have the same objective char-
acter as a priori forms of sensibility, i.e. space
and time. With Kant, the division into nature
and the world of things in themselves arises as
a result of investigations into transcendental
aesthetics and is associated with the subjective
character of a priori forms of sensibility. For
Golubinsky, a priori forms of sensibility have
an objective character, hence there is no need
to subdivide reality into two types. The fea-
tures of Golubinsky’s metaphysics prompt an
order of the table of categories different from
Kant’s in which modality, or being in gener-
al, comes first and then come quality, quantity
and relation.

Conclusion

A comparison of Kant’s and Golubinsky’s
theories of space and time and doctrines of
pure categories of understanding has estab-
lished that the Russian philosopher turned to
the ideas of Kant, though not always directly,
and shaped his own concepts in polemics with
Kant. To answer the question why the Russian
philosopher paid attention to Kant’s heritage
at all, I can, on the basis of my investigation,
put forward a number of assumptions. First,
Golubinsky in his studies was surely moti-
vated by the growing interest in Kant in Rus-
sia in the first half of the nineteenth century.
Second, along with this interest, there was a



BMeCTe C MHTEPECOM POCJIO OCO3HAHVIE SKCTPAOP-
IVHAPHOTO 3HaueHMsl KaHTOBCKMIX eV IS pas3-
BuTHs pristocodnn, B gem TorryOmHCKMIT HeOmHO-
KpaTHO Ipu3HaBasics B cBomx jiekiysix. Cam [ory-
OVHCKMII BBICOKO olleHmBail prstocodpmio KaxTa,
XOTs U ¢ oropopkamu. HakoHerl, MOXXHO IIpefio-
JIOKUTh, uTO 051y OmHCKMII, BRICT panBaBIINii cOO-
CTBEHHYIO (PMIIOCOPCKYIO JIMHUIO, CYIIeCTBEHHO
OTJINYHYIO OT KpUTHUUYecKo dpwiocodpmm, mmet
CBOEVI IeJIBI0 JIaTh arloJIOTMIO TeOJIOIMM, B JacT-
HOCTV €CTeCTBEHHOVI TeOJIOT MV, YTO HeBO3MOXKHO
ObUIO cretaTh Oe3 oOpalrieHMsI K KPUTHKE ecTe-
CTBEHHOVI TeOJIOTML U ee TeOpeTYeCcKIX OCHOBa-
Hu1 B pustocodpun KanTa.

B 1erom penmrmosHo-MeTadmsmueckas Ha-
IpaBJieHHOCTh [osryOuHCKOro He mpesrosiaraer
ero B KOHPOHTALINM C KpUTHUecKo drstocodpu-
et KaHTa B OTHOIIIEHWUN TeOpuI IPOCTPAHCTBA U
BpeMeHN 1 YUeHMs O UMCThIX KaTeroOpysiX pacCysl-
ka. Hamportwms, pyccknit dpniocod crpemMmnTcs Iie-
pepadotars B3rysabl KaHTa B COOTBETCTBUM C Iie-
JIAMM U 3a71adaMy coOcTBeHHOM MeTadpmsukm. [To-
3TOMY OH IlepeHVMaeT Te MeV HEMEIKOro onio-
codpa, KOTOpBIe YKJIaJAbIBAIOTCS B PAMKM €r0 puIo-
codpum, 1 MoaMUIIMPYeT Te Ujien, KOTOpble BCTY-
IA0T B IIPOTMBOPEUNe C €ero KIIIOYeBBIMI THOCEO-
JIOTMYeCKMMM YCTaHOBKaMU ¥ IJIaBHBIM TPVHIIV-
IOM BceVt MeTadpr3mky — vizeelt 0 beckoHegHOM.
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growing awareness of the extraordinary signif-
icance of Kant’s ideas for the development of
philosophy, something Golubinsky repeated-
ly admitted in his lectures. Golubinsky himself
had a high regard for Kant’s philosophy, albe-
it with some reservations. Finally, it is possible
that Golubinsky, in constructing his philoso-
phy that was substantially different from criti-
cal philosophy, aimed to provide an apology of
theology, in particular, natural theology, which
is impossible without criticising natural theol-
ogy and its theoretical foundations in Kant’s
philosophy.

On the whole Golubinsky’s religious-meta-
physical position does not imply his confronta-
tion with Kant’s critical philosophy regarding
the theory of space and time and the doctrine of
pure categories of understanding. On the con-
trary, the Russian philosopher seeks to rework
Kant’s ideas in accordance with the goals and
tasks of his own metaphysics. Therefore he bor-
rows those ideas of the German philosopher
which fit his own philosophy and modifies
those ideas which contradict his key epistemo-
logical principles, notably the key principle of
his metaphysics, the idea of the Infinite.
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