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OEAYKIM CBOBOADbI VS AEOAYVKIIVA OITbITA
B METAD®U3UKE . KAHTA

B.E. Cemeno8?

Mos yeav — npodemorcmpupobams cneyugpuxy u pasiu-
YU MpaHCUeHOeHMabHO 0edyKyuu NOHAMUL 1 OedyKyuu
0CHOB0MOA0NEHUI HUCHI020 NPAKIMUYECK020 pasyma 6 mema-
¢usuxe U. Kanma. B nepByio ouepeds 1Heobxo0umo uccaedo-
Bamv omrowenue Kanma x coBpementotl emy memagusuke u
npobaemy Hoboeo ee obocHoBanusa. B cboeit hurocogpuu Kanm
IKCNAUYUPOBAL He 00UH AU Meopemuteckutl MUp nosHa-
HUA, HO U npakmuveckuti mup c6o600st. CoomBemcmberto,
hyrOamernmarvbiMu Budamu Ookasamesbcmba NpUMAAHUNL
Memacpusuxu cmasy 0eOyKyUus HUCHIBIX NOHAMULL pacCyOKa
(Oedyxyua onvima) u 0edykyus 0CHOBONOAOKEHUU UUCTHO20
npakmuueckoeo pasyma (0edykyus c60600bt). McxooHvie npeo-
nocviaxu Kanmoba npoexma 6o3poxoenus memagpusuxu, a
UMEHHO «KONEPHUKAHCKUTL N0BOpoI», KpUumuueckutl Memoo
u 0a30Bvle ycmanoBku MpancyeHOeHMaIbHo20 ((hopMasbHoeo)
udeasrusma, npedcmabaaiom cobor Bmeche ¢ mem maxxe me-
1M000102UtecKY10 0CHOBY MpaHCyeHOeHMAAbHOU 0e0yKyUU —
HOB020 cnocoba doxasamenvcmba npumAAHUL Memagpusuxu 6
pasAudHbLX chepax uesoBeueckoeo bvimus. Vicxods us moeo,
A AHAAUSUPYIO CYWHOCHTb, CIPYKIMYPY, cheyududeckue uep-
mel, 4 maioke pasiuuusa 0edykyuu onvima u O0edykyuu cbo-
00061, S Bvideasto caedyroujue ocobennocmu 06yx Oedykyutl.
Bo-nepBoix, meopemuueckoe npumeHexue pasyma Hanpabiero
Ha npeomentb, a 6 c6oem npaxmuueckom UcnoAb30BaHuL pasym
obpaujen Ha HoyMeHbL: ocHoBanus 6oau u c60000y. Bo-6mopuix,
mpancyeHoenmaibHoil dedykyuu npocmparcmba u bpemen, a
maroke 0eOykyuu Kameeopuil npeduiecrnByem mpancyeHoeH-
masvHasa pedykyus, komopas omcymcmByem 6 dedyxyuu cbo-
00061, B-mpemvux, memodosoeuueckoe «0Buxerue» 0edyriyui
opuenmupoBano Kanmom 6 npomubonosoxHsix HanpabieHusx.
Teopemuueckas 0e0ykyus uoem om uucmvix popm uybemben-
HO020 CO3ePUAHUSA K PACCYOOUHBIM NOHAMUAM, 4 0N HUX — K
0CHOB0NOAONEHUAM, NPAKIMULECKAS. — O ANPUOPHBIX 0CHOBO-
1040KeHUTE K NOHAMUAM Memagusuku Hpabob, a om Hux — K
MopansHbiM uybembam. B-uemBepmuix, dedyxyus 6 meopenu-
weckoil cihepe 3anpeuyaent cnekyAAmMuBHoMY pasymy 6bixoouns
3a npedeast onvima. [Ipakmuueckas 0edykyus ykasaia Ha ur-
meaauubesbHbLL MUP U 000CH0BANA €20 «Ae2UTNUMHOCTIbY.

KaroueBuie cao8a: memagusuka, mpancyendeHmaivHas
Oedyxyus, wucmole nonamus paccyoxa, c6ob6oda, MopasbHbLil
3AK0H.
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DEDUCTION OF FREEDOM VS DEDUCTION
OF EXPERIENCE IN KANT’S METAPHYSICS

V.E. Semyonov?

My aim is to demonstrate the specificities and differenc-
es between transcendental deduction of concepts and deduc-
tion of the fundamental principles of pure practical reason
in Kant’s metaphysics. First of all it is necessary to examine
Kant’s attitude to the metaphysics of his time and the problem
of its new justification. Kant in his philosophy explicated not
only the theoretical world of cognition, but also the practi-
cal world of freedom. Accordingly, the fundamental means of
proving metaphysics” claims are the deduction of pure con-
cepts of understanding (deduction of experience) and the de-
duction of the principles of pure practical reason (deduction
of freedom). The underlying premises of the Kantian project
of reviving metaphysics, “the Copernican Turn”, the critical
methods and basic principles of transcendental (formal) ide-
alism also provide the methodological basis of transcendental
deduction, a new method of proving the claims of metaphys-
ics in various spheres of human being. Proceeding from the
above, I analyse the essence, structure and the peculiarities
as well as the differences between the deduction of experience
and the deduction of freedom. I single out the following fea-
tures of the two types of deduction. First, theoretical use of
reason is aimed at objects while practical reason is aimed at
noumena, the foundations of will and freedom. Second, the
transcendental deduction of space and time, as well as the de-
duction of categories, is preceded by transcendental reduction,
which is absent in the deduction of freedom. Third, Kant ori-
ents the methodological movement of deductions in opposite
directions. Theoretical deduction proceeds from pure forms of
sensible intuition to concepts of understanding and thence to
fundamental principles. Practical deduction proceeds from a
priori principles to the concepts of the metaphysics of morals
and thence to moral feelings. Fourth, deduction in the theoret-
ical sphere forbids speculative reason to go beyond experience.
Practical deduction has pointed to the intelligible world and
has proved its “legitimacy”.

Keywords: metaphysics, transcendental deduction, pure
concepts of understanding, freedom, moral law.
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B.E. Cemenos

BBemenmne

OO111em3BeCcTHO, UYTO «HIMUero He ObIBaeT 0e3 OCHO-
BaHWMs». B cBOe BpeMsi 9Ty MBIC/Ib, Ha II€PBBIV B3IJISL
KaKYIIIyIoCs IIPOCTOM ¥ TPVBUAIILHOV, TeM He MeHee
YIIOPHO OTCTaMBaJl B CBOMX paboTax BeJMKMIL SHIIV-
wirontenyct I. B. JlentOrm. OH He coMHeBasica 1 yOe-
XAl PYTMX B TOM, YTO «eCThb B IIPUPOIIE IOPSIOK
(Ratio), 110 KOTOPOMY IIPENIIOYTUTEIILHO CYIIECTBY-
eT HeuyTo, a He HUYTO. DTO CJIeJICTBIE TOTO BEJIMKOIO
HNPVHINIIA, B CYWIy KOTOPOIO HUYTO He IIPOVCXOLUT
0e3 IIpUUMHBL 1 HO/DKHA OBITh IIPWYMHA, IIOYEMY CY-
IIIeCTBYeT 3T0, a He fnpyroe» (Jlemtbrmt, 1982, c. 234).

Taxovt ecTecTBEHHBINI TOPSIOK, IO MbICTM Jlernb-
HWIIa, C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI, IMEET COOCTBEHHOE «pealb-
HOe OCHOBaHMe» (realis ratio) B KauecTBe IIPUYVHEI Cy-
IIIecTBOBaHMS 1 AevicTBus (M 3Ta npuunHa — Cosep-
menHeriree Cyiectso, bor), a ¢ mpyrom — cryxur
HeOoOXOOMMBIM OCHOBaHMEM IS HaIlero 1o3HAHUA.
Crasto ObITE,

STa aKCMOMa, YTO Huuezo He bvlbaem 0e3 ocHoBanus, TOIDK-
Ha CUMTATBCS OJHOV M3 CaMBIX BaXHBIX U IUIOOTBOP-
HBIX aKCMOM BO BCeM UeJIOBEUEeCKOM ITO3HAHWMV, Ha Hew
OCHOBBIBaeTCsl OOMIbINast 9acTb MeTadu3uKy, UK U
HPaBCTBEHHOTO y4eHMs, 1 Oe3 Hee HeJIb3s HU I0Ka3aTh
cylecTBoBaHMe bora n3 TBOpeHMI, HY IIOCTPOUTD JTOKa-
3aTeJIbCTBO OT IIPUYMH K CJIEICTBUAM VIIN OT CIIEHCTBU
K IpW4YMHAM, HM cAeJlaTh KaKue-IMOO BBIBOIBI B AesIax
rpaxgaHckux (JlemOnvir, 1984, c. 141).

Bunmres BrionHe stornusbM, uto V. KaaT B Hetpe-
OI0JIVIMOM CTpeMJIeHUV IOJIHOCTBIO pecpopMmpoBaTh
¥ 3aHOBO OOOCHOBaTh MeTaum3MKy, KOTopas IIpel-
CTaBJIsUIa COOOIO «IIpOCiIaBIeHHOe 11 HeOOXOMMMOe I
4JestoBeuecTBa Mo3HaHMe» (AA 04, S. 261; Kanr, 19946,
c. 13), pyKoBOmCTBOBaJICA B TOM UVCIIe VI STVM IPVIHIIN-
oM Jleribnmia.

ITpobremovt COOTHOITIEHMS M Pa3IIYMSL 02U eCKO-
20 VI peaavHo20 ocHOoBaHMVI KaHT Havuasl 3aHMMaThCA elrle
B «JOKpUTHYeCcKu» niepron. Tak, Harpumep, B pabo-
Tax «HoBoe ocselleHe ITepBEIX NPUHIIUIIOB MeTadu-
3udeckoro mo3HaHMs» (1755), «JloxHoe MynapcTBoBa-
HMe B YeThIpex purypax cwuiornsma» (1762), «Omsit
BBeTIeHNSI B (PWIIOCOPMIO IIOHATMS OTpPUIIATeTHHBIX
BerranH» (1763), «EnmHCTBeHHO BO3MOXXHOE OCHOBa-
HVe U JoKasaTenbcTBa Obrtus bora» (1763) 1, Hako-
Her, B auccepraummu 1770 r. «O dpopme m mpuHIIMIaxX
UYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHWMMAEMOrO ¥ WHTeIUIUTMOehb-
Horo mupa» KaHT (BIpoueMm, Kak M ero OrvoKariie
Mpe/IIeCTBeHHNKN ¥ COBPeMeHHUKN — HeMellKie
dpwtocodrr-meradpmsmkm XVIII B.) BbIcKasasl Hemasio
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Introduction

It is common knowledge that “there is nothing
without a reason.” The idea seems simple and trivial
at first glance, yet the great encyclopaedist Leibniz
went to great lengths to argue this case in his works.
He had no doubt himself and sought to convince
others that “there is a reason in the nature of things
why something exists rather than nothing. It is a
consequence of that great principle that nothing oc-
curs without a reason, and also of the principle that
there must be a reason why one thing occurs rather
than another” (Leibniz, 2000, p. 84).

This natural order of things, Leibniz argued, has
on the one hand its own realis ratio as the cause of
existence and action (the reason being the Perfect
Entity, or God) and is, on the other hand, the neces-
sary foundation of our cognition. Hence,

this axiom [...] that there is nothing without a reason,
must be considered one of the greatest and most
fruitful of all human knowledge, for upon it is built
a great part of metaphysics, physics, and moral
science; without it, indeed, the existence of God
cannot be proved from his creatures, nor can an
argument be carried from causes to effects or from
effects to causes, nor any conclusions be drawn in
civil matters (Leibniz, 1989, p. 227).

It is quite logical that Kant, in his drive to totally
reform and provide new grounds for metaphysics,
“the highly prized knowledge that is indispensable
to humanity” (Prol, AA 04, p. 261; Kant, 2002, p. 58),
was guided, among other things, by this principle of
Leibniz.

Kant commenced the study of the relationship
and difference between the logical and real grounds
even before the Critiqgue period. Thus, in his works
“New Elucidation of the First Principles of Met-
aphysical Cognition” (1755), “The False Subtle-
ty of the Four Syllogistic Figures” (1762), “Attempt
to Introduce the Concept of Negative Magnitudes
into Philosophy” (1763), “The Only Possible Argu-
ment in Support of a Demonstration of the Existence
of God” (1763) and finally, in his 1770 dissertation
“Concerning the Form and Principles of the Sensible
and Intelligible World” Kant (like his closest prede-
cessors and contemporaries, the eighteenth-centu-
ry German metaphysical philosophers) presented
a good many epistemological claims to metaphys-



THOCEeOJIOTMYecKMX IpeTeH3UM KaK B OTHOIIeHW! ca-
MOVI MeTapM3VKM, TaK ¥ B afgpec POpMaIbHOM JIOTH-
KVI, TTO3BOJISIBITIEV! 3aHMMATBCS CIIEKYJISTVBHBIM U Oe3-
Jl0Ka3aTeJIbHBbIM ITOHATUIIHBIM CCTEMOTBOPYECTBOM B
rpaHMIIaX «I1epBou prIocopmm».

Opxont w3 BaKHEMIIMX INPUYMH Kpu3uca MeTa-
dnsukn Havasia v cepenyabl XVII B. Hy>)XHO cumTaTh
KaK pa3 HecITocOOHOCTb (MJIM HeyMeHMe?) OT/IMYaTh
peaylbHOe OCHOBaHUE OT JIOTMYeCKOro. B mepeunciien-
HBIX BBIIIIe paborax KaHT 4eTko 0003HauIwI 3Ty IIpo-
OreMy ¥ yKasasl Ha JIMXOTOMMIO 02U4eck020 0CHOBAHUA
IIPUYVIHHOV CBSI3V SIBJIEHVV U COOBITUIL, C OIHOW CTO-
POHEL, U peaivto2o ocHobanus — ¢ gpyrom. Jloriaeckas
CBSI3b OCHOBAHWMS CO CJIEACTBMEM yCMaTpWBaeTcs C
TIOJTHOW SICHOCTBIO, TIOCKOJIBKY CJIEfICTBVE COBIaaeT C
YacThIO ITOHATIA OCHOBaHW ¥, CJIe0BaTe/IbHO, OIIpe-
ZesisieTcsl JaHHBIM OCHOBaHMEM II0 3aKOHY TOXKIecTBa.
Hanpumep, IOHATME C10XKHOCMY €CTh JIOTMYecKoe Oc-
HOBaHWe IIOHATIS 0e/UMOCH; B CBOIO OUePemb, Heo0x0-
dumocms — OCHOBAHVIE HEUSMEHHOCTIU.

Opmako j1ormdeckoe OCHOBaHVME — Oe3 VCIIOIIb30-
BaHIS 3aKOHA TOXIIECTBA — HIKAK He 00BSCHSET TOTo,
KaKVM 00pa3oM B peasIbHOCTH Heurno BhITeKaeT U3 Je-
ro-to gpyroro. Jlormgeckoe ocHOBaHVIE IEIIMKOM IIPU-
HaIeXUT (POPMaIbHO-JIOTMUYEeCKOMY  MBIIIIJIEHUIO,
TOIZa KaK peaylbHOe OCHOBaHMe (PYHOMPYeT 00JI1acTh
MeVICTBUTEIbHOCTU ¥, CTaJI0 ObITb, HAaXOMUTCI B TOVL
cdepe, kotopyro KanT B Herasrekom Oysryiiem Haszo-
BeT mpancleHdeHmasvHou Ao2ukoi. Ho B TakoM citydae
B OTHOILIEHVW peaJlbHOI0 OCHOBaHWs BO3HUKAeT TPy/i-
HemIIIasi cofiepKaTeslbHas IIpoliieMa, Tpebyroras fe-
IOYKIINI: «Kak TOJDKeH s IOHSITh, YT, 04a200aps momy,
UmMo ecmov Heumno, eCms Makxke U Ymo-mo apyeoe» (AA 02,
S.202; Kant, 19%4a, c. 82). B 6ymyix paborax MMeHHO
Ha OCHOBaHWVI JVXOTOMMUM «JIOTTYECKOe — peasIbHOe»
BO3HMKHET (PyHIaMeHTaIbHOe AJIsI KPUTUIecKo u-
mocodpum pasdeHvie odujenl M mMpaHcyeHOeHMaAbHOlL
JIOTVIKVL.

CremyeT MOMYepKHY Th: MUMEHHO TaKOV IIOAXOT, (OT-
TleJIeHVe JIOTUeCcKOro OT PeayIbHOTO0) K PeIeHIo Ofl-
HOTO 13 ITIaBHBIX 3aTPYAHEHUTI IIpeXXKHel MeTapm3Ku
nio3Bormv1 KauTy paspyOouts ropaves y3ern mpobiieMel
JIOTVIYeCKOVI HeIyKIVIV IIOHATWUV ¥ B 11€JI0M OHTOJIOT V-
3a1mm JIOrMKI. V160 B MeTadmsIiKe, IpeIIIecTBYIOIIeN
u cospemenHomt KaHTy, «criop o0 yHMBepcamsax» (B
COBpeMeHHOM IjIsl TOM pwtocopmm Brie) OTIMdasIcs
M30IIPEHHOCTHIO, YIIOPCTBOM 1 pa3HOOOpasveM:

...Vl BOJIb(PVIAHITEL, ¥ aHTUBOJIbL(VAHIIEI IIBITAIVICH JaTh B
Her1 [OHTOJIOrMM| BasKHeWIIIVe OIpee/IeH s, Pa3JIOKNUTh
COCTaBHBIE TIOHSTHUS Y BBISBUTBH IIPOCTEVIIIIVIE JIEMEHTHI
JejIoBeuecKoro mnosHaHwms. Kakme >j1eMeHTHI SIBJISIFOTCS
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ics and formal logic which allowed the speculative
and unsubstantiated creation of conceptual systems
within the bounds of “the first philosophy.”

One of the main causes of the crisis of meta-
physics in the early and middle eighteenth century
must be precisely the lack of capacity (or ability?)
to distinguish real grounds from logical ones. In the
above-mentioned works Kant pinpointed this prob-
lem and identified the dichotomy of logical grounds
for the cause-and-effect relationship among phe-
nomena and events, on the one hand, and the real
grounds, on the other. The logical link between cause
and effect is readily seen because the effect coincides
with part of the concept of the cause and, conse-
quently, is defined by the cause in accordance with
the identity law. Thus, the concept of complexity is
the logical grounds for the concept of divisibility; in
turn, necessity is the grounds for immutability.

However, the logical grounds, without invok-
ing the law of identity, do nothing to explain how
something follows from something else. The logical
cause lies entirely within the domain of formal log-
ical thinking, while the real foundation lies in the
sphere of reality and therefore belongs to the sphere
which Kant would soon call transcendental logic.
However, in that case a daunting substantive prob-
lem arises with regard to the real cause, a problem
that calls for deduction: “How am I to understand
the fact that, because something is, something else is?”
(NG, AA 02, p. 202; Kant, 1992, p. 239). In his works
that followed, the “logical-real” dichotomy gives
rise to the distinction between general and transcen-
dental logic, a dichotomy that is pivotal for critical
philosophy.

It has to be stressed that this approach (the sep-
aration of the logical from the real) to resolving one
of the key difficulties of previous metaphysics en-
abled Kant to cut the Gordian knot of the problem
of the logical deduction of concepts and the ontol-
ogisation of logic as a whole. For in the earlier and
contemporary metaphysics “the dispute about uni-
versals” (in the shape characteristic of the philoso-
phy of the times) was exceedingly sophisticated,
fierce and diverse:

[...] Wolfians and anti-Wolfians alike tried to provide
[in ontology] a breakdown of the composite concepts
into the simplest elements of human cognition.
Which elements meet that description and which do
not and how many elementary concepts there exist -
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TAKOBBIMM, @ KaKye HET, CKOJIbKO IIPOCTENIIINX TIOHSITU
CyllecTByeT — 00 3TOM IIUIM HEIpPEepbIBHbIE CIIOPbI, He
1100aBIIsIBIIIVIE OpEOJIa IOCTOBEPHOCTI HII OHTOJIOTN, HI
MeTadmsuke B riestoM (Kpyros, 2008, c. 55).

B rakom curyanym mmenno Kanry Oburo mpep-
HasHa4yeHO Cyapbot pedpopMmpoBaTh MeTadU3MKY,
HOTPS3IIyI0 B OTKPOBEHHOM ¥ HEIIPMKPBITOM 3MIIN-
pv3Me?, BIABIIYIO K TOMY BpeMeHW B «OOBeTIIaIbIV,
V3beeHHbIN uepBsMu doemamusm» (A X; Kant, 20060,
c. 13), HarTpaBUTB ee Ha «HAIEXHBIN Ty Th HayKu» (B IX;
Kart, 20064, c. 11) n 3aHOBO 000CHOBATb I10 COBEPIIIEH-
HO HeW3BeCTHOMY IO TeX IOp IUIaHy, IOPOAMB IIpU
3TOM 0CO0BIN €I110c00 Pry10codCcKOro JoKasaTeIbCTBa
HNPUTSA3aHNUT MeTapr3MIecKyX IOJIOKeHNIT — TpaHC-
LeHIeHTaIbHYIO AenyKumro. ITockorbky ke KanT skc-
IUTALIVPOBaI He OIVIH JIVIIIh TeOPeTUIeCKU MUp II0-
3HaHWS, HO U HPaKTUYeCKWU MVUp cBOOOBL, TO PyHIIa-
MEeHTaIbHBIMM BUIaMM [JOKa3aTeIbCTBa IIPUTSI3aHWI
MeTadU3MKM CTaIV ey KLV OIIbITa I CBOOO/IBL.

TaxvM oOpasoM, 11eIb JaHHOV CTaTbil — IIPOfe-
MOHCTPUPOBATh CIIEIM@PUKY ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, pa3-
JIMYMS TPaHCLIEeHOEeHTaIbHOV IeAyKIINV TOHITUI U
HemyKILMV OCHOBOITOJIOKEHWVI UVMCTOrO MPaKTUIeCcKO-
ro pasyma B Metadpmsuke Kanra. ITpu 3ToMm 51 He Oymy
KacaTbCs HV SMIIVIPUYECKON AedyKIMV TIOHSTUI, HI
MeTa3MIEeCKOTL.

VcxomHblIe MpeaIocbUIKNM Oe Ty K

®nocodekas spomonysa Kanra co BpemeHeM
HpuBeJIa ero K yOeXIeHNI0 B TOM, 4TO MeTadusnka
He MOXeT OCHOBBIBATbCS Ha SMIIMPUYECKOM Oasuce,
HO HeIIpeMeHHO JJOJDKHa cofiepKaTh B cBoeM pyH/a-
MeHTe OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMS U ToHATUA a priori. OnHa-
KO IIpeXHSd MeTadm3MKa IIbITalach, II0 OOJIBIIIOMY
CYeTy, JIVIIb IIPOSICHUTH W CHUCTEMATUYeCK! YIIOpsi-
JOYNUTH CBOV ITIOJIOXKeHMsI M TepMWHBI, He 3a7aBasiCh
BOIIPOCOM: B 4eM, COOCTBEHHO TOBOPs, KOpeHb BCex
Ipo0yIeM 1 3aTSHYBIIErocs Kpu3ica «IJapuIibl HayK»?
OrtBet Tak v He ObUT HavieH. VIMeHHO 110 3TOVI IpUYN-
He KEHUTcOeprckmvi pyrocod MbITajIcs OTHICKATh TOT
cambIit Schlufistein (3aMKOBBIV, KpaeyTroJIbHBIVI KAMEHB)
HOBOTO 00OCHOBaHMS MeTapM3UKIAL

2 B craport MeTadusnKe HJOMUHUPOBaIN onHOBpeMeHHO (1) n
CHeKyJIATMBHOEe MblIUleHue, u sMrvpusM. CreneHb HpuUCyT-
CTBUSI TIOCJIE[JHErO I103BOJIsUIa TOBOPUTEH O JIECIIOTM3ME SMIIV-
pusMa B Hayke 1 MeTadusuke. OTHAKO «3TOT IECIIOTU3M SMIIN-
pv3Ma — He Hay4Hasl, a Hay4HO-TeopeTuyecKas mosuiys... Ta-
KVM 00pa3oM, ecyiv TpaHCIleHAeHTaIbHas hviocodrist Halrpas-
JleHa Ha yCTpaHeHwe 3TOro JIeCIIOTH3Ma, TO OHa KacaeTcs He ca-
MUX HayK, a SMIVPULMCTCKIX (empiristischen) Teopuit nayx»

(Rohs, 1976, S. 10).
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these were perpetual subjects of arguments which
did not confer an aura of authenticity either on
ontology or on metaphysics as a whole (Krouglov,
2008, p. 55).

In this situation it was Kant who was fated to
reform metaphysics, mired in avowed and undis-
guised empiricism,? and by that time fallen into
“old worm-eaten dogmatism” (KrV, A X; Kant, 1998,
p- 100), steer it down “the secure path of a science”
(KrV, B IX; Kant, 1998, p. 107) and reinvent it under
a previously unknown plan, generating a special
way of philosophical proof of the claims of meta-
physical provisions, i.e. transcendental deduction.
And because Kant was explicating not only the the-
oretical world of cognition but also the practical
world of freedom, deductions of experience and
freedom became the fundamental methods of prov-
ing the claims of metaphysics.

Thus the aim of this article is to demonstrate the
specificities and differences between the transcen-
dental deduction of concepts and the deduction of
the principles of pure practical reason in Kant’s met-
aphysics. I will not touch upon either empirical or
metaphysical deductions of concepts.

Initial Premises of Deduction

Kant’s philosophical evolution eventually
convinced him that metaphysics could not be based
on empiricism and its foundation should include a
priori premises and concepts. Meanwhile up until
then metaphysics basically merely sought to clarify
and systematise its own provisions and terms with-
out trying to get at the root of all the problems and
the long-drawn-out crisis of “the queen of all scienc-
es.” The answer was not found. This led Kant to try
to find the Schlufstein (the keystone) of a new foun-
dation of metaphysics.

2 The older metaphysics was dominated simultaneously(!)
by speculative thought and by empiricism. The degree of the
presence of the latter gave grounds for speaking about the des-
potism of empiricism in science and metaphysics. However,
“the despotism of empiricism is not a scientific but a scientif-
ic-theoretical position [...]. Thus, if transcendental philosophy
is aimed at eliminating this despotism, it has to do not with
sciences but with empiricist theories of science” (“Dieser Des-
potismus des Empirismus ist keine wissenschaftliche, sondern eine
wissenschaftstheoretische Position. [...] Wenn Transzendentalphilo-
sophie also diesem Despotismus abhelfen will, so hat sie es nicht mit
den Wissenschaften selbst, sondern mit den empiristischen Wissen-
schaftstheorien zu tun”) (Rohs, 1976, p. 10).



Xepman IIIMMTII TaK OIMCHIBAJI CJIOXVBIIYIOCS B
MeTadM3VIKe CUTYaIINIO U peaKIVIo Ha Hee dvtocoda:

KanT, xotopomy cynpbovt ObUIO IpeHaYepTaHO
ObITH BITIOOJIEHHBIM B MeTadM3MKy, cTpamgay OT HU3KO
yHaBIIIero ms3-3a 3K3aJIbTMPOBAHHOCTV U OeCKOHEUYHBIX
IITKOJTFHBIX PacIiperl aBTOpPUTeTa CBOEV BO3TIO0JIEHHOT,
uybe yHVDKEHVEe JAVCKPEeIUTHPOBaIO M ero JIMYHO, U pe-
IIWICS TIO3TOMY Ha pafVKaJbHOe jiedeHVe KPUTWUIN3-
MOM, KOTOpOe JIO/DKHO OBUIO ypPaBHSATb MYYMUTEIIbHBIE
IIOTePVI CITEKYJISTVBHOTO pasyMa IIpMObUISAMM ITpaKTide-
cxoro (Schmitz, 1989, S. 368 —369).

ITockorbKy cIIpoc Ha 3Ty CTapeuIIyio HayKy, Kak
nosarant KaeT, HUKOTma He MOXeT VCUYe3HYTb, IIO-
TOMY YTO WMHTepec OOIIero 4esioBe4ecKOoro pasyMa
CJIVIITIKOM TeCHO C HeVl CBSI3aH, IPeCTOsIIa IIOTHAs
pedopma wit HoBoe poxkaeHme MeTadpusuku (AA 04,
S.257; Kant, 19940, c. 8). BospoxxmeHne, Kak M3BeCTHO,
IIPOVICXOAMIIO Ha ITYTSAX OCYIIECTBIIEHUS «KOIIEPHMU-
KaHCKOTO TTOBOPOTa», UCIIOIB30BaHMS KPUTUITM3MA U
TPaHCLIEH/IEHTAJILHOTO Myeayin3Ma. Bce 3T MHHOBa-
LMY BKITIOYa/IN B ceOs B TOM 4YMCIle, KaK COCTABHYIO
9acTh, HOBBIV (KaHTOBCKMM) CIIOCOD JOKa3aTeTbCTBA
HpUTS3aHNT MeTadU3NKM — TPaHCIIEHIEeHTAIBHYIO0
Iy KIIVIO®.

Crporo ropopsi, OTHIOOb He Bce HOBOBBeeHMs Kan-
Ta OBUIV TIOJTHOCTBIO OPUTMHAIBHBIMIL. TpaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJIbHBIE apTyMeHTHI KaK POy, JeOyKIVM MOXKHO yXKe
oOHapyxuTb y Apucrorera 1 [Jekapra. Kpome Toro,

[cama] MBICIIB O TpaHCIIEHIEHTaIbHOCTY ITO3HaHNs ObUla
He HoBa. Takon ObUIa st O TOM, UTO BCSKOE ITO3HAHVEe
TIpefiMeTa OCYITeCTBIIsIeTCsl B HeKOTOpou obracT 6a3o-
BBIX (ersten) ITOHATWIT VI OIpeIEIIIeTCs MMM, a TaKKe O
TOM, YTO KaK pa3 3Ta IlepBOHavajIbHas ¥ allpuopHasi 00-
JIacTh COCTaBJIgeT TlepBoe M MCTUHHOe ITOHATYME 3HaHM.
TpanciieHgeHTaIbHAS MBIC/Ib 3HAKOMA Beevt dovtocodm
co BpemeH ID1arona m ApucroTesis... DHoxaJbHOe OO-
crvokenre KaHTta cocTouT ckopee B TOM, UTO 3Ta MBICIIb
OpUTa peanm3oBaHa B JIOTVIKe ro-HayuHoMYy (Krings, 1964,
S.28—-29).

® «KaHT He gai1 oblIero onperesieHNs TPaHCIEHIEHTaIbHO
nenykiyn. OnHaKo B OOIIMX YepTax MO, STUM TEPMIHOM MOX-
HO MOHMMATh JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO OOBEKTMBHON 3HAYMMOCTH IIO-
HSTUV I, COOTBETCTBEHHO, IIPVHIIVIIOB, OCHOBAHHBIX Ha aIlpy-
OPHBIX YCJIOBMSIX YMCTOTO pasyma. B Teopermueckont duito-
codpum HOHSATME “TpaHCIIeH/IeHTa/IbHAS IeAyKUys —SBIISETCS
neHTpanbHbIM» (Heidemann, 20156, S. 366 —367). [Tomumo Te-
opeTnueckon ¢puIocodum TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHAS JeMy KIS VIC-
rose3yeTcs Takxke B «KpuTnke rpaxTiaeckoro pasyma», «Kpu-
TUKe CIIOCOOHOCTM CYX[IeHMs» U B «YueHuUn o mpase» n3 «Me-
TadpM3UKM HPaBOB».
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Herman Schmitz thus described the condition of
metaphysics at the time and the philosopher’s reac-
tion to it:

Kant, who was preordained to fall in love with
metaphysics was hurt by the declined authority of
his mistress caused by the overheated and endless
scholastic squabbles, a humiliation that discredited
him personally, and therefore decided on drastic
treatment through criticism designed to offset the
painful losses of speculative reason by the benefits
of practical reason (Schmitz, 1989, pp. 368-369).2

Because, as Kant believed, demand for the oldest
science could never disappear since general human
reason was too closely linked with it, a complete
reform, or a rebirth of metaphysics was called for
(Prol, AA 04, p. 257; Kant, 1998, p. 399). The revival,
of course, took the shape of the “Copernican Turn”,
the use of criticism and transcendental idealism.
All these innovations included among other things
a new (Kantian) method of proving the claims of
metaphysics, transcendental deduction.*

Strictly speaking, not all of Kant’s innovations
were entirely new. One can find transcendental ar-
guments as a kind of deduction in Aristotle and
Descartes. Indeed,

[the very] idea of transcendental cognition was not
new. Witness the idea that all cognition of an object
takes place in the domain of fundamental (ersten)
concepts and is determined by them, and that it is
this initial a priori area constitutes the first and true
concept of knowledge. Transcendental thought
has been known to all philosophy since Plato and

3 “Kant, der Schicksal hatte, in die Metaphysik verliebt zu sein, litt
unter dem durch Verstiegenheit und endlose Schulstreitigkeiten tief
gesunkenen Ansehen dieser Geliebten, dessen Niedrigkeit auch ihn
personlich herabsetzte, und entschloss sich daher zur Radikalkur des
Kritizismus, die schmerzliche Verluste der spekulativen Vernunft
durch Gewinne der praktischen ausgleichen sollte.”

* “Kant has not provided a general definition of transcenden-
tal deduction. However, in general the term can be interpreted
as proof of the objective significance of concepts and, accord-
ingly, the principles based on a priori conditions of pure reason.
The concept of “transcendental deduction’ is central to theoret-
ical philosophy” (“Eine generelle Definition von transzendentaler
Deduktion hat Kant nicht gegeben. Allgemein ldsst sich unter diesem
Begriff aber ein Beweis der objektiven Giiltigkeit von Begriffen bzw.
Prinzipen aufgrund von apriorischen Erkenntnisbedingungen aus
reiner Vernunft verstehen. Zentral ist der Begriff ‘transzendentale
Deduktion” in der theoretischen Philosophie”) (Heidemann, 2015b,
pp. 366-367). In addition to theoretical philosophy transcen-
dental deduction is also used in the Critique of Pure Reason,
the Critique of Judgement and “The Teaching on Law” in the
Metaphysics of Morals.
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B niepByto ouepenp, Kant obocHoBasr BHyTpU Me-
TapV3MKM UYeTKOoe pasIideHye SMIVPUIecKOro 1
alIPVIOPHOTO TTO3HAHWV, aHATUTUYIECKMX U CHHTEeTHU-
YecKIX CY)XKIEHWV, a TakXe pasfielleHle «IIpeIMeTOB
BOOOIIIe» Ha sIBJIEHMs M Belly camu 110 cebe. Bece stm
©a30BbIe YCTAaHOBKYM ITPEICTABIIIIV CODOIO SIPO U «KO-
IIEPHMKAHCKOTO IIOBOPOTa», M KPUTHUIM3MA, M TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOTO myieai3Ma. «[lepemeHna B criocobe
memmuteHNs» (B XVI; Kant, 2006a, c. 17) copasenmmso
7 000CHOBAaHHO BBIIBMTaJIa Ha aBaHCIIeHy cyOBpeKTa 11
€ro II03HaBaTeJIbHBbIE CITOCOOHOCTY, KOHCTUTYUPYIO-
IIIVe IIpeaMeT ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, MVIP B II€JIOM.

Komp cxopo «mBa crBomma» (A 835 / B 863; Kawr,
20064, c. 1047) — uybcmbennocms Kak CIIOCOOHOCTB BOC-
HPUSATUS M paccyook KaK CMHTETHYecKas I KOHCTUTY-
TUBHAs IeATeIbHOCTh — OITHOBPEMEHHO Y4JacTBYIOT B
CO3JaHMM ¥ ITOHVMMAaHWM KapTUHBL MVIpa, TO Oyaer 1
JIOTMYHO, ¥ CIIPaBeIVBO HavdaTh M3y4YeHUe MAKK0e0
nymu nosHanuA viMeHHo ¢ Hux®. 1160 Topko oHM dop-
MUPYIOT Cyry0o uesIoBe4YecKmil, a OTHIONb He boxe-
CTBEHHBIN 06pa3 BCEVI OKPYXXaroIlen IeViCTBUTEIbHO-
ctr. COOTBETCTBEHHO, MBI MOXKEM FOBOPUTH MCKIIIOUVI-
TEJIBHO O ues06eueckoM MUpe, Heiobeteckom TIO3HAHWY,
yea0Beueckoll VICTUHE, ues08ereckux TIEHHOCTSIX, a BOBCE
HE O KaKMX-TO HEBEeIOMBIX M HEIIOCTVDKVIMBIX 006eK-
MUBHBIX CYIITHOCTSIX, KOTOPBIE SIKOOBI CYIIIECTBYIOT BHE
¥ He3aBUCVMO OT Halllero co3HaHms. KaHT coBepiren-
HO 00OCHOBaHHO IIPM3bIBAeT BCTaTh Ha TOUKY 3peHVI
4JesyIoBeKa, BMECTO TOTO YTOOBI BBICOKOMEPHO, HO Oe3y-
CIIEIITHO IBITaThCS 3aHSThL MecTo bora.

Pasmmraenne tumos cyxkaeHus, 1o Mpician Kaxra,
MOIJIO OOBSICHUTDE (PaKThI IIPUPAIIEHVS M Pa3sBUTHS
3HAHMS ¥ IT03BOJISUIO B KOHEYHOM MTOre OTBETUTEL Ha
dyHmaMeHTaIbHBIT BOIpoc «Kak BO3MOXHBI CUH-
TeTmdecKre cyxuaeHms a priori?» (B 19; Kant, 2006a,
c. 73). ITomumo storo, KauT He 6e3 ocHOBaHM T10JTa-
rajI, UTO «eTr0 KOHIIEMIIVS pasrpaHMYeHns] aHaINTH-
YeCKOro M CMHTETUYIECKOTO B TePMMHAX MEHTAIBHOTO
coflep>KaHMs ¥ YeJIOBEYeCKOV PaIlMOHaIbHOCTY TaK-
JKe [1acT aJieKBaTHble OOBsICHEeHMS /WM OIlpasa-
HuA (i) gyammsma copepykanms, (ii) HeoOxommmocTn
vcTnHS, (iii) MogapHOTO AyanmsMa, (iv) anpropHoro
Io3HaHMA U (V) IPUPOBL 1 cTaTyca JIormkm» (Hanna,
2015, p. 199). s cBoero BpeMeHM 3TO KaHTOBCKOE

* YV KanTa «I103HaBaTeIbHasI CTPYKTypa UeJI0BeYeCKOrO MBIIII-
JIeHMsl pacCMaTpUBaeTCs KaK MCTOYHWK OITpesie/leHHBIX yCIIo-
BUVI, KOTOPBIe TOJDKHBI BCTPETUTRCS C UeM-TO, UTO IIpeICTaBIIs-
€Tcsl TaKVMM MBIIIUIeHMeM B KauecTse o0beKTa. <...> CKkasaTh, 4To
00BEeKTHI “co00pa3yoTCs ¢ HaIllyM TI03HaHVeM”, BCETO JIVIIb 03~
HayaeT, YTO OHM COOTBETCTBYIOT TeM YCJIOBUSIM, TP KOTOPBIX
MBI TOJIBKO VI MOYKeM IIPE/ICTABISATh VX B KauecTBe OOBEKTOB»

(Allison, 1983, p. 29).

Aristotle [...]. Kant’s epoch-making achievement
consists rather in implementing this idea in logic in
a scientific way (Krings, 1964, pp. 28-29).>

First of all, Kant elucidated within metaphys-
ics a clear distinction between empirical and a priori
knowledge, analytical and synthetic judgements and
the separation of “objects in general” into phenom-
ena and things in themselves. All these basic princi-
ples formed the nucleus of the “Copernican Turn”,
criticism and transcendental idealism. “The change
in the ways of thinking” (KrV, B XVI; Kant, 1998,
p- 110) rightly and reasonably put at the centre the
subject and its cognitive abilities, constituting the
object and, accordingly, the world as a whole.

Inasmuch as the “two stems” (KrV, A 835 /
B 863; Kant, 1998, p. 693) - sensibility as an ability
to perceive and understanding as synthetic and con-
stitutive activity - are involved simultaneously in
the creation and understanding of the picture of the
world, it would be logical and fair to start the study
of the arduous path of cognition with them.® For they
alone form a strictly human and not divine image of
the surrounding reality. Accordingly, we can only
speak of a human world, human cognition, the hu-
man truth, human values and not of some mysterious
and unfathomable objective entities, allegedly exist-
ing outside and independently of our consciousness.
Kant rightly advocates assuming the standpoint of
man instead of trying arrogantly but unsuccessfully
to take the place of God.

Differentiation of types of judgement, Kant be-
lieved, could explain the facts of increase and devel-
opment of knowledge and ultimately provide and
answer to the fundamental question, “How are syn-
thetic judgments a priori possible?” (KrV, B 19; Kant,
1998, p. 146). Besides, Kant believed, not without
grounds, that “his theory of the analytic-synthetic
distinction in terms of mental content and human

5 “[...] nicht der Gedanke der Transzendentalitit des Wissens
war neu, das heifit der Gedanke, dafS alle Gegenstandserkenntnis
sich in einem bestimmten Umkreis von ersten Begriffen vollzieht
und durch ihn bestimmt ist, sowie dafs eben dieser urspriingliche
und apriorische Umkreis den ersten und wahren Begriff des Wis-
sens ausmacht. Der transzendentale Gedanke ist seit Platon und
Aristoteles aller Philosophie vertraut [...]. Die epochemachende
Leistung Kants besteht vielmehr darin, diesen Gedanken in einer
Logik wissenschaftlich realisiert zu haben.”

¢ With Kant, “The cognitive structure of the human mind is
viewed as the source of certain conditions which must be met
by anything that is to be represented as an object by such a
mind. [...] To say that objects ‘conform to our knowledge’ is
just to say that they conform to the conditions under which
we can alone represent them as object” (Allison, 1983, p. 29).
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pasiueHne 1Mesto, 6e3yCJIOBHO, 9BPUCTIYECKOe 3Ha-
ueHne, 0COOEHHO eCIIN y4YecTb, CKOJIBKO OOraToro ma-
Tepuasia 1 roJIOBOJIOMHBIX ITpo0IeM OHO IIpeI0CTaBu-
JI0 cOBpeMeHHOM (prIocodnn 11 HayKe (IIpeXkiie BCero
MaTeMaTHKe).

3HaMeHNUTas KAHTOBCKAS [IVXOTOMUS «SIBJICHVIS] —
BeIM caMm 10 ceOe» IIpeciienoBasia, Oe3 IIpeyBenu-
JeHMs, JIOOAIBHYIO UeJIOBEYeCKYIO IIeJIb, He TOJIBKO
B cdepe ITO3HAHMS, HO — YTO IOpasIo BakKHee — B
MIPaKTIYeCcKOVT 001acTV CBOOOMIEL.

Bo-1iepBBIX, IIpeaMeT ITO3HaHM, a 3HAUNT, B UTO-
re BCce 3HaHME CO3IAEeTCSI HAIIMMVI IO3HABATEIbHBIM
CIIOCOOHOCTSIMM U HMKaK MHave®. 371ech, IIOBTOPIOCH,
KanT 1mpmsbiBaer: a) orpaHMYNTE Oe3MepHBIE UeIIo-
BeuecKMe MPUTSI3aHMS Ha abcormorHoe 1 Oe3mokasa-
TeJIbHOE II03HaHMe 1 3HaHVe, 0) yuecTb TOT PaKT, 4To
Hallle 3HaHVeE MMeeT Cyry0o UesloBedecKiii XxapaKTep
(TTOCKOJIBKY CKOHCTPYMPOBaHO HaMV CAaMVIMI) U, CTaJIO
OBITH, HOCUT «OTIIeYaTKV» MHCTPYMEHTOB ITO3HAH 1
OTpaHMYeHo X «pamMKamm». CkasaTh, KaKuM 00pazom
¥ B KAKOM 00JIMKe BellM CYIIeCTBYIOT BHe HAIIIero CO-
3HAHWA U TIO3HAHWS, MBI, CTPOTO TOBOPSI, HE MOXKEM.

Takyro rHOceonormnueckyto nosuuyio ITosr Tanep
Ha3BaJI SIMCTEMOJIOTTYECKOVI CKPOMHOCTBIO:

Ora dpopMa MMCTEMOIOIMIECKOT CKPOMHOCTM BCeT-
Ia TpeOyeT, uTOOBI Teopws VIV KOHIIENTyaTbHas CTPYK-
Typa, TIOABeprHyTasl CKEeNTWIeCKOMY COMHEHMUIO, ObUTa
He 0oJiee OYEBUIHO L0)KHOU, Ye€M OYEBWTHO UCIUHHOL.
A KaHT 11071 Ha3BaHMeM TPaHCIeHIEeHTaJIbHOTO VIeaIv3-
Ma HaMepeBaJICs [T0Ka3aTh, YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOE 1 Bpe-
MeHHOe ITpeJICTaB/IeHNe O Belllax, KaK OHM JIeVICTBUTE b
HO CYIIeCTBYIOT caMM TTo cebe, He3aBWCHMO OT HaIllero
BOCIIpUSITYSL, OBUIO ObI 0uebuono AoxHbiMm. TpaHCcIeHIeH-
TaJIbHBIV MJIeajIN3M — 3TO He CKeITUYeCKoe HAIIOMIMHa-
HVe O TOM, UTO MBI He MOKeM Obiib YBepeHHbiMi B TOM, UTO
BeIIIN, KaK OHM CyIIIeCTBYIOT CaMu 110 cebe, cymib maxue e,
KaKVMV MBI VX IIPeCTaB/IsieM. DTO — JKeCTKOe IorMaTi-
yeckoe TpeboBaHMe, UTO MBI MOXeM 0blinb noaHocmvio Ybe-
peHbl B TOM, UTO BeIIV, KaKOBBI OHI CaMM II0 cebe, He Mo-
2ym bbimp TaKMMY, KaKVMV MBI UX TIpeficTasiisgeM (Guyer,
1987, p. 333).

Yro X, 3TO BIIOJIHE CIIPABeIMBO: MBI — JIIOIM, a
He 0o,

Oprako Takas ITO3MIVE He [JOJDKHA Hac ITyTaTh HU
PeIATUBII3MOM, HVI COIMIICU3MOM, 100, C OJTHO CTO-

° «Bce cosepLaHms CyTh I HaC HUYTO ¥ HUCKOJIBKO He Ka-
CaroTCsS HaC, eCJIV OHM He MOTYT OBbITb BOCIIPMHSITBI B CO3Ha-
HWM, BCe PABHO, BJIVSIOT JII OHV Ha HETo IIPSIMO WUIN KOCBEH-
HO; MHBIM ITyTeM II03HaHVe HeBO3MOXHO» (A 116; Kant, 20060,
c. 167). Tlocnem st yacTh IIPeIJIOKEHVsI B OPUTHAJIE 3BYYINUT
ropaszo cwibHee: «...und nur durch dieses allein ist Erkenntnis
moglich» — «1 TOJIBKO Yepe3 OIHO 9TO BO3MOXKHO II03HAHME».
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rationality would also yield adequate explanations
and/or vindications of (i) content dualism, (ii) nec-
essary truth, (iii) modal dualism, (iv) a priori knowl-
edge, and (v) the nature and status of logic” (Hanna,
2015, P. 199). For its time the Kantian distinction
undoubtedly had heuristic value, especially if one
considers the wealth of material and mind-bending
problems it presented to contemporary philosophy
and science (above all mathematics).

Kant’s famous “phenomenon - things in them-
selves” dichotomy pursued, without exaggeration, a
global human goal not only in the cognitive sphere,
but - far more importantly - in the practical domain
of freedom.

Firstly, the objects of cognition and ultimate-
ly all knowledge are created by our cognitive abili-
ty and in no other way.” Here, to repeat, Kant calls
for a) setting a limit to arrogant human claims to ab-
solute and unproved cognition and knowledge, b)
recognising the fact that our knowledge is strictly
human (having been constructed by humans) and
hence bears “imprints” of the cognitive instruments
and is limited by their “framework”. Strictly speak-
ing, we cannot say how and in what shape things
exist outside our consciousness and cognition.

Paul Guyer called this epistemological position
“epistemological modesty”:

That form of epistemological modesty always
requires that a theory or conceptual framework
subjected to skeptical doubt be nomore demonstrably
false than demonstrably true, but what Kant sets out
to demonstrate under the name of transcendental
idealism is that a spatial and temporal view of things
as they really are in themselves, independent of our
perception of them, would be demonstrably false.
Transcendental idealism is not a skeptical reminder
that we cannot be sure that things as they are in
themselves are also as we represent them to be; it
is a harshly dogmatic insistence that we can be quite
sure that things as they are in themselves cannot be as
we represent them to be (Guyer, 1987, p. 333).

Well, fair enough: we are humans, not gods.

However, this position need not scare us either
with its relativism or with solipsism because, on the
one hand, humanity has long adapted itself to liv-

7 “All intuitions are nothing for us and do not in the least con-
cern us if they cannot be taken up into consciousness, whether
they influence it directly or indirectly, and through this alone is
cognition possible” (KrV, A 116; Kant, 1998, p. 237).
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POHBI, YeJIOBEYECTBO [IaBHBIM-IaBHO IIPVICIIOCOOMIIOCH
KUTB B Ues06eueckom MIpe VI C HeA08eteckoil YICTVIHOTA,
a C Ipyrov — II0 CBOEMY IIPOVCXOXIIEHWIO «KaHTOB-
cKoe Sl sIBJIsieTCsS caMOCO3HAIOIIMIM TOJIBKO 4epe3 COo-
3HaHIe HOOMATIIeCKOTO KOppessama B MVIpe SBJICHUV,
yepe3 cOOCTBEHHOE HOATMYECKOe CTPYKTYpUpOBaHIe
ombITa. <...> KaHTOBCcKOe co3HaHMe He SBJISETCS ca-
MOCO3HaHVeM B IIepByIo odepenb. OHO eCcTh CO3HaHIe
caMoro ce0s TOJIBKO Yepe3 oco3HaHMe mupa» (Aquila,
1989, p. XII). DTa McTMHA, BIpOoYeM, JaBHO M3BECTHA
VI TPUBMaJIbHA: He CYIIeCTByeT o0beKkTa Oe3 cyObekTa
v HaoOopoT®. Kpome Toro, conmiicmsm — 3To BeAp He
peanpHast dprytocodcKast MO3UINSA KaKOro-I00 MBIC-
JIATEIIS, a BCEro JIMIIb JOBeIeHHas [0 JIOIMYEeCKOTo
KOHIIA M B 9TOM CMBIC/Ie «KpavHsIs» cyry0o Teoperu-
4JecKas M MeTofamdeckas yCTaHOBKa, IpVIMeHseMasl B
XOJle MBICJIEHHOTO 3KCIIEpVIMEHTa, KOTOPBIV, B CBOIO
oueperib, OCYIIECTBIISETCS VCK/IIOUUTEIBHO B TPaHC-
LIEH/IEHTA/IbHOV, a HEe «eCTECTBEHHOV» IepPCIIEKTIBE
CO3HAHVIS.

Bo-BTOPBIX, IIOMMMO MUpa SIBJIEHUII CYLIeCTBYeT
MUP TpaHCLeHAeHTaIbHO cBobomsl. Ecimt B mmepBoM
MMpe 4YeJIOBEK OrpaHMYeH [IOBOJIbHO JKECTKMMI I'pa-
HUIIAMV PeIeNTUBHOCTU (= CIIOCOOHOCTM BOCIIPUS-
TUS), XOTSI U «00JIarOpOXKeHHOV» BOOOpa’keHMeM, 1
IapamMeTpaMMm (= CTPYKTYpOTI) paccy/ika, TO BO BTOPOM
OH KaK pa3 CTPeMWTCS BBIITY 3a ITpefIesibl, HaBs3aHHbIE
cOOCTBEHHOVI IIPUPOAOVL. 3eck cyOBeKT (TouHee, JTid-
HOCTb) CTPeMUTCS K 0e3yc106HoMY, TO eCcThb XeJlaeT I10-
CTPOUTBL COOCTBEHHBIV, a He TP pPOAHEIV Myp. OIHaKO
Ha OCHOBe 01b/11a (= CVHTe3a YyBCTBEHHOCTY M KaTero-
pu1 paccyzika) 0eslyc106Hoe MBICTIVITH HEBO3MOXKHO.

besyciioBHOe HaxOmUTCS B BelllaX caMMX IO cebe,
KOTOpPBIE MBI B OIIbITe N03HABamb He MoeM. Torma y
Hac OCTaeTcsT BO3MOXKHOCTD MX Mbicautns. CTaso ObITh,
HeoOXOIVIMO TIEPEXOANTh B MUP CBOOOJIBI, IIpaBIb-
Hee CKa3aTb — BBICTpauBarh ero. Pasym mospkeH npen-
HNPVHSTD YCWINS, YTOOBI BBIVITU «3a IIpemesIbl BCSIKO-
IO BO3MOXXHOTO OITBITa IIOCPEICTBOM HAIINX, HO yXKe
JIVIIh PaKTUYeCKV BO3MOXKHBIX ITO3HAHWUW a4 priori»
(A 21; KagT, 20064, c. 23). 3a mpeneamMy BO3MOXKHOTO

¢ B 1797 r. KanuT 3anmceBaet: «ITocpesicTBOM OJIHVX JIMIIb Ka-
TETrOPWIi, TIOCKOJIBKY [OHM] coflepKaT TOJIBKO MbIIIIEHVIE, MbI He
II03HaeM HUKAKOro mpeaMera (Marepuio). <...> TolbKo B CBS3M
C peasIbHbBIM (OLIyII[aeMbIM) IIPOCTPAHCTBOM 11 BpEMEHEM CO3€ep-
IIaHVe /TIaeT HaM II03HaHMsI, KOTOpble B KOHIIe KOHIIOB (IaXe um-
CTas MaTeMaTMKa) MOTYT JI0Ka3aTh PeaIbHOCTb CBOVIX IIOHSTII
TOJIBKO Yepe3 VX COOTBETCTBYIE C BO3MOXXHOCTBIO OIIBITA, IIpIUeM
co3eplLiaHMsl MOTYT IIOCTaBJISATh ANPUOPHble TIO3HAHMS TOJIBKO
TOT/Ia, KOTJIa OHU JIOJDKHBI IIPMHMMATBHCS He KaK Bl CaMy 110
cebe, a JIMIIIb KaK SIBJIEHNS, T.€. B KauecTBe CyObeKTUBHOM Pop-
MBI 4yBCTBEHHOCTM, TaK KaK VX YCTPOVICTBO MOXKHO II03HATh OT-
IIeJIbHO, OO'BEKTHI JKe MOT'y T OBITh KaKiie yTOJTHO, CJIeI0OBaTeIIbHO,
OHM J1aHEI a priori» (AA 18, S. 688; Kanr, 2000, c. 317, Ne6360).
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ing in a human world and with the human truth and,
on the other hand, in view of its origin: “The Kan-
tian Self is originally self-conscious only through
consciousness of the noematic correlate, in the world
of appearances, of its own noetic structuring of ex-
perience. [...] Kantian consciousness is not in the
first instance self-consciousness. It is consciousness
of self only through its consciousness of the world”
(Aquila, 1989, p. XII). This truth, however, has long
been known and is trivial: there is no object without
a subject and vice versa.® Besides, solipsism is not a
real philosophical position of a thinker but merely a
strictly theoretical and methodological position car-
ried to its logical end and in that sense an “extreme”
position, used during the course of a thought experi-
ment which, in turn, is carried out exclusively in the
transcendental and not “natural” perspective of con-
sciousness.

Secondly, in addition to the world of phenom-
ena, there exists the world of transcendental free-
dom. While in the former world man is constrained
within fairly harsh boundaries of receptivity (= the
capacity to perceive), albeit “ennobled” by imag-
ination and the parameters (= structure) of reason,
in the latter case the subject (or reason?) seeks to go
beyond the limits imposed by its own nature. Here
the subject (more precisely, the personality) seeks
the unconditional, i.e. wishes to build its own and not
the natural world. However, on the basis of experi-
ence (= synthesis of sensibility and the categories of
reason) it is impossible to think of the unconditional.

The unconditional resides in things in them-
selves which we cannot cognise in experience. Thus
it remains to think them. So it is necessary to move
into the world of freedom or, more correctly, to
build it. Reason must exert an effort to go “[...] be-
yond the boundaries of all possible experience, in
accordance with the wishes of metaphysics, cogni-
tions a priori that are possible, but only from a prac-
tical standpoint” (KrV, A 21; Kant, 1998, p. 112).

8 Kant wrote in 1797: “Through categories alone, since they
contain merely thought, we do not cognize any object (mat-
ter). [...] The intuition of space and time connected to the real
(that which is sensed) alone gives us cognitions that in the end
(even pure mathematics) can prove the reality of their con-
cepts merely through their correspondence with the possibil-
ity of experience, in which case, however, the intuitions can
provide a priori cognitions only if they are not assumed to be
things in themselves, but only appearances, i.e., the subjective
form of our sensibility, because one can only know the consti-
tution of these a priori for themselves alone, let the objects be
what they might, hence only these are given a priori” (Refl 6360,
AA 18, p. 688; Kant, 2005, p. 395).



OIIbITa YeJI0BeYeCTBOM KOHCTPYUPYeTCs IIOMVUMO TOTO
ITPaKTUYeCKUII MUP COLMAILHOIO IeVICTBUA, MOpaIn,
pesirum, S3blka, OUMIIEHHOVI OT SMIIMPW3Ma W J10T-
MaTusMa MeTadU3MKM, UCKYCCTBa, OHUM CJIOBOM —
KyJIbTYPbl, HOHUMaeMoV Kak Bildung.

DTOT mpakTU4ecKuil Mup, KoTtopei1 KaHT Hasbl-
BaeT TaKXe MHTeUIMIMOeIbHBIM, VI MOPaJIbHBIM,
mpeficTaBiIsieT co0OI0 yMoIlocTuraemMyio BcesrenHyto
pasyMa, ITpaKTUYecKyIo udero (a BOBCe He NoHAme pac-
cynka). Cama wpesi MHTeUIMIMOEIPHOTO MWUpa ecTh
BCEro JINIIb

mouka 3penus, KOTOPYIO pasyM UyBCTBYET CeOsl BBIHYX-
JIeHHBIM [IPVUHSITD BHE SIBJICHWI 045 11020, 41100bl MbICAUTIb
camoeo cebs npakmuueckum... DTa MbICIIb IIPUBOJINAT, KO-
HEYHO, K VJiee PYyroro Mmopsijika M 3aKOHOIATe/IbCTBA, He-
JKeJIV Te, KaKye IIPVCYIIN MeXaHVU3My IPUPOAbL, OTHOCS-
IIeMycsl K UYyBCTBEHHOMY MUPY, U fejlaeT HeoOXOTMMBIM
TIOHSATVIE VHTEJUINTMOETFHOT0 MUpa (T.e. IIeJI0oTO pasyM-
HBIX CYITIeCTB KaK Belrert cammx To cebe) (AA 04, S. 458;
Kasr, 19976, c. 259).

B Tperrent anTMHOMMM Te3uc miacuT: «Kayszaib-
HOCTh II0 3aKOHaM IPUPOIB — He eINHCTBeHHas
Kay3aJIbHOCTB, 113 KOTOPOVI MOXKHO BBIBECTVI BCIO COBO-
KYITHOCTb SIBJIEHWI B Mype. [1j151 00BbsiCHeHS SIBJIEHIT
HeoOXOVIMO ellle JOITyCTUTh Kay3aJIbHOCTb [OCyIIecT-
BIISIEMYIO] Yepes cBoOoy» (A 444 / B 472; Kant, 2006a,
c. 595). KanT nmeMoHCTpUpYyeT, UTO Kay3a1bHOCHb NpU-
po0sl BOBCe He IIPOTMBOPEYUUT Kay3aibHocmu cB0o600bL,
ITOCKOJIbKY 00e OHM AEVICTBYIOT 11 OIIPeesIsioT I10JI0-
JKeHwe J1eJI B pa3HbIX MUpPaxX — TeOPeTHdecKoM (IIpu-
POIHOM) ¥ IpaKTideckoM (MopaibHOM). [Tpur aToMm,
HaxoJIsCh B MHTEIUINTMOeIbHOM MUPE, ITPaKTIYeCKni
pasyM He IIpecTyIlaeT CBOV TPaHMIIBI, IIOCKOJIbKY He
nipuberaeT K cosepyanuam m oujyujenusm. Crasao OBIT,
TIeVICTBY S B yMOIIOCTTaeMOM MIpE, pa3yM IpVIMEHsIeT
He KOHCTUmymubHoie CIIOCOOHOCTM I M@XaHU3MBI TeO-
peTrYecKol palyoHaJIBHOCTI (paccyliKa), a peeyta-
mubHsle ViieV VI TIPUHIIUITE MHTeIUITMTMOeTbHO-TIpaK-
TUYECKOV pariOHaJIbHOCTL.

Taxym oOpa3zoM, MBI BUAVIM, UTO BecbMa IUIOfOT-
BOpHasl KaHTOBCKAas OVIXOTOMMUS «SIBJIEHWS — BeIln
camu 110 ceOe» MO3BOJIWIIA Hamboslee TIOJIHO OMCaTh
Bce cpephl M IIPUHIIMITBI YeJI0BeUeCKOTO CYIecTBOBa-
Hy 1 gevicTBys. C OfTHOVI CTOPOHEI, MBI XKVBEM B Mype
onbiTa M Heobxommmoctn. C Apyrom — BBUJLY TOrO,
YTO HEeOOXOAVIMO AOIYCTUTh HNPVHIMIINAIBHO MHYIO
Kay3aJIbHOCTh, KOTOpasl IIpefIioiaraeT abCcOIIOTHYIO
CIIOHTaHHOCTPH IPUYNH, a 3HAYNT, ¥ BO3MOXXHOCTE Ca-
MOCTOSITeJIbHO Ha4MHATh TOT VIV IHOVI Psiff SIBJIEHW,
MBI T€M CaMbIM IIPVIXOIVIM He TOJIBKO K peaIbHOVL Hpak-
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Beyond possible experience humanity also con-
structs the practical world of social action, morality,
religion, language cleansed of empiricism and the
dogmatism of metaphysics, art, in short, culture un-
derstood as Bildung.

This practical world, also referred to by Kant as
the intelligible or moral world, represents the Uni-
verse of Reason, the practical idea (and not the con-
cept of understanding). The idea of intelligible world
is merely

a standpoint that reason sees itself constrained to
take outside appearances in order to think of itself as
practical [...]. This thought admittedly brings with
it the idea of another order and another lawgiving
than that of the mechanism of nature, which has to
do with the sensible world; and it makes necessary
the concept of an intelligible world (i.e., the whole
of rational beings as things in themselves) (GMS,
AA 04, p. 458; Kant, 2011, p. 145).

In the Third Antinomy the thesis goes as fol-
lows: “Causality in accordance with laws of nature
is not the only one from which all the appearances
of the world can be derived. It is also necessary to
assume another causality through freedom in order
to explain them” (KrV, A 444 / B 472; Kant, 1998,
p. 484). Kant demonstrates that the causality of na-
ture in no way contradicts the causality of freedom
because both operate and determine the state of af-
fairs in different worlds - the theoretical (natural)
and the practical (moral). Being in the intelligible
world practical reason does not overstep its bound-
aries because it does not resort to contemplation and
sensation. So, acting in the intelligible world, reason
makes use not only of the constitutive abilities and
mechanisms of theoretical rationality (understand-
ing) but also of the requlative ideas and principles of
intelligible-practical rationality.

Thus we see that the eminently fruitful Kantian
dichotomy of “phenomenon versus things in them-
selves” made it possible to describe most fully all
the spheres and principles of human existence and
action. On the one hand, we live in a world of ex-
perience and necessity. On the other hand, because
it is necessary to assume a fundamentally different
causality implying an absolute spontaneity of caus-
es and hence the possibility of independently in-
itiating a string of phenomena we thus arrive not
only at real practical freedom, but an understanding
of transcendental freedom. Thus it is only the exist-
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muueckorl cBoOOJIe, HO ¥ K IIOHVMAHWIO MpaAHCleHOeH-
maavHol cBoOombl. Takmm oOpas3oM, JIMIITE CyIIecTBo-
BaHWe BeIly caMov T10 cebe ITTO3BOJIsieT 00OCHOBATD 11
COXPaHWTH («CIIaCTV») AJI YeloBedecTBa CBOOOY Kak
TaKOBYIO.

OnHako 371ech MBI TOJIBKO IIPUCTYIIaeM K CaMOMY
[JIaBHOMY: IS PAcKphITVS OBYX (PyHIAMEHTaIbHBIX
«TaViH» MeTaPU3VKM — «TalHbD» OIIbITa (= IPVPOIbI)
VI «TaVIHBI» CBOOOEI (= MOpaILHOTO MVIpa) HeoOxomm-
MBI, COOTBETCTBEHHO, /1Ba 00OCHOBaHMA — AeIyKIIVs
OIIBITa W JIeAYKIINs CBOOOABL. DTM IOy phl Heob-
XOTIVIMO B3aVIMOCBSI3aHBI.

Kant yrBepxmaet:

Ho ecymm xpuTiika He 3a071y>Kmasiack, Haydast HacC pac-
cMaTpuBaTh OOBEKT B 0604KOM 3HAUEHUU, @ IMEHHO KakK SB-
JIeHMe VWIM KaK Belllb caMy IO cee; ecimt JaHHAS KPUTH-
KOV IeYKIIVsI PacCyTOYHbBIX TOHITUI BEpHA ¥, CJIeI0Ba-
TeJTLHO, 3aKOH Kay3aJTbHOCTY OTHOCUTCSI TOJIBKO K BeIllaM
B IIepBOM 3HAYeHWV, T. €. IIOCKOJIBKY OHM CyTb IIPeIMeThI
OTIbITa, MEX/Ty TeM Kak BeIllyi BO BTOPOM 3HaueHMN He TTOfT-
4UMHEeHBI 3aKOHY IIPMYMHHOCTY, — [ec/ 9To Tak]| To, He
60sICE BITACTh B TPOTMBOPEYNe, OFHY 1 Ty JKe BOJIIO, B3SITYTO
B sBJIeHVY (B HaOJIIO[JaeMBIX ITOCTYTIKaX), C OFHOV CTOPO-
HBI, MOXKHO MBICTTUTH KaK HEOOXOMIMO coo0pasyIomTytocst
C 3aKOHOM IIPUPOIBI U IIOCTOJIBKY He cB0000HY0, C IPYron
JKe CTOPOHBI, KaK ITpVHAaIJIeXXaryIo BeIy caMori 1o cebe,
CTas10 OBITE, He TIOMYMHEeHHYTO 3aKOHY ITPVPOJIBI VI TIOTOMY
Kak c60600nyro (B XXVII—XXVIII; Kaut, 2006a, c. 29 —31).

B sToit mpocTpanHOl, HO KpaliHe BaXKHOVI LIUTaTe
crlefmyeT oOpaTUThH IIpUCTalbHOEe BHVMAaHVE Ha TPU
Ba KHEVIIIVIX AJIsl JAaHHOVI TeMBI ITOJI0OKeH s a) AeTyK-
LIVIeVl OIbITa KOCBEHHO 0OOCHOBBIBAETCS CyIIIeCTBOBa-
HIe Bellu caMor 110 cebe, 0) memyKius cBOOOIBI OT-
YacTy 3aBVICUT OT yCIlexa TeOPeTIecKon AeTyKIIn,
B) CyIlleCTBOBaHVE BeIllyl caMOM II0 ceOe rapaHTMpPY-
eT JeJIoBeuecKyIo cBoOOIy, a cTajlo OBITh, ¥ MOpasIb.
MBp1, ecTecTBeHHO, IOMHVM, YTO IJIaBHas IIeJIb BCell
TpaHCIIeHOeHTaIbHO PWwIocodun — CHacTu UIaeko
CcBOOOJIBL.

CyLIHOCTB JeAyKIIMM ONBITAa ¥ ee He0OX0IMMOCTh

PaccMoTpyM mocriefoBaTesIbHO [IeAyKIINIO OIIBITa
Y OeAyKIIMIO cBOOOIBI — TaK, KaK OHM V3JIOXKEHBI B
«Kputnke uncroro pasyma» n «Kpurnke npakrnde-
CKOTO pasyMa».

Baxxso oTmerwTh: IpeXie dYeM IHPUCTYOUTh K
TpaHCIEH/IeHTAJIbHON aHAJIUTUKE U IOeAyKIUM Y-
CTBIX IIOHSATHUI paccyaka, KaHT pa3bsicHseT CyIIHOCTb
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOV JIOTMKM ¥ 3afaeTcs BeYHBIM
dpwtocodpckmm BorrpocoM: 4To ecTh mctmHa? Obrmas
JIOTVKA MOXXeT JaTh TOJIBKO (POPMATIBHBIV KPUTEPUNL
vctuHbl. OfHaKo ero sBHO HepmocratouHo. Comepika-
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ence of the thing in itself that enables humanity to
ground and preserve (“save”) freedom as such for
humanity.

However, this only brings us to the key point:
to solve the two fundamental “mysteries” of meta-
physics, the “mystery” of experience (= nature) and
“the mystery” of freedom (= the moral world) two
groundings are needed respectively, deduction of
experience and deduction of freedom. These proce-
dures are of necessity interconnected.

Kant maintains:

But if the critique has not erred in teaching that
the objects should be taken in a twofold meaning,
namely as appearance or as thing in itself; if its
deduction of the pure concepts of the understanding
is correct, and hence the principle of causality applies
only to things taken in the first sense, namely insofar
as they are objects of experience, while things in the
second meaning are not subject to it; then just the
same will is thought of in the appearance (in visible
actions) as necessarily subject to the law of nature
and to this extent not free, while yet on the other
hand it is thought of as belonging to a thing in itself
as not subject to that law, and hence free, without
any contradiction hereby occurring (KrV, B XXVII-
XXVIIL Kant, 1998, p. 116).

In this long but extremely important passage
close attention needs to be paid to the three provi-
sions that are the key to this topic: a) deduction of
experience indirectly proves the existence of the
thing in itself, b) deduction of freedom partly de-
pends on successful theoretical deduction, c) the
existence of a thing in itself guarantees human free-
dom and therefore morality. Naturally, we keep in
mind that the main aim of all transcendental philos-
ophy is to save the idea of freedom.

The Essence of Deduction of Experience
and its Necessity

Let us sequentially consider deduction of expe-
rience and deduction of freedom as set forth in the
Critique of Pure Reason and the Critique of Practical
Reason.

It is important to note that before embarking
on the transcendental analysis and deduction of
pure concepts of reason Kant explains the essence
of transcendental logic and asks the eternal philo-
sophical question: what is truth? General logic can



TeJIbHBIN (MaTepUaIbHBIN) KPUTEPUM AOJDKHA IIpef-
CTaBUTh TpaHCIeH/IeHTalIbHasd JIOTMKa B dpopMe IIpe-
JKITe BCETO: ) aHAINTUKY, VIJIVI JIOTVIKV MCTVHEI (= 000-
CHOBaHWVe 3HaHM), KOTOpas SBJIAeTCS KaHOHOM OIleH-
KI SMIIMPUYECKOro IIpYMeHeHNs paccyKa, 1, KpoMe
TOoro, ©) AMaJeKTNKM (= KpWUIWKa II03HaBaTeIbHO
BUAVIMOCTH), TIpefocTeperatoieit ot ommbook. Craio
OBITH, IeNyKIWs KaTerOpuil MMeeT IIpsiMOe OTHOIIe-
HIIe K CJIOKHEVIIIEMY BOIIpOCy 00 MCTHHe.

Camoe kpatkoe Gasosoe ompenesieHe KaHT raer
B Hadasle 3HaMeHUTOro § 13 «TpaHcleHIeHTaIbHON
QHAJIUTUKI TIOHSATUID»: «...00BSICHEHIEe TOro, KaKuM
00pa3oM IIOHATVISI MOTYT 4 priori OTHOCUTCS K IIpeaMe-
TaM, s Ha3bIBaIO MIPAHCUEHOEHMAALHOLL 0e0ykliell TIOHS-
Tum» (A 85 / B 117; Kant, 2006a, c. 187). Hemykiiys
HeoOXoAVIMa VIS pelleHysi IJIaBHOTO 3aTPYAHEeHNs, C
KOTOPBIM MEI He VIMeeM JiejIa B 00JIacTVi 9yBCTBEeHHO-
CTM: «...KaKVM 00pa3oM IIoJIydaeTcss, 9To cydsekmubHbie
yca0Bus MuiuiieHUs VIMEIOT 006eKmubHy0 3HA4UMOCTIY,
T. €. CTAHOBSATCH yCJIOBUSMM BO3MOXXHOCTM BCSKOTO I1O-
3HaHMS IpenMeTos» (A 89—90 / B 122; KanT, 2006a,
c.191). Bomedpranr Kapsn gerammsupyet: «PazbsicHeHMe
OOBEKTMBHOW 3HAUYMMOCTU CYOBeKTVBHBIX YCIIOBUM
MBIIUIEHNS — 3TO OOOCHOBaHME TOTO, YTO IIOHSATHUSA
MeTapU3UKM SIBJISAIOTCS YCIIOBUSMM SMIIVIPUYECKOro
Mo3HaHus. <...> [Ipyrumu cJioBaMit: Mbl HallUIV KJTIOY
K “TaviHe” MeTapM3MKM MIMEHHO B TOM, YTO pasbsC-
HsIeM OTHOIIEHWUs IOHATUI paccyliKa K IIpeMeTaM»
(Carl, 1989, S. 49).

ITpexae yem nepenTy HEIOCPEICTBEHHO K JIe/TyK-
IV YVCTBIX TIOHSATUI paccyfKa, IT03BOIIO0 ceOe 3amMe-
TUTB, UTO B IlepBont «Kputuke» Bcs TeopeTmdecKas
Ty KIIVs B CBOEVI I1eJIOKYITHOCTY 00JIa/iaeT CJIOXKHOW,
IO3TalHOVI M Pa3BeTBJIEHHOV CTPyKTypomn. Kpome
TOTro, ompefesleHHOe HeJJoOyMeHVe BbI3bIBaeT caM Tep-
MVH «IeIyKIVs». B KakoM CMBICIIe YIIOTpeOsIsieTcs 3To
nousATe? BeposiTHO, He B TOM, B KAKOM MBI IIPUBBIKIIN
€ro NoHMMaTh — B KaudecTBe ITpollecca JIOTMYeCcKOro
Iepexopa OT OOIIero K 4acTHOMY W eOVHWYHOMY, a
TaKXe JIOTMYeCcKOro BBIBOZIa, TO eCTh Ilepexofia OT IOo-
CBUIOK K 3aKJIIOU€HUIO W CTIIICTBUAM, .

Cam KanT, pasbdacHas TepMMH, CCbUlaeTcs Ha
IOPUANYECKYIO IIPaKTUKY ¥ TOBOPUT, UTO AelyKIyen
B 3TOV Cpelle HasbIBaeTcs 00ka3amesscmbo npaba v
cnpabedaubocmu npumssanutl. Takoe ciosoymoTpe0ite-
HIe, BUANMO, OBUTO XapaKTepHO It HepmITocopCKIIX

7 Vlenc Tummepman miperyrnpexiaet: «demykiym Kanta he
cIleflyeT Iy TaTh CO CTaHAAPTHBIMI HUCXOISAIIVIMM ey KIVISIMY,
IV TIpeobpazoBaHMsMN, B dopMartbHOV jtormke. OHM CITyXaT
MOITBEePXKIEeHVeM TOI'0, YTO MbI MIMeeM IIPaBo MCII0/Ib30BaTh I10-
HATVIE, KOTOPOE MOXeT OBbITh MCIIOJIb30BAHO TOJIBKO B CHIHTETH-
YecKoM CyXXJIeHuw a priori. [Ijist Tovi 11eim HaM Hy>KHO ITpociTe-
IIATB IIPOVICXOXKIEHVIE IIOHSATVIA VI IIPOBEPUTD, SBJISETCH JIN yCTa-
HOBJIEHHas CBsI3b 3aKOHHOV» (Timmerman, 2007, p. XXII-XXIII).

V.E. Semyonov

only provide a formal criterion of truth. However,
that is obviously not enough. The content (material)
criterion must be provided by transcendental log-
ic above all in the form of: a) analytics, or logic of
truth (= grounding of knowledge) which is a canon
of assessing the empirical use of understanding and,
in addition, b) dialectics (= critique of cognisable
appearance) which warns against errors. Thus, the
deduction of categories has a direct bearing on the
overarching question of truth.

Kant provides the shortest basic definition at the
beginning of the famous § 13 of the “Transcendental
Analytic of Concepts”: “I therefore call the explana-
tion of the way in which concepts can relate to ob-
jects a priori their transcendental deduction” (KrV, A 85
/ B 117; Kant, 1998, p. 220). Deduction is needed to
resolve the main difficulty that does not confront us
in the sensible sphere: “... how subjective conditions of
thinking should have objective validity, i.e., yield con-
ditions of the possibility of all cognition of objects”
(KrV, A 89-90 / B 122; Kant, 1998, p. 222). Wolfgang
Carl elaborates: “The elucidation of the objective va-
lidity of subjective conditions of thought proves that
the concepts of metaphysics are conditions of empir-
ical cognition. [...] In other words, we have found
the key to the ‘mystery” of metaphysics by explain-
ing how the concepts of understanding relate to ob-
jects” (Carl, 1989, p. 49).°

Before passing on directly to the deduction of
pure concepts of understanding I would like to note
that in the first Critique all theoretical deduction in
its entirety has a complicated, step-by-step and ram-
ified structure. Besides, the very term “deduction”
is somewhat puzzling. In what sense is the term
used? Probably not in the sense we are used to, as a
process of logical transition from the general to the
particular and the unique as well as the logical con-
clusion, i.e. the transition from premises to the con-
clusion and consequences.™

® “Die Erklirung der objektiven Giiltigkeit subjektiver Bedingun-
gen des Denkens ist die Begriindung dafiir, dass die Begriffe der Me-
taphysik Bedingungen der empirischen Erkenntnis sind. [...] Mit
anderen Worten: wir haben den Schliissel zu dem 'Geheimnisse” der
Metaphysik gefunden, indem wir eine Erklirung fiir die Beziehung
der Begriffe des Verstandes auf Gegenstinde geben.”

10" JensTimmerman warns: “Kant’s deductions should not be
confused with the standard ‘top down’ deductions or deriva-
tions of formal logic. They serve to corroborate that we are en-
titled to use a concept that can only be employed in a synthetic
judgement a priori. For this purpose, we need to trace the ori-
gin of a concept and check whether the connection made is
legitimate. This is one of the tasks indigenous to his critical
philosophy (Timmerman, 2007, pp. XXII-XXIII).
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kpyros B XVIII B.2 FOpunndeckoe 3HaueHMe OHATVS
BMecTe ¢ paboramn Kanra nmponmxiio B dpumiocodmo.
Tax, Vippux 3ebepr momuepKmBaeT, 4YTO HEITyKIIVS
MOXXeT OBITh HaViJIeHa B KITIOUEBBIX MeCTaX OCHOBHBIX
counnennyt Kanra. B wacTtHOCTH, cylecTByeT TpaH-
CIleH[IeHTaJIbHad AedyKIMs YWCTBIX PacCydO9HBIX
OOHSITUVI, WUOEV YMCTOrO pasymMa, KaTeropmdieckoro
VIMITEpaTMBa, OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWUTI UMCTOTO IIpaKTIde-
CKOTO pasyMa, OOS3aHHOCTM JOOpOIeTesIN, OHITVS
BeIcIIero biiara, viien orpasaaHs, YMCTBIX SCTeTIYe-
CKVIX CY’KIeHWVI, TTIOHATUS IIepPBOHAYaIbHOTO IIPVO0-
peTeHMs, IpMOOpeTeHNs Yepes JOroBOP ¥, HaKOHeTLI,
nmenyknmsa adpupa (cm.: Seeberg, 2015, S. 348). Craso
OBITh, B KauecTBe CMHOHVMOB IIOHSTUS «IeIyKIIVIs»
cjleffyeT paccMaTpuBaTh TepPMUHBI «ODOCHOBaHWMe»,
«OTIpaBHaHVe», «BbIBEMIeHVIe», B OIIpeIeIeHHOM CMBIC-
Jle — «JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO».

CJ10XHOCTD IeAYKTMBHOW CTPYKTYpPHI 3aK/IIOda-
eTcd B cilefyomeM. Bo-TiepBrIx, AemyKuys BO3HMKAET
yXe B paszerie «paHcIleHaeHTaIbHAs 3CTeTHUKa, TTIE,
KaK yTBepxxaeT KaHT, «MBI C TOMOIIBIO TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOV IeIyKIMM NPOCIIeANIIV IIOHATHUS ITPOCTpaH-
CTBa VI BpEMEHU BIUIOTB JI0 VIX ICTOYHVKOB, OOBSICHIIIN
VI OIIpeIeITVIIN X OOBEKTVMBHYIO 3HAUYMMOCTD a4 Priori»
(A 87 / B 119—120; Kanr, 2006a, c. 189). 3mech B co-
CTaB JeIyKIIUM B KauecTBe Ha4aJIbHOTO 3Tarla BXOIUT
mpoliefiypa, KOTOPYIO TI03)Xe Ha30BYT TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOW pedyxyueil’ v Kotopyro mo KaHra ycremnrHo
ocymectsisiin IlnaTton, AsryctuH, lekapT, a mocie
Kanra — T'yccepinb u ap.

8 Kak moscaser Mapuo Kavmvur, B XVIIIL B. «gemyKimm mpen-
cTaBJIsUIV 0000 OOBMHEHS, TIOAHHbIE B MIIEpAaTOPCKMUIL CY.
VIMeHHO ¢ TIOMOIITBIO IeAYKITNII PeITiaaich BOITPOCH MeXIyHa-
POIHOTO IIpaBa M paspeliaanchk KOHMIIMKTEL MEXIy Tocysiap-
cTBaM¥ WM KoposteBcTBamu. Kaxkias 13 IpoTrBoOOPCTBY FOIINX
CTOPOH CTpeMmWIach [OKa3aTb 3aKOHHOCTb CBOMX TpeOoBaHMIT
myTeM “AenyKinit’, B KOTOPBIX OHVI IIBITAJIVICh 3asBUTB, UYTO VX
TpebGoBaHM: OCHOBAaHbI Ha IIPUHIIUIIAX IIpaBa, KOTOPbIe ITpU3Ha-
I0TCs1 3aKOHHBIMI. KpoMe Toro, jopujiydeckyie ey KIi MMesIn
crienMIIecKyio pUTOPUUECKYIO CTpyKTypy. Camranocs HOp-
MaJIbHBIM ¢(POPMYJIMPOBaTh OJHO ¥ TO XK€ YTBEePK/IeH/e MHOTO
pas, ¢ pasHbBIX TOUEK 3peHMs, YTO OObsACHSIET YacTOTy IOBTOpe-
HWVI I OKOJIBHBIX ITyT€Vl B OJHOM TeKCTe (IIOpasuTesIbHas 0CO-
GenHocTb Bepcun A «TpaHClIeHIEHTaJIBHON IeIyKImm»). Tu-
IIMYHBIM OBUIO TakKe J100aBsieHvie KpaTKOTO U3JI0KeHNs JIeflyK-
LIV B KOHIIE JIOKyMeHTa. <...> Ho 3To He 03HayaeT, 4TO KaHTOB-
cKas gemykins 1787 roya He MMeeT HUKAKOVI JIOTMIECKOV CTPYK-
TyPBI, KpOMe 3TUX puToprdecknx gept» (Caimi, 2014, p. 14).

* TepMUH «pemyKUVsl» MCIIONIB3YeTCs 31eCh B 3HaYeHUV COBO-
KYITHOCTM BCex 0a30BBIX IPOIeAyp OUMIIeHNs CO3HAHM: C lie-
JIBIO JIOCTVDKEHVISL €ro ITyOMHHBIX CTPYKTYP, a Takxke JijIsi 000-
3HauUeHMs TIpoIiecca PerpecCHBHOTO ITepexofa K ITepBoHavaTb-
HBIM 3TarlaM KaKoTo-Jmbo ITporiecca WiIv CyITHOCTU («pemyK-
oy K Havary»). Ilponenyper pemykumm B nepsont «Kpurike»
BCTpeuaroTcs HeomHoKpaTHO: A 20—21 / B 35 (pemyxiys moHsi-
Tis Tesa), A 22 / B 36 (pemyKiiyist 4yBCTBEHHOCTY, SKCIUIVKAIIVST
IpocTpaHcTBa v Bpemenn), A 26 —27 / B 42 —43 (pexyxiys mpo-
crpaHcTBa), A 34—35 / B 51—52 (pemykums BpeMeHm), A 62—
64 / B 87 —89 (pemyxins paccyyika), A 252 (pemyKITnst 9yBCTBEH-
HOTO co3epliaHs, JOCTVDKeHVe HoyMeHa), A 491 —496 / B 519—
525 (pemyxims k gBinenvsam), A 523 —526 / B 551 —554 (penyx-
LV KaK perpecc).
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Explaining this term Kant himself invokes legal
practice and says that in the legal milieu deduction
refers to proof of right or justice of claims. This use of
words was apparently characteristic of non-philo-
sophical circles in the eighteenth century.! The
legal meaning of the concept has penetrated philo-
sophy along with Kant’s works. Thus Ulrich Seeberg
stresses that deduction can be found in key places of
Kant’s main works. Thus there exists the transcen-
dental deduction of pure concepts of understanding,
ideas of pure reason, the categorical imperative, the
principles of pure practical reason, the duty of virtue,
the concept of supreme Good, the ideas of justifica-
tion, pure esthetic judgments, the concepts of initial
acquisition, acquisition under contract and, finally,
the deduction of ether (see: Seeberg, 2015, p. 348).
Thus, the concept of “deduction” can be said to have
such synonymous terms as “grounding,” “justifica-
tion,” “derivation,” and in a certain sense, “proof.”

The complexity of deductive structure consists
in the following. First, deduction appears already
in the “Transcendental Aesthetics” section in which
Kant writes: “We have above traced the concepts of
space and time to their sources by means of a tran-
scendental deduction, and explained and deter-
mined their a priori objective validity” (KrV, A 87 /
B 120; Kant, 1998, p. 221). Here deduction includes
as the initial stage a procedure that would later be
called transcendental reduction,’> which was suc-
cessfully used by Plato, Augustine, Descartes before
Kant and Husserl and others after Kant.

1 Mario Caimi explains that in the eighteenth century “de-
ductions were allegations presented before the courts of jus-
tice of the Emperor. It was through deductions that issues of
international law were handled and conflicts between states
or kingdoms expounded. Each one of the contending parties
aimed at proving the legitimacy of its claims by means of “de-
ductions” in which they endeavoured to state that their claims
were founded upon principles of law universally admitted as
legitimate. Furthermore, juridical deductions had a specific
rhetorical structure. It was normal to formulate the same claim
many times from different points of view, which explains the
frequencty of repetitions and detours within a single text (a
striking feature of the A version of the “Transcendental Deduc-
tion"). It was also typical to add a summary of the deduction at
the end. [...] But that does not mean that the Kantian Deduc-
tion of 1787 has no logical structure beyond these rhetorical
features” (Caimi, 2014, p. 14).

2 The term “reduction” is used here to refer to the totality of
all the basic procedures of cleansing consciousness to reach
down to its deepest structures and to denote the process of
regressive transition to the initial stages of a process or entity
(“reduction to the beginning”). The procedures of reduction in
the first Critique occur more than once: A 20-21 / B 35 (reduction
of the concept of body), A 22 / B 36 (reduction of sensibilitty, expli-
cation of space and time), A 26-27 / B 42-43 (reduction of space),
A 34-35 / B 51-52 (reduction of time), A 62-64 / B 87-89 (reduction
of reason), A 252 (reduction of sense perception, achievement of
the thing in itself) A 491-496 / B 519-525 (reduction to phenome-
na), A 523-526 / B 551-554 (reduction as regress).



CyImIHOCTh pefyKUuUM B HAHHOM CIy4ae 3aKJIio-
YaloTCd B TOM, YTO HEOOXOAMMO: a) M30JIMPOBaTh IIPU
TIOMOIIIV MBICJIEHHOTO 3KCIIepVIMeHTa YyBCTBEHHOCTD
OT BCETO0, YTO MBICJIUT PAcCyAOK, KpOMe SMIIVPITIeCKO-
TO co3epliaHms; 0) TOYHO TaKMM Ke IIyTeM OTHEJIUTh
OT co3epllaHMs BCe, YTO IPUHAJIEKUT OIIYIIeHUIO.
VHade roBops, BCIO COIEp)KATeIbHYIO OOJIACTh UyB-
CTBEHHOCTY HY>XHO OCBODOJINTH OT COZEPIKaHMSs, OCTa-
BVB OIHW JIVIIb (POPMbl CaMOTO UyBCTBEHHOTO CO3€ep-
maang. TakuM oOpa3soM, LeIbio pemyKIINM SBJISIeTCS
oOHapy>keHVe YUCTBIX (POPM UYBCTBEHHOTO co3epIia-
HUS — MPOCTPAHCTBA U BpeMeH! KaK IIPVHIINIIOB I10-
sHaHWMA a priori (A 22 / B 36; Kant, 2006a, c. 93). [Tocrte
3TOTO CJIEAYeT 3aK/IFOUMTEIBHBIV Tall — COOCTBEHHO
TpaHCIleHAeHTaIbHas OeIyKINs, yCTaHaBJIMBaoIas
SMIIMPUUECKYIO peayIbHOCTh ¥ TPaHCIIeHIeHTIbHYIO
VIeaJIbHOCTh IIPOCTPAaHCTBA M BpeMeHMW. [lemyKiyio
B «DCTeTMKe», COCTOSIIYIO, KaK MBI BUIVIM, U3 PeyK-
LIV VI COOCTBEHHO JIeAYKIINM, MOXKHO CUUTATD IIEPBOT
4JacThio (3Tariom) oOIIelt TpaHCIEeHAeHTAIBHO Jle-
IyKIOWy, KOTopasi IpuUcyTcTByeT B «Kputnke umcroro
TIO3HAHVIS».

Takmm oOpasoM, cucTemMa TpaHCIIeHIeHTaTbHOV
TedyKIu, cofepxkarerncs B nepson «Kpuruke», co-
CTOUT U3 Tpex YacTei: 1) mAeAyKumumM MpOCTpaHCTBa U
BpeMeHN KaK allpMOPHBIX (POPM UyBCTBEHHOTO BOC-
OpwsTvs, 2) OeIyKIOVM YMCTBIX pacCyIOYHBIX ITOHS-
T, 3) OeayKIMI Maen pasyma.

Bo-BTOpPBIX, N00Ccmynsl K AemyKIIUV TIOHSTUIT BO3-
HMKAaIOT BO BBeEHUM K TpaHCIeH/eHTaJIbHOW JIOTU-
ke (A 50—65 / B 74—88). 3mech MBI CTaJIKMBaeMcCs C
TpaHCLIEHOEeHTaJIbHOVI PenyKIvieVi KOHCTUTYTUBHOIO
paccynka. KaHT ropopur, 4To B TpaHCIIeHAeHTaILHON
JIOTVIKE «MBI 000CO0JIsIeM pacCyZoK (KakK B TpaHCIIeH-
IIeHTaJIbHOVI 3CTeTMKe 000COo0sIIeM UyBCTBEHHOCTD)
¥ BBIZEIsIeM 13 00JIacTy HaIlMX ITO3HABAHUII TOJIBKO
Ty YacTh MBIIUIEHMS, KOTOpasl MMeeT CBOVI MCTOUYHMK
ymie B paccyake» (A 62 / B 87; Kant, 2006a, c. 151).
B nanpHeviem sTo ob1tiee TpeboBaHe KOHKPETU3NPY-
eTCS: a) TIOHSTMS JOJDKHBI OBITh YMCTBIMY, a He SMITN-
pydeckM; 0) OHM JTOJDKHBI IPVMHAIIEXKaTh PACcCyKY,
a He CO3€pIIaHUIO ¥ YyBCTBEHHOCTV; B) OHM ITOJDKHBI
OBITh ITe€pBOHAYAIIBHBIMI, & HE IIPOM3BOIHBIMIL; T) VX
Tabymria JospkHa OblTh rtostHOV (A 64 / B 89; Kawr,
20064, c. 153). 3mech Takke HEOOXOAVIMO MCIIOTH30BaTh
AHAJIMTUYECKMI METO/I, I MBICJIEHHBIVI SKCIIEPVIMEHT.

Crasio OBITB, yKe ceiTdac MOXHO cJiejlaTb 000CHO-
BaHHOEe 3aKJ/IIOUEHME: IS TOrO YTOOBI ObUIO BO3MOXK-
HO OCYIIIeCTBUTB, BO-TIEPBBIX, TPaHClLIeHIeHTaIbHYIO
TIeOyKIVIO IPOCTPaHCTBA M BPEMEHU VI, BO-BTOPBIX,
TIeAyKIINIO YVCTBIX PAacCyAOYHBIX IOHSTUI, HeobXo-
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The essence of reduction in this case lies in the
fact that it is necessary: a) to isolate through thought
experiment sensibility from everything that under-
standing thinks of except empirical contemplation,
b) in the same way, separate from contemplation
everything that pertains to sensation. In other
words, the entire substantive area of sensibility
must be freed from content leaving only the forms of
sense perception itself. Thus the aim of reduction is
to discover pure forms of sense perception of space
and time as principles of a priori perception (KrV,
A 22 / B 36; Kant, 1998, p. 157). Then comes the final
stage: transcendental deduction proper which es-
tablishes empirical reality and transcendental ideal-
ity of space and time. Deduction in the “Aesthetics”
which, as we see, consists in reduction and deduc-
tion proper, can be seen as the first part (stage) of
general transcendental deduction which is present
in the Critique of Pure Reason.

Thus the system of transcendental deduction
contained in the first Critique has three parts: 1) de-
duction of space and time as a priori forms of sense
perception, 2) deduction of pure concepts of under-
standing, and 3) deductions of the ideas of reason.

Secondly, approaches to the deduction of con-
cepts arise in the introduction to transcendental
logic (A 50-65 / B 74-88). Here we are confronted
with the transcendental reduction of constitutive
understanding. Kant says that in transcenden-
tal logic “we isolate the understanding (as we did
above with sensibility in the transcendental aesthet-
ic), and elevate from our cognition merely the part
of our thought that has its origin solely in the un-
derstanding” (KrV, A 62 / B 87; Kant, 1998, p. 199).
Subsequently, this general requirement is elaborat-
ed: a) the concepts must be pure and not empirical,
b) they must belong to understanding and not to
contemplation and sensibility, c) they must be pri-
mary and not derivative, and d) their table must be
complete (KrV, A 64 / B 89; Kant, 1998, p. 201). It is
also necessary to use here the analytical method and
thought experiment.

Thus, already at this stage one can reasonably
conclude that in order to carry out, first, the tran-
scendental deduction of space and time and, second,
the deduction of pure concepts of understanding a
special and initial (one might say primordial) mental
procedure called transcendental reduction is needed.
In each of these two cases reduction is the condition of
the possibility of transcendental deduction.



B.E. Cemenos

IVMa CIlelyaibHas M IepBOHavYa/IbHas (MOXKHO CKa-
3aTh — HNpUMOpOUAAbHAS) MEHTaJIbHAS IIporeaypa —
MpancyeHOeHMaibHaA pedykyua. B KaXKIIoM 13 9THX 1By X
cITy4aeB pedykyusa BBICTYIIAET KaK yc1061e 603MOXHOCHIU
TPpaHCIIEeH/IeHTAJIbHOV 0e0yKYUU.

Terepp mHepevimeM HeNOCPENCTBEHHO K eHyK-
LMV 9MCTBIX paccymqouHbIX IoHSTUI . Pasymeercs, B
paMKax CTaTbV OTCYTCTBYIOT IIPOCTPAHCTBO WM HeoO-
XOAVIMOCTB JIJII IOAPOOHOTO ee OMVICAHMS M aHaIN3a,
OIHAKO MOXHO yKa3aTb HEKOTOpBble CyIeCTBEHHbIe
xapakTepucTrku. KakoBeI 11€J1b, 3a71a4m I MEXaHU3MbI
HeITy KLV IIOHSTUI?

JIJ1st MOCTVIKEHMS 11e7T0T0 KOMIUTEeKCa 3aj1ay TpaHC-
LeHeHTaIbHON drutocodpnn KaHT B iepsyto ouepens
«IOJDKeH ObUI OOBSICHUTD, KaK YMCTOe MBIIIEHE MO-
JKeT aHTULMIINPOBATh YyBCTBEHHBIV OIIBIT, IIOPOXIast
alIpUopHble CUMHTeTIYecKye ITo3HaHyst. OTBeT Ha 3TOT
Borpoc... KaHT nckarr Ha myTsx y4eHMs 00 aKTMBHOCTI
nymm» (Bacwiees, 2010, c. 332). ViMeHHO cuHTeTHYe-
CKas ¥ MPOAYKTVMBHAS aKTMBHOCTb CO3HAHNS JIOJDKHA
ObUIa OOBSICHUTD KOPPEJISATUBHYIO CBA3b MeX1y 4 Kak
TaKOBBIM (II€pBOHAYaIBHBIM €IVMHCTBOM allllepIierl-
LIVIV) VI HEKVM TPaHCIeHIEHTaJIbHBIM O0OBEKTOM.

[durep XeHpuX ClIpaBeyIVBO I10JIaraeT:

TpaHcueHnenTabHas AeIyKIMs KaTeropum — ca-
Moe ceppte «Kputukn uncroro pasyma». OHa cOmepKuT
JIBa OCHOBHBIX JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBA 3TOM KHUTM: OIHO M3 HUX
JEMOHCTPUPYET BO3MOXHOCTB CHCTEMaTUYeCKOro II0-
3HaHWS OIIBITA, a IPYyToe — HEeBO3MOXXHOCTH ITO3HAHWISA
3a mpenetamu onbita. Cam KaHT cumTait 3Ty Teopuo co-
BepIIeHHO HOBOVI 1 Ype3BhIUaiHO CJIOKHOVL. Bostee Toro,
OH IIPM3HAJI, YTO €My CTOWIO BeJINJarliIiero Tpyaa BeIpa-
GoTaTh y[IOBIETBOPWUTEIILHOE W3JIOXKEeHVIe CBOEeVI TeOpui
(Henrich, 1969, p. 640).

JlarHOe BeICKa3bIBaHVE — caMasi 00IIast v BMecTe C
TeM HaunboJlee TOYHasl ¥ eMKas XapaKTepuCTUKa 1ieJier
Y 3HAUYMMOCTYM TpPaHCLUEH[IeHTaIbHOV IelyKIUK I10-
HATUI. B MMIUTMIINTHOM BUie OHO COAepPKUT MHOTe
dynxym sron mponenypel. Ilonertaroch Mx SKCIUIN-
LVPOBATh U JIOTIOJTHUTb.

C camoro HayvasIa JIeTyKIIvs KaTeropuil Impeciesty-
eT ITIaBHYIO 3a1a4y «AHaJINTUKV IIOHSTUV»: T0Ka3aTh
OOBeKTUBHYIO 3HAUMMOCTb YMCTBIX TIOHSATUI Paccy/i-
Ka. Haue roBopsl, Hy)KHO OTBETUTH Ha BOIIPOC: B CHITY
Uero «IOHSATWS 4 priori CJeyeT IIPU3HATh YCJIOBUSAMU 4
priori BOSMOXXHOCTM OIIbITa (OyAb TO BO3SMOXKHOCTVL CO-

10 B cTaThe paccMaTpMBaeTCs IIPeXJe BCero M IIaBHBIM O0pa-
30M TpaHCHeHAeHTaIbHas JeAyKLs UVMCTBIX PACCyJOUYHBIX I10-
HaTHI BToporo vafanus «Kpurukm uncroro pasyma» (1787).
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Let us now pass on directly to the deduction of
pure concepts of understanding.” This article does
not of course have the space or the need for its de-
tailed description and analysis; however, some of
its essential characteristics can be pointed out. What
are the goal, tasks and mechanisms of the deduction
of concepts?

To accomplish the range of tasks of transcenden-
tal philosophy, Kant, first of all, “had to explain how
pure thought can anticipate sense experience gener-
ating a priori synthetic knowledge. Kant sought an
answer to this question [...] through the teaching on
the activity of the mind” (Vasilyev, 2010, p. 332). It
is the synthetic and productive activity of conscious-
ness that is called upon to explain the correlation
between the self as such (the primary unity of ap-
perception) and a transcendental object.

Dieter Henrich rightly notes that

The transcendental deduction of the categories
is the very heart of The Critique of Pure Reason. It
contains the two principal proofs of the book, the
one demonstrating the possibility of a systematic
knowledge of experience and the other the
impossibility of knowledge beyond the limits of
experience. Kant himself considered this theory
completely new and extremely complicated;
moreover, he conceded that he had great difficulty
in working out a satisfactory exposition of his theory
(Henrich, 1969, p. 640).

In this case it is the most general and at the same
time the most precise and concise statement of the
goals and significance of the transcendental deduc-
tion of concepts. Henrich’s statement implicitly con-
tains many functions of this procedure. I shall try to
explicate and enlarge upon them.

From the very beginning the deduction of cat-
egories pursues the main task of the “Analytic of
Concepts”: to prove the objective significance of
pure concepts of understanding. In other words, an
answer must be given to the question why “they [a
priori concepts] must be recognised as a priori con-
ditions of the possibility of experiences (whether of
the intuition that is encountered in them, or of the

3 The article focuses primarily and chiefly on the transcen-
dental deduction of concepts of pure understanding in the sec-
ond edition of the Critique of Pure Reason (1787).



3epliaHmsl, BCTPEUaloIerocs B OIIbITe, VIV BO3MOXKHO-
¢t MpIwTeHus)» (A 94 / B 126; Kant, 2006a, c. 197)1.
Ecimt xateropmmt IIpecTaBiIsIoOT o000 0OBEeKTVBHBIE
OCHOBAHM BO3MOXXHOCTW OIIBITa, TO OHU SIBJISIIOTCS He-
obxogumpiMy. OTHAKO — ¥ 3TO OYeHb BaXKHO! — ey
IIOHATMS He MIMEIOT OTHOIIEHMS K BO3MOXKHOMY OITbI-
Ty, B KOTOPOM MBI MIMeeM JIeJIO C IIpeaMeTaMy IT03Ha-
HVSL, TO B TAKOM CJIydae VX OTHOLIeHVe K KaKoMy Obl
TO HM OBUIO OOBEKTY BOBCE HEJIb3S IIOHSATb.

KimroueBbIM HOHATMEM (M MEXaHM3MOM OCYIIIECT-
BneHV[s[) TPaHCHEHIEHTaJIbHOM JeyKIIM KaTeropmi
apisgeTcs «csizb» (Verbindung, conjunctio). Cs3b ecTb
IIeVICTBYIE PACCYAKa; M C IIOMOIIBIO 3TOrO JEVICTBUS
MBI OCYIIIECTBJISIEM CUHIME3 (= CBS3BIBAEM) BCe MHOTO-
obOpa3Hoe B UyBCTBEHHBIX CO3€pIIaHVIIX VIV XKe B II0-
HaTvsX. CBS3b — 9TO €IMHCTBEHHOE IIpeJICTaBIIeHe,
KOTOpOe «He JIaeTcs 00BEKTOM, a MOXKET OBITh CO3/IaHO
TOJIBKO caMmM CyObeKkToM, 100 [ycTaHOBIIeHMe CBA311]
eCTh aKT ero camopmesrertbHOCTI (B 130; Kant, 2006a,
c. 201). Paccynoxk, crajio ObITh, 0OJIamaeT BayKHEVIIIIVIM
KayecTBOM crioHTaHHOCTH?., CaMo >Ke MOHSTHUE CBSI3U
€CTeCTBEHHBIM 00pa3oM IIpeJIiosaraeT, YTo B OCHOBE
ee KaK Criocoba JIeVICTBYS JIEXXUT HEKOTOpoe eduHcHibo,
a MMEHHO — CUHTeTMYeCKOe eIVHCTBO MHOT0o0pas-
Horo. CrieftoBaTesIbHO, KaTeropum M3Ha4aIbHO IIperl-
[10JIararoT eIVMHCTBO.

[TomoOHOe eMMHCTBO (= «SI MBICJIIO») €CTh He UTO
WHOe, KaK 4YVCTOe, M3HAadaIbHOe (HeSMIIMPUUIecKoe,
BHeUYBCTBeHHOe) IIpeficTaBjieHne (Wi CTUXVIIHBIN

" KaHT BKpaTile (pOpMyJIMpyeT CYLIHOCTb HEAyKIIMI TaKVM
obpasom: «/leTyKIIns YMCTBIX PACCyAOYHbBIX IIOHSTHUIT (11 BMeCTe
C TeM BCEro TeOPeTIYeCKOro ITO3HAH 4 Priori) eCTh I0Ka3 THX
MOHSTUN KaK IIPVHIINIIOB BO3MOXXHOCTY OIIbITA, IIPUTYEM OIIbIT
paccMaTpuBaeTcsl Kak onpededeHie SIBTIEHNI B IIPOCTPAHCTBE U
BpeMeHM 6000uje, a 3TO OIIpeJieJIeHNIE, B CBOIO OUePesTb, BBIBOINT-
s 113 1epBoHAUAAbHO20 CUHTETIUECKOTO eIVIHCTBA aIllepIIeITIi
Kak pOpMBI paccy/ika B OTHOIIEHNN K IIPOCTPAHCTBY U BpeMe-
HM, IPeICTaB/IIOIIMM cOo0OTI IepBOHAYaIbHEIE (DOPMBI UyB-
crBeHHOCTI» (B 168 —169; KanT, 2006a, c. 247).

12 «IToHsATHME CIIOHTAaHHOCTY, VIV CAaMOJIESTEIIbHOCTH, BOBCE He
oTCyTCTBYeT B IlepBoM msmanmm “Kpurukn”. [lencTBuTeIbHO,
KaHT nipejicraBiisieT ero Ha caMovi IIepBovi cTpaHuiie “Beemeris
B TPaHCIIEH/IEHTaJIbHYIO JIOTMKY , Ile PacCy[oK XapaKTepusy-
eTcs KaK “CIIOHTaHHOCTh IIOHATUV W IIPOTVBOIIOCTABIISIETCS
”BOCIIPMMUMYMBOCTY K BriedamIeHmsiM” (A 51 / B 75). VI mbl Bu-
mem, uto B A-Jlemyxiv KaHT MOBTOpSIET 3Ty XapaKTepUCTUKY
B KOHTEKCTe IIepeunciIeH s Pas/IMIHbIX OIVICAHWI, KOTOPbIE OH
Hasl IyIsl paccydKa, IpeXkae YeM OCTaHOBUTHCS Ha CBOEVI IIpell-
TIOYTUTEIIBHOV XapaKTepPUCTHKe ero Kak “criocoOHOCT [1aBaTh
npaswia” (A 126). OHo [TOHSATVE CIOHTaHHOCTM| UrpaeT ropas-
110 Oosiee 3aMeTHYIO posib B B-JlenyKiium, riie, B JOIIOIHEHME K
LUTUPYEMOMY BBIIIIE OTPBIBKY, ITOSIBIISIETCH IIAITh pa3. TeM He Me-
Hee IIPeJICTaBIISeTCs Pa3yMHBIM IIPEIIIONIOKUTD, YTO 3TO YBeJIN-
4yeHvie 3HaUMMOCTV CBSI3aHO He C IOKTPUMHAIIBHBIM M3MEeHeHVEM,
a C IIepecMOTPEeHHOV CTPYKTypom aprymenTa» (Allison, 2015,
p- 331).
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thinking)” (KrV, A 94 / B 126; Kant, 1998, p. 225)."* If
categories represent objective conditions of the pos-
sibility of experience, then they are necessary. How-
ever — and this needs to be stressed - if concepts do
not relate to possible experience in which we deal
with objects of cognition, then their relation to any
object is impossible to understand.

The key concept (and mechanism) of the tran-
scendental deduction of categories is the concept
of “conjunction” (Verbindung, conjunctio). Conjunc-
tion is an act of understanding; through this action
we effect a synthesis (= link) of the manifold of sense
perceptions or concepts. “Combination is the only
one that is not given through objects but can be exe-
cuted only by the subject itself, since it is an act of its
self-activity” (KrV, B 130; Kant, 1998, p. 245). Under-
standing therefore has the key quality of spontane-
ity.”® The concept of combination naturally implies
that as a mode of action it is based on a certain unity,
namely a synthetic unity of the manifold. Thus, cate-
gories inherently imply unity.

Such unity (= “I think”) is none other than a
pure, initial (non-empirical, non-sensible) idea (or
a spontaneous act) which Kant calls initial appercep-
tion. The unity of this self-consciousness is called
transcendental unity of apperception. According-
ly, “the transcendental unity of apperception is
that unity through which all of the manifold given
in an intuition is united in a concept of the object”
(KrV, B 139; Kant, 1998, p. 250). For this reason the
transcendental unity of apperception is described
as objective. The transcendental unity of appercep-

14 Kant thus sums up the essence of deduction: “It is the ex-
hibition of the pure concepts of the understanding (and with
them of all theoretical cognition a priori) as principles of the
possibility of experience, but of the latter as the determina-
tion of appearances in space and time in general - and the lat-
ter, finally, from the principle of the original synthetic unity of
apperception, as the form of the understanding in relation to
space and time, as original forms of sensibility” (KrV, B 168-
169; Kant, 1998, p. 267).

15 “The notion of spontaneity or self-activity is not absent from
the first edition of the Critique. Indeed, Kant introduces it on
the very first page of the ‘Introduction to the Transcendental
Logic’, where the understanding is characterised as the ‘spon-
taneity of cognition” and contrasted with the receptivity of
sensibility (A 51 / B 75). And we have seen that in the A-De-
duction Kant reiterates this characterisation in the context of a
catalogue of various descriptions that he has given of the un-
derstanding before settling on his preferred characterisation of
it as the ‘faculty of rules” (A 126). It plays a far more promi-
nent role in the B-Deduction, however, where, in addition to
the above-cited passage, it appears five times. Nevertheless, it
seems reasonable to surmise that this increased prominence is
due not to a doctrinal change but to the revised structure of the
argument” (Allison, 2015, p. 331).
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akT), Koropoe KaHT HasbIBaeT nepfoHauaisHoll annep-
yenyuer. ENMHCTBO 3TOro caMOCO3HAHMS Ha3bIBAeTCS
TPpaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIM €eIMHCTBOM CaMOCO3HaHMS (=
armreprieryv). COOTBETCTBEHHO, «MPAHCUEHOCHNAAb-
Hoe e0uHCMBo arlIepLeI eCTh TO eIVMHCTBO, O1aro-
IJaps KOTOpOMY BCe HaHHOe B CO3epIaHMy MHOTr0o00-
pasHoe oOBenMHseTCA B IIOHATIE 00 0ObekTe» (B 139;
Kanr, 20064, c. 211). ViMeHHO 110 3TOVI IpUYMHEe TpaH-
CIIeHIeHTaJTbHOe eIVHCTBO aIllepIeNIIni ¥ Ha3blBa-
ercst 0bsekmubrbiM. TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHOe eIMHCTBO
amreprenuu ¥ TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHBI CUHTE3 CIIOo-
cobHoCTM BOOOpakeHMs: KOHCTUTYUPYIOT B KOHEUHOM
WTOre IIpeaMeT orbITa. B TakoM ciTy4ae Bce UyBCTBEH-
Hble CO3epllaHMs ¢ HeOOXOIVIMOCTBIO ITOMUNMHSIOTCS
KaTeropmsaM paccyaka KaK YCIOBMSIM BO3MOXXHOCTH T
IIpaBJIaM CVHTETMYeCKOTO eIVHCTBA 1, CTaJIO OBITH,
ombITa B 11estoM. OHAKO KaTeropui He VMEIOT IIpu-
MeHeHUs 3a TIpefieJIaMM OIIbITa, TO eCTh SMIMPUIECKO-
rO, WIN 9yBCTBEHHO-PACCyIOYHOTO, 3HaHWMS 1 TI03Ha-
HVISL, U, CJIefIOBaTeJIbHO, He MOTYT OBITH 3P eKTrBHO
VICITOJIb30BaHBI B chepe MBIIUIEHM (a He ITO3HAHVIS),
100 TaM OHM OKaXKyTCsI ITyCTBIMIL.

WrtaK, memyKIims YuCTBIX pacCyJOYHBIX IMOHSITUN
(a xpoMe Hee TaKXe aHAIUTMKA OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHWV
KaK COBOKYITHOCTb YCIJIOBUM IIPUMeHEeHMsI KaTeTOPU)
JaeT OTBeT Ha PyHIaMeHTaJIbHBIV BOIIPOC: KaK BO3-
MOJXHBI CHHTeTIYecKue CyXgeHws a priori? KaHToB-
CKMUI1 OTBET C TedyeHMeM BpeMeHU CTaJl 3By4aTh Kak
adpopmsM: Takue CyXXAeHs BO3MOXHBI B TOM CJIydae,
«€CJIVI MBI OTHOCUM K BO3MOXKHOMY OITBITHOMY IIO3Ha-
HVIO BOOOIe opMaslbHBIE YCJIOBMS CO3€pLIaHMS 4
priori, CMHTE3 BOOOPaKeH s 11 HEOOXOIVMMOE eIMHCTBO
€ro B TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIHbHOV allllepIeTIIL 11 eCIIV MBI
TOBOPMM: YcA06us B03MOXHOCIHU OIBITA BOOOIIE CYThb
BMECTE C TeM YCIIOBUS B03MOXHOCHIU NpeOMenol onbima
VI IIOTOMY MMEIOT OOBeKTMBHYIO 3HA4MMOCTh B CVIH-
TeTIYeCKOM CyXKaeHuu a priori» (A 158 / B 197; KanT,
20064, c. 279).

Kakne BbIBOfIBI Oy/ieT I103BOJIMTENILHO CliejlaTh B
OTHOIIIEHUM 3Ha4YVMOCTI, LIeJIeyl U cbyHKuVH?I TpaHC-
LeHIeHTaJIbHOV Je1y K KaTeropMVI?

B JIrocw DJulevic MOAYEpKMBAET JiBe BakKHewIue QyHKINN
TpPaHCLIEHIEHTATIBHOTO CUHTe3a: «Bo-11epBbIX... CMHTe3MpoBaHVe
MHOT000pa3HOro ¢ HeM30eXXHOCTBIO 1 YHUBEPCAIbHOCTBIO, KOTO-
PYIO HeCcyT KaTeropmu, HeoOXOIMMO ISl OIIperierieHns 00beKTa
MBIIIUTEHVIST, KOTOPOMY MOXXHO IIPUIIVICATE SMITVIPITIECKIIe CBOTI-
crBa. On [KaHT] roBopuT, YTO aripuOpHBIVI CMHTE3 OIIpesesisieT
00BEKT HaIIIVIX IIPEeICTABIIEHNI 1 UTO 0e3 3TOV MBICIIV HET CBS3N
¢ 00beKTOM. BO-BTOPBIX... 3TOT CMHTe3 CBsi3aH C HaIlleil Criocoo-
HOCTBIO CAMOCO3HAHMsI — CITOCOOHOCTBIO OCO3HaBaTh ceDsi B Ka-
4ecTBe CyOBbeKTa CBOETO MBIIIUIEHVIS, YTO, 110 MHeHNIo KaHra, 1o
CYIIIECTBY IIpeJIIosiaraeT OCO3HaHe ce0s Kak He0OXOIMMO efy-
Horo cyOobekTa MpinureHus» (Allais, 2015, p. 271).

tion and transcendental synthesis of the ability to
imagine ultimately constitute the object of experi-
ence.’® In that case all the sensible observations must
be subordinate to the categories of understanding
as conditions of the possibility and the rules of syn-
thetic unity and hence experience as a whole. How-
ever, categories have no use beyond experience, i.e.
empirical or sensible-reasonable knowledge or cog-
nition and consequently cannot be effectively used
in the sphere of thought (nor in cognition) because
they turn out to be hollow there.

Thus, the deduction of pure concepts of under-
standing (and, in addition, the analytic of principles
as a totality of conditions for the use of categories)
provide an answer to the fundamental question,
“How are a priori synthetic judgments possible?”
Kant’s answer has over time acquired the nature of
an aphorism: such judgments are possible “if we re-
late the formal conditions of a priori intuition, the
synthesis of the imagination, and its necessary unity
in a transcendental apperception to a possible cogni-
tion of experience in general, and say: The conditions
of the possibility of experience in general are at the
same time conditions of the possibility of the objects
of experience, and on this account have objective va-
lidity in a synthetic judgment a priori” (KrV, A 158 /
B 197; Kant, 1998, p. 283).

What conclusions can be drawn regarding the
significance, goals and functions of the transcenden-
tal deduction of categories?

First, deduction of concepts demonstrates the
essence and mechanism of transcendental cognition
and knowledge, i.e. synthesis of sensibility and un-
derstanding. Herein lies the answer to the question:
what and how can we know and cognise? According-
ly, it has to do with the sphere of cognition and not
thought as such. The significance of such a demon-
stration is impossible to overestimate: Kant effec-
tively explains not only scientific (natural scientific)
but also day-to-day cognition.

¢ Lucy Allais stresses two key functions of transcendental
synthesis: “First, [...] synthesising the manifold of intuition
with the necessity and universality that the categories bring
is necessary to determine an object for thought to which em-
pirical properties could be attributed. He [i.e. Kant] says that
a priori synthesis determines an object for our representations
and that without this thought lacks relation to an object. Sec-
ond, [...] this synthesis is bound up with the capacity to be
self-conscious - the capacity to be aware of oneself as the sub-
ject of one’s thought, which, according to Kant, essentially in-
volves being aware of oneself as a necessarily unified subject
of thought” (Allais, 2015, p. 271).

70



Bo-miepBBIX, IEMyKLMS MOHSTUI HEeMOHCTPUPYET
CYIIHOCTD I MEXaHW3M MpaHCyeHOeHmMaibH020 TI03Ha-
HVSL VI 3HAHWUS, TO €CTh CUHIe31 1yBCTBEHHOCTU U pac-
cynka. VIMeHHO 3[1ech JIEXUT OTBET Ha BOIIPOC: UMIO U
KAKUM nymem Mbl MOXKeM 3HaTb U 11o3HaBaTh? CooTBeT-
CTBEHHO, paccMaTpuBaeTcs cpepa nosHAHUA, & He Mbllii-
AeHusl KaK TaKOBOrO. 3HAUYMMOCTb TaKOW JEeMOHCTpa-
LMV HEBO3MOXXHO ItepeolieHnTh: KaHT, 110 cyTn, 0bo-
CHOBBIBA€eT He TOJIbKO HayYHOe (€CTeCTBEHHOHAYIHOe),
HO TaKXe 1 OOBIIEHHOe, TTOBCeHEBHOE TTO3HAHE.

Bo-BTOPBIX, B OTJIVIYVE OT IIPEeIIIeCcTBYIOIIEV 1 CO-
BpeMeHHOV eMy MeTadmsuky, KaHT ncrionesyer mwist
IIOKa3aTe/IbCTBA CBOWIX IIOJIOXKEHWVI yOenuTeIbHbIe
dmtocodckite mOBOIBL, IIpUyYasi TEM CaMbIM MeTadu-
3MKOB K IIPaKTVKe apryMeHTal, a He IIOCTYJIMPOBa-
HS cBOVIX KoHIIermit. [To muenmio [1. Xenpuixa,

0a30BBINT apIyMeHT CBO€V TPaHCIeHEHTaIbHON JeyK-
uym KaHT OCHOBBIBaeT He Ha HEOIIPOBEPKIMOM 0065CHe-
HUU CAMOCO3HAHMS ITOCPENICTBOM (PUITOCOPCKOVI TEOPUW,
a Ha HeOTIeIVIMOCTU 3HaHMS O IIPUHIMIIAX CUHTe3a OT
TeVICTBUTEIIbHOTO 1 M3HAYaIbHOTO CAMOCO3HAHM KakK Ta-
KOBOTO: IyITTa, KaK HeOTHOKPATHO VI OTHO3HAYHO YTBEPXK-
nait KanT, He Moryta Obr OBITE yBepeHa B CBOEM €JIVIHCTBE,
ecrt ObI y Hee He OBUIO «neped eaasamu» yHKINM, KO-
TOpasi IOJYMHSET BeChb CUHTE3 TPaHCIIEH/IEHTaIbHOMY
enquHcTBY (Henrich, 1976, S. 64).

B-Tperbux, crpasemyiMBoCTh pasziesieHus Crocoo-
HOCTeV pasyMa B IIMPOKOM CMBIC/Ie CJIOBa Ha 103HaAHUe
(4yBCTBEHHO-pacCyIOYHOE) W MbluileHue (abcTpakt-
HoOe) TIOKpeIvIsieTcs aprymeHtamu. Ilepsas cro-
COOHOCTh HeIIpeMeHHO OIIMpaeTcsi Ha UyBCTBEHHBIN
MaTepuajl, KOTOPBIVI CUHTE3VPYeTCS PacCyaKoM, U
PYyHKIMOHUPYET B cpepe TPUUMHHOCTI depe3 Heob-
XOIMMOCTb. Bropasi TBOPUT peryssTUBHBIE N pasy-
Ma, KOTOpbIe He CBA3aHbl HAIIPSAMYIO C SMIVPUIECKM
(4yBCTBEHHO-paCCyOYHBIM) 3HaHMeEM, U JeVICTByeT B
MPaKTUYeCKOV 00J1acTVI IPUYMHHOCTY Yepe3 CBOOOTy.

B-ueTBepThIX, MexaHM3M CHHTe3a'* IOTBEPK/IaeT
CHPaBeINBOCTh ¥ OOOCHOBAaHHOCTh KaHTOBCKO V-
XOTOMWM «sBJIEHVsI — BeIlu caMu 110 cebe». [levicTBu-
TeJIHO, MBI TI03HaeM JIMIIIb sBJIeHNst, 100 cpopMmpo-
BaHHBIVI HAMI IIpeIMeT [IO3HaHMS C HeOOXOIMMOCTBIO
TIOUMHSETCS TIapaMeTpaM ¥ OCOOeHHOCTSM HaIIX

4 Bosee feTaylbHOe 1 [ake HaIJISIHOE VM3JI0KeHWe TPAHCIIeH-
TIeHTa/TbHOTO CVIHTe3a B IlepBOM m3maHum «Kpuruku gvicroro
pasyma», KoTopoe KaHT cuesl 4pe3sMepHO «IICHXOJIOIMUECKIIM»
VI M3MEHWI BO BTOPOM W3[aHWUM, JeMOHCTPUPYeT IO3TaIlHoe
dopMmpoBaHMe IIpeIMeTa II03HAHMS KaK pe3ysIbTaTa qeviCTBIL:
a) CUHTe3a aIllIpereH3nmn (cxBaTblBaHMs), 0) CHHTE3a BOCIIPOM3-
BeZleHVIsI B BOOOPakeHWM U B) CMHTe3a PeKOTHUINN B IIOHS T
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Secondly, unlike previous and contemporary
metaphysics, Kant adduces convincing philosophi-
cal arguments to prove his point, thus introducing
into metaphysics the practice of arguing and not
postulating concepts. In Henrich’s opinion,

Kant bases the main argument for his transcendental
deduction not on irrefutable explanation of self-
consciousness through philosophical theory, but
on the inseparability of knowledge of the principles
of synthesis from the actual and initial self-
consciousness as such. The soul, as Kant repeatedly
and clearly claimed, would not have been sure of its
unity if did not have “before its eyes” the function that
subordinates all synthesis to transcendental unity
(Henrich, 1976, p. 64).”

Third, the validity of separating the capacity of
reason in the broad sense of the word into cognition
(through senses and understanding) and thought
(abstract) is bolstered by arguments. The first capac-
ity invariably proceeds from sensible material which
is synthesised by understanding and functions in
the sphere of causality through necessity. The sec-
ond creates regulative ideas of reason not directly
related to empirical (i.e. involving senses and un-
derstanding) knowledge but operates in the practi-
cal field of causality through freedom.

Fourth, the mechanism of synthesis'® corrobo-
rates the Kantian “phenomenon - thing in itself”
dichotomy. Indeed, we cognise only phenomena be-
cause the object of cognition we have formed must
be subordinate to the parameters and characteristics
of our cognitive capacity and consequently is limited
by these capacities and is not universally character-
istic of all subjects.

7 “Kant griindet aber das Grundargument seiner transzendenta-
len Deduktion nicht auf eine unabweisbare Erklirung des Selbst-
bewufitseins durch die philosophische Theorie, sondern auf die
Unabtrennbarkeit eines Wissens von den Prinzipien der Synthesis
vom wirklichen und urspriinglichen SelbstbewufStsein als solchem:
Das Gemiit, so duflert sich Kant mehrfach und unzweideutig,
konnte sich unmoglich seiner Einheit gewif§ sein, wenn es nicht die
Funktion “vor Augen hétte’, welche alle Synthesis einer transzen-
dentalen Einheit unterwirft.”

8 A more detailed and even demonstrative explication of
transcendental synthesis in the first edition of the Critique of
Pure Reason, which Kant thought to be excessively “psycho-
logical” and changed in the second edition, demonstrates step-
by-step formation of the object of cognition as the result of the
action of a) synthesis of apprehension (capture), b) synthesis
of reproduction in imagination and c) synthesis of recognition
in a concept.
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IIO3HABATEILHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN W, CJienoBaTe/IbHO,
HOCWUT 02pAHUUeHHbIIl STVMIU CIIOCOOHOCTSIMM, a BOBCE
He BCeOOIITNI, IPVICYIINIL BceM CyOBbeKTaM xapakTep.

B-11s1TBIX, pacKpbIBaeTCst CYIIHOCTD M 00J1acThb [Ievi-
CTBMS KaTeropmim paccynka. CTaHOBUTCS OYEBVIHO,
49TO «OOBEKTMBHAS 3HAYMMOCTD YVCTBIX IIOHITUN pac-
Cy/IKa JI0Ka3bIBaeTCs TOJIBKO TOIVIA, KOIJIa II0Ka3aHo,
YTO OHM Ha CaMOM Jlejle OTHOCSTCS K OOBbeKTaM ¥ He
SBIIIOTC mycThiMm» (Heidemann, 2015a, S. 360).

B-mrecThIX, B OeAyKIMM 3aKyIafbIBaeTCsl OCHOBa
PpaszesIleHns BCeTO YeJI0OBeUecKOro CyIeCTBOBaHMSA Ha
chepsl TeOpeTMYecKOro M IPaKTUMYeCKOro pasyMa,
100 OJTHO3HAYHO U YeTKO OIIpeJIesIseTcs Ta 00J1acTh, O
KOTOPOVI MBI MOXX€eM VMETb 3HAHUE VI T/ CYILIeCTByeT
HayKa, Vi, CJIeOBATEeIIHO, YKa3bIBaeTCs MHOe II0JIe 3K-
3VICTEHIINW, B KOTOPOM IEeVICTBYIOT OTJIITYHBIE OT IIO-
3HaBaTEJIBHOVI ChePBI IIPUHIINIIBI, 3aKOHOMEPHOCTY 11
COBCeM JIpyTas IPUYMHHOCTb.

B-ceripMBIX, TEM CaMBbIM OCYIIIECTBIISIETCS, II0Ka ellle
VIMIUIMIIUTHO, TTOIIBITKA CIIACTM TPaHCIIEHIEHTAJIBHY IO
cBobopy, ykaszaB Ha oOsacTe ee AevicTBus. KocseHHoe
yKaszaHVe COIePKUTCS yKe B TOM, UTO «KaTerOpmi KaK
pyHKIOMM SBJISAIOTCA CPeACcTBaMI, C IIOMOIIBIO KOTO-
PBIX CMHTe3 JaHHBIX IIPeACTaBIeHNIT IPVIMEHSIeTC S K
oOpekTaMm. Tak Kak OHM IIPE/IIIIECTBYIOT BCEMY OIIBITY,
MO>KHO ITPEJITIOIOKIUTh, YTO OHM TaKXXe MOT'YT VICIIOJIb-
30BaThCS HE3aBUCUMO OT BCeX 0COOeHHOCTeN JaHHOTO
B OIIBITE VI, CJIJIOBATEIHFHO, TakKe 0e3 OrpaHMIeHNN
VI B OTHOIIIEHWM BCEro, YTO MOXXEeT OTHOCWUTCS K JaH-
HocTv» (Henrich, 1976, S. 22). Crasio 6b1Th, KaTeropmm
MOTYT VCIIOJIb30BATHCS TAKXKe U B IIPaKTUUIECKOVI cpe-
pe, HO y>Ke He KaK CpeZCTBa NO3HAHUA B CTPOrOM 3Haue-
HWMV CJIOBQ, a KaK MHCTPYMEHTBI Mbllil1eHUs B OTHOIIIe-
HWV YMOIIOCTUTAaeMBIX BeIlle.

HenyKuys TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV CBOOOIbI

Crpemrtenne KanTa pedpopMmupoBaTh BCIO CUCTEMY
MeTadU3MKM Ha TPaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHBIX HadyalaX U Co-
371aTh B KOHIIe KOHIIOB 3aBEePIIEHHYIO apXUTEKTOHVIKY
YIICTOrO pasyMa U3HAHAAbHO TIOApasyMeBajlo Co3daHye
HOBaTOPCKOTO 3TMYECKOIo y4yeHNsl, KOTOpoMy uio-
cod oTHaBasl IPUMOPUTET («IIPUMAT») IIeper TeOPeTH-
4JecKom prstocodmert 1 KOTOpoe, II0 er0 MBICIIN, Fopas-
10 BaKHee I JIXO[eVI, [T MX IIOBCEeTHEBHOW XXWM3HI,
He)XeJIV CJIOXKHBIe BOIIPOCHI IIO3HAHS.

KanTa HMUCKOJILKO He YIOBJIETBOPWIN Pa3HOO-
OpasHble ycyIvs IIpeIecTBeHHKOB IIOCTPOUTh 00-
HOBJIEHHBIe dTrdecKe cucTeMbl. Harpumep, mmombITka
X. Bombdpa co3parh 3THMKY, ONMPaBIIYIOCs Ha ITOHSTHe
«COBePIIIeHCTBO» (petfectio) v pyHAMpPOBaHHYIO MeTa-
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Fifth, the essence and sphere of activity of the
categories of reason are explained. It is obvious that
“the objective significance of pure concepts of un-
derstanding is proved only when it is demonstrated
that they actually refer to objects and are not hol-
low” (Heidemann, 2015a, p. 360)."

Sixth, deduction lays the foundation for divid-
ing all human existence into spheres of theoretical
and practical reason because it clearly and unam-
biguously outlines the area which we can know and
where science exists and, consequently, indicates a
different field of existence in which principles, reg-
ularities and causality different from the cognitive
sphere are at work.

Seventh, thereby an attempt is made, if still only
implicitly, to rescue transcendental freedom by in-
dicating its area. An indirect pointer is already pro-
vided by the statement that “categories as functions
are means through which the synthesis of given per-
ceptions is applied to objects. Because they precede
all experience it may be assumed that they can also
be used independently from all the features of what
is given in experience and consequently also with-
out limitation with regard to everything that is giv-
en” (Henrich, 1976, p. 22).*° Therefore, categories
can also be used in the practical sphere, but not as
means of cognition in the rigorous sense of the word
but as instruments of thought with regard to intelli-
gible objects.

Deduction of Transcendental Freedom

Kant’s wish to reform the whole system of meta-
physics based on transcendental principles and
to create, at long last, a complete architectonics
of pure reason inherently implies the creation of a
ground-breaking ethical doctrine to which the phi-
losopher attached priority (“primacy”) over theoret-
ical philosophy and which he thought to be far more
important for people in their day-to-day life than
complicated issues of cognition.

9 “Die objektive Giiltigkeit reiner Verstandesbegriffe ist folglich
erst dann erwiesen, wenn gezeigt ist, dass sie sich tatsichlich auf
Gegenstinde beziehen und nicht leer sind.”

20 “Kategorien als Funktionen sind Hinsichten, unter denen sich
die Synthesis gegebener Vorstellungen zu Objekten vollzieht. Da
sie aller Erfahrung voraus angegeben werden kénnen, ist zu vermu-
ten, dass sie auch unabhingig von allen Besonderheiten des Gege-
benen und damit auch ohne Einschrinkung und in Beziehung auf
alles gebraucht werden kénnen, was moglicherweise zur Gegeben-
heit kommt.”



pvI3MHecKMMM 1 JIOTMYECKMIMI OCHOBAaHMSAMM — 9UTO,
0e3yCJIOBHO, IPeNCTaBIsUIO COOOK OIpeIeIeHHbIN
IIporpecc B 3TMYECKOV MBICTI TOTO BpeMeHV, — He
Obuta puHgaTa KaHToM B KauecTse 3aciTy KMBarolen
Cepbe3HOro BHYMaHIS.

HecMmoTpsi Ha TO UTO «COBepIIeHCTBO» IIOHMMAJIOCh
BoredpoM Kak coryiacie B pasHOOOpasimu, vin Kak co-
I71acvie MHOTHX BellleVl, KOTOpbIe B3aIMHO OT/IMYalOTCs
IPyT OT Apyra B OJHOV BeIlly, a Takke HeCMOTps Ha
TO, UTO COBEPIIIEHCTBO O3HAYAJIO ITPeXiie BCero Hajlui-
uyie IPaBIIIbHON CBS3M MeX[ly ITOHSTMSAMM COTJIaCHO
JIOTVIYeCKVIM 3aKOHaM, ¥ B IIepBYIO odeperib 3aKOHY J10-
CTaTOYHOI'0 OcHOBaHWMs, KaHT He cormaciics ¢ TeM, 9To
TaKasl 3TdecKas crucreMa 0asupyeTcs Ha HeSMIIVPV-
uecKyx ¥ 0esycJIOBHBIX MpUHIMMIAx pasyMa. V6o, kak
norarast Bosred, BeIOMIpaTs JoOpo 11 130eraTs 371a SIBIIS-
eTcs [ Hallley 1V ecrnecBentsiM AesioM U, CJieo-
BaTeJIbHO, BBICIIVIM ITPaBWJIOM MOPaJI JIOJDKHO CTaTh
cJlefloBaHVe 3aKOHY IIPVIPOJIbI YeJI0BeUeCcKOoro IyXa.

IMomo6HbI sMIMpM3M 1 9KJ1eKTHKY KanT romep-
JKaTh He MOT, IIOCKOJIBKY Ta prstocods, KoTopas

riepeMeIBaeT YMCTble MPUHIUITEL C SMIMPUYECKIMU,
He 3aCJIy’KMBaeT Jake MMeHN pwiocodpun (Tak Kak Mo-
aIegHAas VIMEHHO TeM UM OTJIM4YaeTCsda OT 06I>I,HEHHOFO I10-
3HaHWMS PasyMa, 9TO M3/1araeT B 000co0IeHHO HayKe To,
9TO OOBIIEHHOE ITO3HAHVe pa3yMa OXBaTkIBaeT TOJIbKO B
CMeIITaHHOCTH), U ellle B MeHBIIIeVl CTelleHV 3acIyK/BaeT
OHa Ha3BaHUsl MOpaJIbHOVI prtocodnm, Tak KaK MMEHHO
dyepe3 3TO CMeIlleHVe OHa BPeIuT Hake UVCTOTe CaMuX
HPaBOB ¥ IIOCTyIIaeT BOIIPEKW CBOeVl COOCTBEHHOVI IIeIV
(AA 04, S. 390; Kanr, 19976, c. 49—51).

Crasio ObITh, HEOOXOHMMO pa3paboTaTh HOBYIO
3TUKY, KOTOpas HVUKaK He 3aByicesia Obl OT sMIOMpuIde-
CKVIX peasInit 1 MoIJIa Obl IpeTeHI0BaTh Ha O0IIe3Ha-
uMMBI cTaTyc. Takast «dmcras MopasbHas ¢rIoco-
dnst», wm «mMeTadm3Ka HpaBCTBEHHOCTI», TI0 MHe-
auto KaHTa, Mo/pDkHa OBITH «BIIOJTHE OCBODOXKIEHa OT
BCEro BOOOIIe SMITMPIYECKOTo ¥ IIPVHa/IeXalllero K
aHTPOIIOJIOTMN; a YTO TaKasl 4ucTasi MopajbHas u-
jocodus HOJIDKHA CYIIIeCTBOBAaTh, SIBCTBYET CaMO CO-
Oov1 m3 o0ITIert Maen JoJIra 1 HpaBCTBEHHBIX 3aKOHOB»
(AA 04, S. 389; KarT, 19976, c. 45—47).

Takmm oOpasom, HpaBcTBeHHas —dQutocodus
ToJbkHa OasmpoBaThcs HA MOPaJIbHOM 3aKOHe, KOTO-
pEIVI MOT OBI CTaTh (PyHAAMEHTOM O0s3aTeIbHOCTH
(= HOpMaTMBHOCTM) ¥ abCOJIIOTHOV HEOOXOAVIMOCTH B
cepe mpaxTIgecKoro AevicTBMs. Takoro poma Hpas-
CTBEHHBIVI 3aKOH CJIeflyeT MCKaTh He B IIPUPOie UesIo-
BeKa WIVM KaKMX-TO OOCTOSATeIbCTBAX OKPYIKalOIIero
MUpa, HO MCKIIIOUNTEIPHO TOJIKO B allpMOPHBIX II0-
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Kant was not at all satisfied with the various ef-
forts of his predecessors at building new ethical sys-
tems. For example, Wolf’s attempt to create an ethic
based on the concept of “perfection” (perfectio) and
bolstered by metaphysical and logical considera-
tions - while undoubtedly marking some progress
in the ethical thought of the time - was not accepted
by Kant as deserving serious attention.

Although Wolf understood “perfection” as har-
mony in diversity or as a concordance of many
things different from one another within one thing,
and despite the fact that perfection meant above all
the existence of the right connection between con-
cepts in accordance with logical laws, primarily the
law of sufficient grounding, Kant disagreed that
such an ethical system was based on non-empirical
and unconditional principles of reason. For, as Wolf
believed, choosing good and avoiding evil is a nat-
ural business for our soul and consequently the su-
preme moral rule should be following the law of the
nature of human spirit.

Kant could not subscribe to such empiricism and
eclecticism because the philosophy that

mixes these pure principles with empirical ones
does not even deserve the name of philosophy
(for what distinguishes philosophy from common
rational cognition is just that it sets forth in separate
sciences what the latter comprehends only mixed
together); much less does it deserve the name of a
moral philosophy, since by this very mixture it even
infringes upon the purity of morals themselves and
proceeds contrary to its own end (GMS, AA 04,
p- 390; Kant, 2011, p. 9).

It is necessary therefore to develop a new ethics
that would not depend in any way on empirical re-
alities and could claim universal relevance. Such
“a pure moral philosophy,” or “metaphysics of
morals,” in Kant’s opinion, must be “completely
cleansed of everything that may be only empirical
and that belongs to anthropology. For, that there
must be such a philosophy is clear of itself from the
common idea of duty and of moral laws” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 389; Kant, 2011, p. 7).

Thus, moral philosophy must be based on
moral law which could provide the foundation
for obligatoriness (= normativeness) and absolute
necessity in the sphere of practical action. Such
a moral law should be searched for not in human
nature or some circumstance in the surrounding
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HATVSX IIpaKTideckoro pasyMma. CiielioBaTesIbHO, I
00OCHOBaHMS TaKOTO 3aKOHAa HeoOXOfMMa TpaHCILIEeH-
IeHTalbHas eAyKIIVS OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWIT YVCTOTO
IPaKTIYeCKOTO pasyMa.

[enyKuys 4ucToro IpakTMYeckoro pasyma Ha-
uyHaeTcsa yxe B Iepsont «KpuTuke» B BuIe memyk-
LVM TPaHCLIEH/IeHTaJIbHOVI CBOOOIBI, IIPOJIODKaeT-
cs1 B «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHUM K MeTadm3uKe HPaBOB»
(1785) n 3aBepuraercst B «KpuTuke MIpakTUIecKoro
pasyma» (1788), mpudaemM B mocienHen pabote Kant
HECKOJIBKO VM3MEHSET CBOW ITO[IXOJI K AeAyKLVMU OC-
HOBOIIOJIOXKEHWVA.

KanT paswsacHseT B camoMm Hadaste Bropovt «Kpmn-
TUKI», YTO IIPAKTUYECKI€ OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEH S (ITPVH-
LVIIBI) CJIyXXaT I OIpefesleHus BOJIM, KOTOPOMY
HOAYMHEHE! cybvexmubHble npabusa (MaKCUMBI) 1 00o-
exmuBHvle 3aKoHbl, VIMEIOIIIVIe CYITY IJIS JII00OTO pasyM-
Horo cymectBa. CIIOCOOHOCTH PasyMHOIO CyIllecTBa
OIIpeeIATh CBOV IOCTYIIKM COOOpasHO C IIpaKTmde-
CKVM 3aKOHOM Ha3sbIBaeTcs o4ei. MakcuMBI [eVICTBY-
OIIIeT0 MOPATBHOTO MHAVBUIA, KOJIb CKOPO OH SIBIIS-
€TCsl CYIIEeCTBOM pasyMHBIM, IIOJDKHBI HaIIPaBIIATh K
TOMY, YTOOBI ero coOOCTBeHHasI BOJIS M KaKas MaKCH-
Ma IIOCTYIIKa COBIIa[IaJIN CO BCEOOIIeNt PaKTNIeCKO
Bosteit. Verc TuMMepMaH pasbsicHSIET:

ITyTeM TOJIKOBaHMS [OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMIT] KaK arpu-
OPHBIX IIPUHIINAIIOB CTAHOBUTCS $ICHO, YTO IIOJI OCHOBO-
ITOJIOKEHVSIMU VIMEIOTCS B BUJTY 00%ekniubHble OCHOBOIIO-
JIOXKEHMS], TO eCTh IIpaKTU4ecKne 3aKoHbL OISiTh Xe He
CJleflyeT OTPUIIATh, YTO 3TOT IIOCTYIIOK COBEPIIAeTCH y
4esIoBeKa (11, BO3SMOXXHO, Y IPYIVIX CYILECTB, HaeIeHHBIX
TIo7T00HOTI BOJIETT) B COOTBETCTBUM C MaKCUMaMWU, CyOB-
eKTMBHBIMI IIpuHIMIaMy Bo. OObeKTMBHBIM IIPUH-
LOMIIaM, K KOTOPBIM pasyM IIpeIbsiBiIsieT TaKue BBICOKIE
TpeboBaHMsI, TOIDKHEL OBITh B COCTOSIHUY YIOBJIETBOPSTH
cyOpekTVBHBIE HpUHIMIB, MakcuMbl (Timmermann,
2003, S. 73).

MopatbHOCTB per se eCTh OTHOIIIEHVIE BCSIKOTO IT0-
CTyIIKa K IIpaKTM4YecKOMy 3aKOHoHaTenbCTBy. Ilpu-
CYTCTBME 3aKOHOIATENIbCTBA B JIMYHOCTU CIIOCOOHO
CO37IaTh TaKoe IIOJIOKeHVIe [ell, PV KOTOPOM VIHIM-
BUZIyaJTbHasI BOJIA MOITIa OBl paccMaTpmBaTh cedst caMmy
KaK yCTaHaB/IMBAIOIIyo BceoOime 3akoHbl. Otcroza
KanT BBIBOAUT epByI0 POPMYyIMPOBKY KaTeropude-
CKOTO VIMIIEpATVBa: «IIOCTYIIay TOJIBKO IT0 TaKOV MaK-
CVIMe, OTHOCUTEITBHO KOTOPOT THL B TO JKe BpeMsI MO-
JKeIllb JKeJlaTh, YTOOBI OHA CTajia BCeOOIIM 3aKOHOM»
(AA 04, S. 421; KanT, 19976, c. 143). OgHaxko TIpakTH-
4JecKasi BOJIS [IOJDKHA OBITh, BO-TIEPBBIX, A61MOHOMHOLL, TO
ecTb OBITH JyIs caMovi ce0Ost 3aKOHOM, ¥, BO-BTOPBIX, aB-
TOHOMHasI BOJIS JOJDKHA VIMeTh cOOCTBEHHOEe OCHOBA-
Hue. Bor 3T0 0OcHOBaHVEe HEOOXOAVIMO IeIyLINPOBaTh.

world, but exclusively in a priori concepts of prac-
tical reason. Hence, to develop such a law the tran-
scendental deduction of principles of pure practical
reason is necessary.

Deduction of pure practical reason begins in the
first Critique in the shape of deduction of transcen-
dental freedom, continues in the Groundwork of the
Metaphysics of Morals (1785) and is completed in the
Critique of Practical Reason (1788), the latter introduc-
ing a somewhat modified approach to the deduction
of principles.

Kant explains at the very beginning of the sec-
ond Critiqgue that practical principles serve the
definition of the will to which are subordinate the
subjective rules (maxims) and objective laws that are
valid for any intelligent creature. The ability of an
intelligent creature to determine its actions in ac-
cordance with the practical law is called will. The
maxims of the morally acting individual, inasmuch
as he is a reasonable creature, must lead to his own
will and each maxim of the act must coincide with
the universal practical will. Jens Timmerman ex-
plains:

By interpreting [principles] as a priori principles
it becomes clear that principles denote objective
principles, i.e. practical laws. Again, one should
not deny that man (and possibly other creatures
endowed with such will) performs this act in
accordance with the maxims, subjective principles of
will. The subjective principles, or maxims, must be
fully adequate to the objective principles on which
reason sets such high requirements (Timmermann,
2003, p. 73).2

Morality per se is the relation of every act to
practical legislation. The presence of legislation in
a personality can result in individual will, consid-
ering itself to be establishing universal laws. From
this Kant derives the first formulation of the categor-
ical imperative: “act only according to that maxim
through which you can at the same time will that it
become a universal law” (GMS, AA 04, p. 421; Kant,
2011, p. 71). However, practical will must, first, be

2 “Durch die Erliuterung als Prinzipien a priori ist klar, daf mit
den Grundsitzen objektive Grundsitze gemeint sind, also prakti-
sche Gesetze. Es soll wiederum nicht geleugnet werden, daf$ dieses
Handeln beim Menschen (und bei moglichen anderen Wesen, die mit
einem dhnlichen Willen ausgestattet sind) nach Maximen geschieht,
nach subjektiven Prinzipien des Wollens. Den objektiven Grundsit-
zen, an welche die Vernunft so hohe Anspriiche stellt, miissen sub-
jektive Grundsdtze, Maximen, gentigen kénnen.”
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Ecymm Bost (Kak criocOOHOCTB OITpeiesIsiTh IIOCTYII-
KM cOOOpa3sHO ¢ 3aKOHOMATEJIbCTBOM) eCTh BUJ IIPU-
YMHHOCTM PasyMHBIX CYIIECTB, OCYIIECTBIISIOIINX
IpaKTUYecKye [eVICTBUS, TO TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHAs
cBoboJIa sBIsleTCsl OCHOBaHMeM camort Boim. KaHT
CTpeMUTCS AeyIpoBaTh CBOOOILY 13 YMCTOTO IIpakK-
Tu4eckoro pasyma. Ho u cama TpaHcrieHneHTaIbHas
cBoOora (KakK BV, NPWYMHHOCTU), B CBOIO OYepenb,
TaKKe SIBJIETCS CPeIICTBOM ODOCHOBaHMS IIpaKTHYe-
CKOT'O pasyMa, IIOCKOJIBKY HeIIOCPelICTBEHHO YKa3bIBa-
€T Ha 0coOBIN (MHTEJUIUIMOEIIbHBIV) MUP, B KOTOPOM
TOT VI CYIIeCTBYeT.

CBoOogta — 210 M ecTh TOT caMblIvt Schluf$stein rpax-
TIYECKOro pasyMa ¥ MOPaJIbHOTO 3aKOHa (MMIlepaTii-
Ba). B Takom cirydae

MOpaJIbHBIV 3aKOH, KOTOPBIVI JEVCTBYIOIIee JIUIO IIpU-
3HaeT B popMe pakTa pasyMa, TeTiephb CITyKIUT [IJIsT AeTyK-
UM TPaHCLEeHIeHTaJIbHOVI cBOOOIBI.<...> MOpaHBHBIVI
3aKOH OIIPEJIENISeT TO, YTO «CIEKYJISITUBHAs duyocodmst
IIOJDKHA ObLIa OCTaBUTBH HEOIIPeJIeIeHHOV, a MMEHHO 3a-
KOH JJISI IPWYVHHOCTY, IIOHSITIIE KOTOPO B 3TON (pIUIo-
codpmm OBUIO TOJIKO HEraTUBHBIM; CJIE[I0BATEIILHO, TOJIb-
KO OH JIa€T 3TOMY TIOHATUIO OOBEeKTUBHYIO PeaTbHOCTb»
[(AA 05, S. 47)] (Timmermann, 2015, S. 354).

DTO O3HaYaeT, YTO peaIbHOCTh TPaHCIIeHIeHTalb-
HOVI CBOOOBI IIPOSIBIIsieTCs (SKCIUIMIIMPYETCS) VIMEeH-
HO Yepe3 MOPaJIbHBIV 3aKOH: KOJIb CKOPO MOPaJIbHBIN
3aKOH CYIIeCTBYEeT W HEeVICTBYeT W STV peaslbHble MO-
paJIbHBIe IIOCTYIIKV MbI HaOJIfofjaeM, 3Ha9NT, «I103ali
Hero» CTOUT TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHas cBo0oIa, KOTopas
SBJISI€TCS. NPUYUHHOCTBI0 BCEX STUX IIOCTYIIKOB, COBEP-
IIIaeMBbIX I10J], HeIIOCPEeICTBEHHBIM BIIVISTHYEM MOpalb-
HOTO VIMIIepaTyBa.

ITpm 5TOM HEOOXOOMMO YUMUTHIBATH: HECMOTPS Ha
TO YTO MBI MOXKEM SMIIMPUYECKM BOCIIPUHUMATh 10-
caedcmbus CyIIecTBOBAHMS MOPAJIBHOTO 3aKOHA, He-
cMoTps Ha To uTo KaHT HasbIBaeT 3TOT 3aKOH «dak-
TOM», TeM He MeHee MOPAIbHBIVI 3aKOH He eCTb 3MIIV-
prdecKoe sBjIeHvie WK (PaKT, HO IIperCcTaBIIgeT co000
«(paKT YMCTOro pasyma», TO €CThb YMOIIOCTUIAEMbIV
aKT 1 3aKOH, YIIPaBJIIOLINIT MOPaIBHBIM MIIPOM KaK
COBOKYITHOCTBIO LIEHHOCTEV VI MUPOM IIPAKTIIECKOTO
(peasTbHOrO) AEVICTBYIAL.

Vrax, oTa B3auMO000yCIIOBIIeHHAS AeMyKIINS, C OfI-
HOVI CTOPOHBI, SBJISIeTCS CTIOCOOOM OrpaHNYeHs IIpy-
TSI3aHUV pasyMa:

«KpuTuka mpakTiueckoro pasyma» TakkKe IIpe-
HasHayeHa JJIs YCTaHOBJIEHMs IIPeesioB, HO TOJIbKO B
IBVDKEHWUN «VI3HYTPY Hapy>XXy», a He «CHapy>XX/ BHYTPb»,
Kak 310 mpoucxomuTt B «KpuTuke wyucroro pasymar:
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autonomous, i.e. be a law unto itself and second, au-
tonomous will must have its own grounds. The
grounds need to be deduced.

If the will (as the ability to determine acts in ac-
cordance with legislation) is a type of causality of
intelligent creatures effecting practical actions, tran-
scendental freedom is the foundation of will itself.
Kant seeks to deduce freedom from pure practical
reason. But transcendental freedom (as a type of
causality) in turn is a means of validation of prac-
tical reason because it directly points to the special
(intelligible) world in which it exists.

Freedom is the very Schlufstein of practical rea-
son and the moral law (imperative). In that case,

the moral law which the actor recognizes as a fact
of reason now serves to deduce transcendental
freedom. [...] The moral law determines that “which
speculative philosophy had to leave undetermined,
namely the law for a causality the concept of which
was only negative in the latter, and thus for the first
time provides objective reality to this concept” (5:47)
(Timmermann, 2015, p. 354).%

The above means that the reality of transcen-
dental freedom manifests itself (is explicated)
through the moral law: inasmuch as the moral law
exists and acts and we observe these real moral acts,
it has “behind it” transcendental freedom which is
the causality of all these acts performed under the di-
rect influence of the moral imperative.

It has to be borne in mind that although we may
empirically perceive the consequences of the existence
of the moral law, and although Kant calls this law a
“fact,” nevertheless the moral law is not an empir-
ical phenomenon or fact, but represents a “fact of
pure reason”, i.e. an intelligible fact and law govern-
ing the moral world as a combination of values and
the world of practical (real) action.

Thus, the mutually conditioned deduction, on
the one hand, is a method of limiting the claims of
reason:

The Critique of Practical Reason is also intended to
set the limits, but only of a movement “from within
to without” and not “from without to within,” as

2 “Allerdings dient das moralische Gesetz, das der Akteur in Ge-
stalt eines Faktums der Vernunft anerkennt, nunmehr zur De-
duktion der transzendentalen Freiheit. [...] Das moralische Gesetz
bestimmt das, ‘was speculative Philosophie unbestimmt lassen
mufte, ndmlich das Gesetz fiir eine Causalitit, deren Begriff in der
letzteren nur negativ war, und verschafft diesem also zuerst objec-
tive Realitit’ (5:47).”



B.E. Cemenos

371ech 3MITMPUYECKN II00YK/IaeMbIVi pasyM, HeraTMBHO
OTpaHWYEHHBIV, JOJDKeH OBITh yAep)XaH B CaMOMHEHWV
ObITh eAMHCTBEHHO OIIpefesIsSIONIM OCHOBaHVEeM BOJIN
(Moskopp, 2009, S. 209).

C mpyrov CTOpOHBI, OHa IIpVU3BaHa PELINTh CIIOX-
HEWIIYI0 peaJIbHyIO IIpo0JIeMy Kak JIOIMUYeCcKOVI, Tak
M — OCOOEHHO — TpaHCLEHAEHTAIBHOV HelyKIIN
HpenestbHO 00X noHaTnn (yHuBepcarmi). V6o me-
IOYKIMS CBOOOMBI Yepe3 IPAKTUUECKUI pasyM, a fe-
IOyKIVS 9TOTO IIOCJIeIHETO — Yepe3 cBobomy (KoTopas
eCTb IPUYMHHOCTE Sui generis, X3HEHHO HeoOXou-
Masi IIpaKTI4YeCKOMY pa3yMy) COBMECTHO IIpefiCTaBJLs-
10T co0OI0, Ha MOV B3IVISH, BeCbMa IUIOHOTBOPHYIO U
YOAYHYIO IOIBITKY TeOPEeTMKO-IIPAKTIIECKOro 000-
CHOBaHIS «BBIIIHEIO» MIMPa CMBICJIOB ¥ LI€HHOCTEV,
KOTOPBIVI BeHYaeT Ty IIOBCeIIHEBHYIO cdpepy, Iiie map-
CTBYeT IIPUUYMHHOCTE Yepe3 HeoOxonmmocTs”. Taknm
obpasom, oba Mmpa cHOBa BMecTe: the war is over!

Paznmanst gexyKimy ombITa M JeAyKIIMy CBOOOIbI

Kax Mb1 yBUIeV, memyKIyst CBOOOIBI M AeTy KV
KaTeropmy He TOJIBKO 00JIafaroT CHermMuaecKMu
0CODEeHHOCTSIMI, HO 1 3aMETHO Pa3/INdaroTcs B HEKO-
TOPBIX CYIIECTBEHHBIX XapaKTePUCTVIKaX.

Bo-mrepBEIX, TeopeTmdeckoe MpMMeHeHNe pasyMa
HallpaBJIeHO Ha IIpeIIMeThl, KOTOPbIe SBJIAIOTCS HaM B
KaJecTBe MTOrOBOTO pe3yJsIbTaTa Halllero oIbiTa — CO-
e[IVIHEeHVI 1YBCTBEHHOIO MHOT000pa3is C IOHATVSAMI
paccynka. HarmpoTus, B cBoeM IIpaKTI9ecKOM VICTIONb-
30BaHWV YWCTBIVI pasyM oOpallleH He Ha IIPeIMeTHl, a
Ha COOCTBEHHBIe BHYTPEHHVE «IIPOAYKTBI» — OCHOBa-
HVSI BOJIM, KOTOpas obrajaeT COOCTBEHHOV IIPUYMH-
HOCTBIO, TO €CTb CBOOOIOVI.

Bo-BTOPBIX, TpaHCIeHIEHTAIEHOV ey KIIVIVL IIPO-
CTpaHCTBa M BpeMeHV, a TakKe JIeIyKIIVV KaTeropuii
HeOOXOIIMMO IIPe/IIIIeCTBYeT MpaAHCYeHOeHNAAbHAS pe-
OyK1uA KaK CII0CO0 OUMIIIeHNs [IepBOHAYAIEHO SMIIN-
PUYEeCKOro MCCiIelyeMOro CO3HAHWS OT BCeX UyBCTBEH-
HBIX KOMIIOHEHTOB. [lejTaeTcs 3To 11t TOTro, YTOOBI f0-

» Bor kak 3ty npobremy BuauT P. Y. C. Yokep: «Tak Kak Mo-
PaJIbHBIVI MUP IIOCTpOeH He W3 SBJIeHNII, a M3 BEPOBaHMII
(beliefs), koTOpbIX TpeOyeT MpaKTUYECKUI pasym C TeM, YTOObI
5TOT MIMP BO3MOXKHO OBUIO Ha3BaTh HOyMeHaJIbHBIM MIPOM, TO,
€CsTi MBI Ha3bIBaeM €ro TaKOBBIM, MBI [OJDKHBI [leJIaTh BCe BO3-
MOXXHOe, YTOOBI OT/IMYaTh HOYMEHBI B 9TOM CMBIC/Ie OT BeIlev,
KaK OHW JIEVICTBUTEIIFHO CYIIeCTBYIOT camu 110 cebe. Koreuro,
VICTMHHAs IIPUPOA Belleil OCTaeTCsl TaKOW )K€ HEM3BECTHOT,
KakK VI PaHbIIIe; BCE, YTO MBI C/IeJIajIN, — 3TO ITOHSUIM HeOOXOIm-
MOCTb OIIpe[Ie/IeHHOVI CICTEMBbI BEPOBAHMIL U PELIVIIN PaccMa-
TpWBaTh MX KaK COCTAaBHBIE YaCTV ITPOVM3BOIHON OOBEKTMBHO-
ctn» (Walker, 1978, p. 139).
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it happens in the Critique of Pure Reason: negatively
stated, empirically driven reason is here to be
kept from the arrogance of claiming to be the sole
determining ground of will (Moskopp, 2009, p. 209).2

On the other hand, it is called upon to solve the
extremely complicated real problem of logical and
especially transcendental deduction of the most gen-
eral concepts (universals). For deduction of freedom
through practical reason and deduction of the lat-
ter through freedom (which is sui generis a causality
that is a vital need of practical reason) together rep-
resent, in my opinion, a very fruitful and successful
attempt to provide theoretical-practical grounding
for the “higher” world of meanings and values
that crowns the day-to-day sphere where causality
through necessity holds sway.?* Thus, both worlds
come together again: the war is over!

Differences between Deduction of Experience
and Deduction of Freedom

As we have seen, the deduction of freedom and
the deduction of categories do not only have specif-
ic differences but are very different in terms of some
substantive characteristics.

First, theoretical use of reason is aimed at objects
given to us as the final result of our experience, the
combination of the sensible manifold with concepts
of understanding. By contrast, in its practical use
pure reason is directed not at objects but at its own
internal “products,” the principles of will which has
its own causality, i.e. freedom.

Secondly, the transcendental deduction of space
and time as well as the deduction of categories must
be preceded by transcendental reduction as a means of
cleansing initial empirically studied consciousness
of all the sensible components. This is done in or-

B “Auch die KpV soll also Grenzen bestimmen, allerdings in einem
Fortschreiten von ‘innen nach aufSen,” nicht von ‘auflen nach innen’
wie im Rahmen der KrV: Negativ umschrieben, soll hier die empi-
risch angeregte Vernunft von der AnmafSung abgehalten werden, al-
leiniger Bestimmungsgrund des Willens zu sein.”

% Walker has this take on the problem: “Since the moral
world is constructed not from phenomena but from beliefs
which practical reason requires it can perhaps be called a nou-
menal world, but if we call it such we must be careful to dis-
tinguish noumena in this sense from things as they really are
in themselves. The real nature of things remains, of course, as
unknown as ever; all we have done is to observe the need for a
certain system of beliefs and decide to regard them as constitu-
tive of a derivative objectivity” (Walker, 1978, p. 139).



CTUYb YMCTBIX (POPM, yIaJIMB PV STOM COZEpPIKaHMeE.
[ IpaKTideckoro 00OCHOBaHNS IIpoLeaypa penyK-
VIV BOBCe He TpebyeTcs, IIOCKOIBKY COBEPIIIaeTCst OHO
B MHTEIUTUTMOEIIEHOM MVIpe.

B-TpeTp11x, camo BVDKEHVE IPAaKTUIeCKO eIy K-
LUV B OIIpeeIeHHOM CMBICIIE IIPOTVBOIIOJIOXKHO fe-
IIyKLIMY KaTeropui: TaM 0OOCHOBaHME IIPOJIBUTAIIOCh
OT YMCTBIX (POPM UYBCTBEHHOTO CO3epIlaHms (IIpo-
CTpaHCTBa ¥ BpeMeHM) K PacCy[JOYHBIM IOHSATVSM a4
priori, a OT HUX — K OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHUAM. 371eCh JKe MbI
BUIVIM 3€pKaJIbHYIO KapTUHY: IIOCKOJIBKY B 3TOV cdpe-
pe pasyM mMMeeT [IeJI0 He C IIpefIMeTaMl, a C YMCTON
CBOOOJTHOVI BOJIEVI, TO CIJIEYET VT OT allpUOPHBIX OC-
HOBOIIOJIOXKEHWUVI K IIOHSITVISIM, a OT STUX IIOCJIeTHUX —
K MOPaJIbHBIM UyBCTBaM.

B-deTBepThIX, memyKIVsA B TeopeTmdecKom cdepe
HaJIOXWIa veto Ha IPUTSI3aHMS CIIEKYJIATVBHOIO pas-
yMa BBIXOAWTB 3a IIpellesibl BO3MOXKHBIX IIPEIMETOB
ombITa (IIpaB/ia, PV 3TOM Cliejlajla BO3MOXKHBIM MBIC-
JINTB TIOHATMSI HOYMEHOB U, CTJI0 OBITh, OTMeJIa BCe
BO3pa’keHWsI IPOTUB CyIIeCTBOBaHMS TpaHCIIeHeH-
TaIbHOM cBOOOMBI). [IpaKTiraeckas memyKIns SIBHBIM
o0pa3oM ykasajia Ha MHTeJUINTMOEIIBHBIN MUP pa3yM-
HBIX CYIIIECTB, TO €CTb Ha CBEPXYYBCTBEHHYIO IIPUPO-
11y, KOTOpasi ITOIUMHSETCS aBTOHOMMM YMCTOTO IIpaK-
TUYECKOrO pasyMa, He Hapyllas IIpy 5TOM MeXaHU3M
JyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHIIMAEMOI0 Mypa.

B-mrsiTBIX, B TeopeTmdeckont cpepe KOHCTUTYUPY-
€MBIVI IIpeIMeT HeIOCPEICTBEHHO 3aBVICUT OT TPaHC-
IIeHIeHTaJIPHOTO CMHTe3a KaK criocoba Wiv MHCTPY-
MEHTa CBOEro TreHes3lca, HO IIPU 3TOM «JIMYHO», C
MOPaJIBHOVI TOUKW 3PEHMs, «HUYEM He 00s3aH eMy».
Torma xak B memyKiym MeTapm3MKM HPaBCTBEHHOCTY
MOpPaJIbHO JOOPBIM SIBIISIETCS TAKOE JIEVICTBIIE, KOTOPOe
He TOJIBKO COOTBETCTBYeT KoHcTuTyTBHOMY (!) Hpas-
CTBEHHOMY 3aKOHY, HO U C HEOOXOAMMOCTBIO JOIDKHO
COBEPIIIATHCS padu 11020 3aKOHA.

B-111ecThIX, JI€TyKIVS OIIbITA VIMEET JIEJIO C beuyami,
npuaeM He ¢ Prytocod KOV KaTeropuern «Belb» (KOT-
Tla TJIaBHOWI «BeITbIO» SBJIgeTcsl bor), a ¢ pealbHBIMM
BelllaMM, IIpelMeTaMl, KOTOpble MBI XOTMM C/eJTaTh
oOBpeKTaMV HalIllero VCCiIeIoBaHms. eIy KIS 9mcTo-
TO IPAKTMYECKOrO pasyMa I0JDKHa 00OCHOBaTh HEOO-
XOIIMIMOCTB M 00513aTeJIbHOCTb MOPAAbHO20 30KOHA, KO-
TOPBINI OasvpyeTcs Ha Hucmoll 6o4e, obIagaromien coo-
CTBEHHOVI IIPUUYMHHOCTBIO — 60000011, B CBOIO OY€pertpb,
TeJIaroIel BOSMOXHBIM UHMeAAULUDeAbHbIIL mup. Peus,
CTas10 OBITB, MIET O B3aMMOIEVICTBUW C HOYMEHAMU.

B-cenbMBIX, HEMyKIMS KAaTeropuil B HEKOTOPOM
CMBICJIE «YCTYyIIaeT» IMPAKTUYECKOV OeaYKIIMI B CBOE
«9VICTOTEe», TIOCKOJIbKY B HeWl Hem30eKHO IPVCYTCTBY-
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der to achieve pure forms while eliminating content.
The procedure of reduction is not required for prac-
tical grounding because it takes place in the intelli-
gible world.

Third, the movement of practical deduction
takes place, in a certain sense, in the opposite di-
rection to the deduction of categories: in the former
case explication proceeds from pure forms of sensi-
ble contemplation (of space and time) to a priori con-
cepts of understanding and from them to principles.
Here we see a mirror picture: because reason in this
sphere has to do not with objects but with pure free
will, one should proceed from a priori principles to
concepts and from the latter to moral feelings.

Fourth, deduction in the theoretical sphere has
vetoed the claims of speculative reason to go be-
yond the limits of possible objects of experience
(true, it thereby made it possible to think in the con-
cepts of noumena, and hence brushed aside all ob-
jections to the existence of transcendental freedom).
Practical deduction clearly pointed to the intelligible
world of intelligent creatures, i.e. supra-sensible na-
ture, subordinate to the autonomy of pure practical
reason without interfering with the mechanism of a
sensibly perceived world.

Fifth, in the theoretical sphere the constituted
object directly depends on transcendental synthesis
as a method or instrument of its genesis, but “owes
nothing to it” personally, i.e. from the moral point
of view. Meanwhile in the deduction of the meta-
physics of morality an act is morally kind if it does
not merely correspond to the constitutive (!) moral
law, but must be performed for the sake of that law.

Sixth, deduction of experience deals with things,
not with the philosophical category of “thing”
(where God is the main “thing”), but with real
things, objects that we want to make the objects of
our study. Deduction of pure practical reason must
explain the need for and mandatory nature of the
moral law, based on pure will, which has its own cau-
sality, freedom, which in turn makes the intelligible
world possible. Thus we are looking at interaction
with noumena.

Seventh, deduction of categories in a certain
sense is not as “pure” as the practical deduction be-
cause it inevitably has sensible content, whereas the
deduction of pure practical reason does not contain
anything empirical.
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€T UyBCTBEHHOE COJIepyKaHIe, B TO BpeMsI Kak B JIeIyK-
LMV 9VUCTOrO MPAKTMUECKOTO pasyMa He CONEP>KUTCA
HUYEro SMIIMPIYECKOro.

BmecTe ¢ TeM 00e HaIlM JeTyKIMM BOBCE He SIBJISI-
IOTCSl aHTArOHMUCTMYEeCKMMM. MeXIy HMMM ecTb 00-
Ilee 1, KpOMe TOrO, CyIIIeCTBYET OIIpeie/IeHHas B3a-
MorioMo1tb. KaHT IIpsSIMO TOBOPUT O TOM, «CKOJIb HEOO-
XOIIVMa, CKOJIb II0JIe3Ha» ObUIa HeyKIINs KaTeropuii
WIS meosoeut Vi mMopaiu. TTOCKOIBKY TeopeTmdecKast
IOeIyKIys IPOIEMOHCTPUPOBaJIa, YTO ITOHATHS pac-
Cy/IKa: a) He MMEIOT SMIIMPUYECKOro ITPOVCXOXKIEHVIS
m 0) OTHOCSATCS K IIpeAMeTaM BOODIIe, He3aBVICVIMO OT
CO3epLaHIs, TO TeM CaMbIM OHA OTpaHMYIUIA CIIEKYJIS-
TMBHOE IIpVIMEHEeHNMe pasyMa, YCTpaHWIa OIIaCHOCTHU
CYNUTATh TIOHATWS BPOXIEHHBIMM JIMOO, HAIIpOTWB,
Cyry00 sMIMPUYeCKMMA 1, CJIe/IoBaTeIbHO, 00OCHOBa-
Jla TpaHCLIeHeHTaJIbHOE TI03HAHVE Belllell 1 HaJlndue
0coboro, MHTeTMTOeTFHOTO MIpa CBOOOIEI 1 MOpa-
ym (AA 04, S. 141; Kanr, 1997a, c. 673 —675).

3aksIroueHme

Wrak, Bo3MOXHaA M MeTadpms3mka KaK Hayka?
YToOBI pemmTs 3TOT BOIPOC, OHA JIOJDKHA IIpericTa-
BUTb BeCh COCTaB IOHSTUIL 4 Priori, pasneInTh MX IO
pa3IMYHBIM VCTOYHMKAM, AAaTh VX VICUEPIIBIBAIOLIYIO
TabIMITy, OCYIIEeCTBUTh AEHyKIVIO UMCTBIX ITOHSITUN
paccyrika, BBIBUTD IIPUHIIVIIEL (OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVIS) T
rpasuibl ux npruMenens (AA 04, S. 365; Kanr, 19946,
c. 132). Kpome Toro, He0OXOIMMO MCCIIENO0BATE YCIIO-
BUSL BO3MOXKHOCTM APYIOr0, YMOIIOCTUTaeMOTO MIpa,
OCYIIIECTBUTD JIeAYKIINIO €r0 OCHOBAHIN, MICCIIeOBaTh
IIPVHIINIIBL VI MEXaHW3MBI JIeVICTBVIS.

Torma BBIsACHUTCS, YTO eCJIV 110/, HayKOVI MBI TIOHV-
MaeM MaTeMaTMKy ¥ (MaTeMaTidecKoe) eCTeCTBO3Ha-
HVe, TO B TAKOM CJIy4ae MeTadu3MKa He SIBJISeTCS Hay-
Kot. Ecimi )xe mocMOTpMM Ha crcTeMaTidecKoe eIiH-
CTBO 3HAHWS, CIIOCOOBI apryMeHTalWN ¥ pasIndHble
BUZBL AeyKInM (KaK pasHOBUIHOCTY 0DOCHOBaHWIS),
TO B 3TOM CiIy4dae MeTadpm3vKa, HECOMHEHHO, OymeT
HayKov. ToJIbKO OTHBIHe OHa — He CIIeKYJIATUBHAS U
(omHOBpPeMeHHO) SMITMpMYecKasi OHTOJIOTHS, a TeOPIII
IIO3HaHMS ¥ 3HAHMS, HO caMoe IJIaBHOe — HayKa O
cBo0oJle, MOPaJILHOM 3aKOHE V1 ITPaKTIYeCcKOM pasyMe.
Dortplnyio 110163y MeTadw3mKa IIPVHOCUT TEOJIOTIL.
W HaxoHerI, 110 3peJIOM Pa3MBIIIUIEHNV, OHa BHOBb 00-
paraeTcs K mpodsieMaM OBITHS KaK TaKOBOTO, HO yKe
He KakK paHbllle, JOTMaTUYeCKN W CIEeKYJISTUBHO, HO
AHAAUTUYECKU VI CUCTHEMAMUYHO, CITeIY ST ViflealaM ACHO-
CHIU, CHIPO20CIIU VI AP2YMEHMUPOBAHHOCIIIL.
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At the same time, the two deductions are not an-
tagonistic. They have something in common and,
indeed, there is a certain mutual assistance. Kant
speaks of “how extremely necessary, how salutary”
the deduction of categories has been for theology and
morality. Because theoretical deduction has demon-
strated that the concepts of understanding a) have
no empirical origin and b) refer to objects in general,
irrespective of contemplation, it thereby has limited
the speculative use of reason, eliminating the dan-
ger of considering these concepts to be innate or,
on the contrary, strictly empirical and consequent-
ly, has explained transcendental cognition of things
and the existence of a special, intelligible world of
freedom and morality (KpV, AA 04, p. 141; Kant,
2015, p. 113).

Conclusion

Finally, is metaphysics as a science possible? To
solve this question it must present the entire com-
plement of concepts a priori, break them down by
various sources, provide an exhaustive table thereof,
deduce pure concepts of understanding, reveal the
principles and boundaries of their application (Prol,
AA 04, p. 365; Kant, 2002, pp. 153-154). Besides, it is
necessary to study the conditions of the existence of
the other, intelligible world, to deduce its grounds
and examine the principles and mechanisms of op-
eration.

Then it would turn out that if by science we
mean mathematics and (mathematical) natural sci-
ence then the answer is no, metaphysics is not a sci-
ence. If, however, we look at the systematic unity of
knowledge, means of argumentation and various
types of deduction (as varieties of explication) then
the answer is yes, metaphysics is undoubtedly a sci-
ence. Only from now on it is not speculative and (si-
multaneously) empirical ontology, but a theory of
cognition and knowledge, and most importantly,
the science of freedom, the moral law and practical
reason. Metaphysics greatly benefits theology. And
finally - on closer inspection - it again turns to the
problems of Being as such, but not in a dogmatic
and speculative way, as before, but analytically and
systemically following the ideals of clarity, rigor and
argumentation.

Translated from the Russian by Evgeni N. Filippov
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