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OIIbIT COBPEMEHHOCTU
B KAHTUMAHCKOWM ITEPCITEKTVUBE

A.T. Kopnuenxo'!

B cmamve cmabumca yeav npobecmu pexoncmpyx-
yuto kanmobBcrozo npoexma npocBewserus, paccmampubasn
ee0 KaK KOMMAeKCHblll ¢heHoMeH, obvedursAuuil 6 cede
pasaudbie npoepammmbie ycmanobku Beex mpex «Kpu-
mux» u 3a0aouuil ocobyr nepcnexmuy Bocnpusmus
coBpemenrocmu. B kauecmbe macucmparvrioeo Hanpabie-
HUA 044 1poBodumoeo anasusa dviaa Bvidpana unmepnpe-
mayua M. @yxo, 6 pamxax komopou npoexm WM. Kanma
npedcmaem Kak nonvimka nociedobamensrioeo nepexooa
om pua0copCKotl KpUmuKy K NOAUMUUecKol npazma-
muxe. Caedys no nameuenromy Pyxo nymu uxmepnpe-
mayuu, nocaedoBamessHo anasusupyemcs pso croxenos,
pasbumoix Kanmom 6 pamkax eeo xkpumuueckot ¢pu.oco-
¢huu u obecnevubuiux meopemuteckuil pyHoamerm 045
nocaedyioujetl pearu3ayuL eeo npoekma mnpocbeujeHus
6 npaxmuxe nobcednebroi nosumuueckorl xusuu. Tax,
8 nepBoti uacmu uccaedoBanus paccmampubaemcs, Kow-
Uenyus INUCMeMu1eckoi aBmoHoMuY Kax Heodxooumon
npeonocviAKU K AeeUMUMHOMY Ynpabienuto — CcHA4AAA
cobott, a 3amem u Opyeumu. Bo 6mopoti anarusupyemcs
ONbIM 2ePOU3AY UL HACTIOAU4E20, 6 PAMKAX KOMOpo2o 3a-
Oaemcs ocoboe Mopasvioe omHouienue 1eaobexa x cboeil
ucmoputeckoil snoxe. B mpemveil paccmampubaemcs xom-
yenyus obujeeo uybecmba, noHAmMo2o kax ocHobanue 041
hopmupoBarun NoAUMUUECKO20 MEXAHUIMA, CHOCOOHO20
obecneuums BO3MONKHOCHIb COAACUA MEKOY 2PaXKOaHAMU
6 Bonpocax obujecmBentrozo ycmpoticmba. B saxatouenue
Oesatomcsi Bv1600b1, Ha OCHOBAHUU KOMOPbLX ONbim Bocnpu-
AMUSA CoBpeMenHocmu, paccmompenviii 6 Kowmexcme
npoexma npocbeujenus Kanma, npedcmaem xax onwim cy-
wecmbBobanus 6 ocobom ucmopureckom npocmparcmée,
OMKPBIMOM He 1OABKO 044 KpUMUKU, Ho 1 045 OetlcmButl
u duasoea, a mpu kanwmobekue «Kpumuxu» Gvicmynarom
Kak 63auMo00noAHAIOULUe ACNEeKbL eOUHOU KPUMUKU MO-
MeHma Hacmosueeo 8 Ouckypce coBpemeHHoCu.

KatoueBuie caoBa: Kanm, @yko, npocBewjenue, co-
BpemerHocmy, Anucmemuueckas aBmMoHOMUS, 2epousa-
yua Hacmosiueeo, obujee uyBcmbo
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THE EXPERIENCE OF MODERNITY
FROM THE KANTIAN PERSPECTIVE

A. G. Kornienko'

In this article, 1 attempt to reconstruct Kant's
enlightenment  project, viewed as a complex
phenomenon which combines various programmatic
principles of all three Critiques, and which offers a
special perspective on the perception of modernity. I have
chosen, as the lens for my analysis, the interpretation
of Michel Foucault, who presents Kant’s project as
a phased transition from philosophical critique to
political pragmatics. Following the path charted by
Foucault, I analyse a number of ideas developed by
Kant within the framework of his critical philosophy,
which laid the theoretical foundations for subsequent
implementations of his enlightenment project in daily
political practices. The first part of my study examines
the concept of epistemic autonomy as a prerequisite
of legitimate governance, first of oneself, and then
of others. The second part analyses the experience of
‘heroisation of the present’, which determines people’s
attitudes toward their historical epoch. The third part
explores the concept of ‘common sense’ as the basis of
the political mechanism that makes agreement possible
among citizens with respect to social issues. I arrive at
conclusions which present the perception of modernity,
in the context of Kant’s enlightenment project, as the
experience of existence within a special historical space
that is open not only to critique but also to action and
dialogue, and in which the three Kantian Critiques
appear as mutually complementary aspects of a single
critique of the present moment in modern discourse.
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BBemenmne

@deHOMeH ITPOCBeIleHNs], TIOHSTHIVI He IIPOCTO
KaK OIIpeJie/IeHHas MCTopuYecKasl 3110xa, HO IIpe-
XJIe BCEro KakK IIPOEKT B VCTOPUIM €BPOIIEVICKO
MBICJIVI, He TOJIBKO ITOZIapuJl 4YeJlIoBeYeCTBY Bepy B
MOT'YIIIECTBO pa3yMa, HO ¥ BO3JIOXKVUI Ha Hero o0si-
3aHHOCTb COM3MEpPSTh CBOWM IIPeJICTaBJIeHNs O pe-
JIBHOCTY C CaMOV PeaIbHOCTBIO, YTOOBI OHU He
IIpeBpallia/IViCh B 3aKOpeHesIble IIpeIpacCydKi U
cyesepus. Tak, atoc vin gaxe mnadoc sroxu ITpo-
CBEIIeH Vs COCTOSJI, TI0 pacxoXkeMy MHeHUIO, VIMeH-
HO B TOM, YTO HMKAaKasi MBICJINTEJIbHAS VJIVI MUPO-
BO33peHYecKasl yCTaHOBKa He MOIJIa OBbITh IIpUHATa
K JIEVICTBUIO [IO TeX IIOp, IIOKa OHa He OyzeT BcecTo-
POHHe paccMOTpeHa B CBeTe KPUTWYEeCKOro pasy-
Ma. [Toxxastyvi, He OyfieT IpeyBe/deHreM cKas3aTh,
YTO Hanboslee OTUETIIMBO CyTh 3TOVI IIPOCBETH-
TeJILCKOVI TTapaaurMbl Obula cxBadeHa V. Kantom
B €ro 3HaMeHUTON paboTe «OTBET Ha BOIIPOC: UTO
TaKoe IIpOoCBelieHe?». V1 XOTs 04eBIIHO, 9TO IIPo-
CBelleH e HMKOITIa He ObUIO 1e/IbHBIM SIBJICHVIEM U
IIpeZICTaBIIsIIO COOOVI COBOKYITHOCTD pa3sHOPOIHBIX
M 3a4acTyio [ake B3aVMOVICKIIIOUAIOIINX ITPOeK-
ToB (cM.: Kpyrros, 2023), MBI TeM He MeHee MOXKeM
yTBepXJiaTh, uTo npoekT KaHTa 110 crx nop sisiis-
€TCs eciI He CaMbIM BJIVSITEIIBHBIM, TO TI0 Kpari-
Hell Mepe caMbIM 0Ocy>k/1aeMbIM. Benb maxke ecyim
OTBJIEUbCSl OT MHOXeECTBA CTaTeVl, OImyOIMKoBaH-
HBIX 3a IOCJIeTHe [1Ba JeCcATUIeTVIs, VI COCPedoTOo-
YUTh BHUMaHME VICKJTIOUMTEeIFHO Ha MaCIITaOHBIX
MepOHpPUATHAX, TaKMX KaK BCEBO3MOXKHBIE KOH-
rpecchl 1 KOH(epeHIIN, TO 31eCh MbI MOXXeM (PUIK-
CHpOBaTh HEYCTaHHBIVI HTepeC K JIaHHOVI ITPpo0Jie-
MaTMKe KaK Ha OTedyecTBeHHOM (cM.: [IMuTpuresa 1
1p., 2019; Crapuesa, Cabanos, 2023), Tak 1 Ha 3apy-
OeXXHOVI 1CCI1e10BaTeIIbCKOV CLIeHe?.

2B 3TOM OTHOIIIEHNMN TI0Kas3aTesleH TOT (PAKT, UTO MIPUy-
POUYeHHBIN K TpexcoTyieTHeMy fobwmiero Kanra XIV Mex-
IyHApOOHBII KOHIPecc, OpraHum3oBaHHBII OOMIecTBOM
Kanra n VHctutyToM dwtocodpum BoHHCKOro yHUBEpP-
CUTeTa, IIPOIIIes oA, HasBaHMeM «[IpoekT mpocserieHms
. KanTa». Kpome Toro, cjiemyer oTMeTuThb, 4TO M B paM-
kax Mexnynaponnoro KanToBckoro kKoHrpecca «Mm-
poBsoe moHsATHE duIocodun», opraHmusoBaHHOro bdY
M. V. KaHTa Tarxke B CB3M C IIpa3HOBaHMeM [oOvIes
KanTa, maHHas TemaTmKa TOXKe He ObUIa ocTaBjieHa 0e3
BHVIMaHIISL.
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Introduction

The phenomenon of the Enlightenment,
understood not simply as a historical epoch,
but first and foremost as a project in the
history of European thought, not only gave
humankind faith in the power of reason,
but also made it responsible for measuring
its ideas of reality against reality itself, lest
these ideas turn into ossified prejudices
and superstitions. Thus, the ethos and
even the pathos of the Enlightenment is
commonly believed to be that no intellectual
or worldview-related proposition can be a
guide to action until it has been examined
from all sides, in the light of critical reason.
It would not be an exaggeration to say that
Kant most clearly captured the essence of the
Enlightenment paradigm in his famous essay,
“An Answer to the Question: What is the
Enlightenment?” Although the Enlightenment
obviously monolithic
phenomenon, but rather a collection of diverse
and often mutually exclusive projects (see
Krouglov, 2023), it can be argued that Kant’s
project is still, if not the most influential,
at least the most widely discussed of these
projects. Even if we put aside the many articles
published in the last two decades and focus
only on high-profile events such as congresses
and conferences, we see unflagging interest
in his problematics in Russia (see Dmitrieva
et al., 2019; Startseva and Sabanov, 2023) and
abroad.?

was never a

2Tellingly, the 14" International Congress, organised by
the German Kant Society and the Institute of Philosophy
at Bonn University was billed as “Kant’s Project of
Enlightenment”. It should be noted that this theme
received its due share of attention at the International
Kant Congress “World Concept of Philosophy”,
organised by the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal
University which was also part of the celebrations of
the Kant jubilee.
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Kak msBectHo, M. ®DyKo OOBSCHSII 3TOT He-
MpexofAIINil MHTepeC K IIPOEKTY IIPOCBelleHs
KanTa npuHATON B €ro paMKax «yCTaHOBKOVI Ha
coBpeMeHHOCTR» (Dyxko, 2002, c. 344), Gnaromaps
KOTOpOVI prytocoCKMiI IVICKYPC BIIepBble CTajl
«OIlpefieJIeHHbBIM ~ pofIoM  pwtocodCcTBOBaHM,
VICTOpMsI KOTOPOTO HacUMThIBaeT yXe [iBa BeKa»
(@yxo, 2011, c. 27), a MMEHHO «IVICKYPCOM O CO-
BPEMEHHOCT», VI «IVCKYPCOM COBPEMEeHHOCT»
(Tam e, c. 25). CyTb 3TOVI yCTaHOBKM 3aKJIF0Uasiach
B TpeDoBaHM 3aHSTH ITO OTHOIIEHVIO K COOCTBeH-
HOMY HacTosIleMy KaKylo-To mosuiyo. Crernarh
3TO MOXKHO ObUIO, 110 MHeHMIO PyKo, TOIIBKO 000-
3Ha4YMB CBOKO MPUHAJIEKHOCTh K HEKOMY «Mbl»,
TO €CThb K COOCTBEHHBIM COBpeMeHHMKaM, K TOM
camort obpa3oBaHHOM ITyOJIVKe, KOTOpasi IIbITaeT-
Cs1 OCMBIC/IUTH CBOe COOCTBEHHOe HacTosIIlee C I0-
3ULUY YHUBepCcaJIbHOTro cyObekTa nosHaHms (Tam
xe). [Tpu aTOM, B3gTast B KoHTeKcTe ITpocBertienis,
roffoOHast YHMBEpPCaIbHOCTD B3IVIsAIa BXOOWIa B
IIPOTMBOpEeYMe C CYIIeCTBOBAaBLIVIMI Ha TOT MO-
MeHT COIIMAJIbHBIMU W IIpeX[e BCero MoInTiye-
CKMMW MHCTUTYTaMW, CO3IaHHBIMU U PYHKIIVO-
HUPOBaBIIVIMM B Y3KMX PaMKax JOMVHMPYOLIeN
permirmosHon Tpaguuuu. Hapoxmasiascss Bepa
B HEIIOKOJIEOMMBIVI aBTOPUTET pasyMa M KPUTU-
Ka PeJINTVO3HBIX IpefCTaBieHNi1 TpeboBasn Iie-
pepacriperiesieHsl poJiell BHYTPY CIJIOKVBIIIEVICS
CTPYKTYPHBI BJIaCTHBIX OTHOIIEHUT ¥ B KOHEYHOM
MTOTe JOJIKHBI OBIIIV ITPUBECTY K «<HOBOVI pacKJIal-
Ke», «HOBOMY pacIIpesieJIeHVIO yIIpaBjieHus: cobov
v yrpasiieHns gpyrumm» (Tam xe, c. 50). ITockosns-
Ky Takoe IlepepaclipesiejieHlie, C TOUYKU 3peHMs
DyKo, 11 coCTaBJIsieT CYIIHOCTb ITOJIUTUKM KaK VH-
CTUTYIIMM BJIaCTH, PaccesiHHOV 110 BceM aclleKTaM
COIIMAJIBHOrO [IVCKypca, OH paccMaTpuBaeT BO-
IIPOC O ITPOCBeIeHNN IIpeX]ie BCero B KOHTeKCTe
HOJIUTUYECKOM. B 3TOM OTHOIIIeHIM, KaK OTMedaeT
k. HImuar (Schmidt, 2011, p. 49), dyko no-csoe-
My IPOJIOJDKaeT, a TOuHee, [0JIeMU3VpPYeT C JIMHU-
ell VHTepIpeTalny paboTel KaHTa, mpemioxen-
Hovt . BeHTypw, COITIAaCHO KOTOPOVI KaHTOBCKOE
BUZIEHVIe CyTU IIPOCBeIIeHNs CMeCTUJIO aKIIeHT C
po0sIeMaTMKM HOJIMTUYECKON Ha IIpo0IeMaTKy
VICKJTIOUMTEIIBHO (PriIocopcKyIo, TeM caMbIM BBe-
14 B 32071y KIeH1e He TOJIBKO €r0 COBpeMeHHVIKOB,
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Michel Foucault, of course, attributed this
enduring interest in Kant’s Enlightenment
project to its inherent “attitude of modernity”
(Foucault, 1984, p. 38), which turned
philosophical discourse into “a certain way
of philosophising which has had a long
history over the following two centuries”
(Foucault, 2011, p. 15), namely, a “discourse
on modernity” (ibid., p. 13), or “discourse of
modernity” (ibid.). This attitude demanded
taking a stance toward one’s own present.
According to Foucault, this could only be
done by identifying oneself with a “we”; that
is, with one’s contemporaries, the educated
public which tries to make sense of its own
present by looking at it from the viewpoint of
the universal subject of cognition (ibid.). Such
universality of perspective in the context of
the Enlightenment contradicted the social,
and above all, political institutions of the time,
created, and functioning within, the narrow
framework of the dominant religious tradition.
The nascent faith in the unassailable authority
of reason and the critique of religious ideas
called for a “new dividing up” (ibid., p. 37),
“a new distribution of government of self and
government of others” (ibid.). Because, for
Foucault, such redistribution forms the essence
of politics as an institution of power spread
over all aspects of social discourse, he discusses
the question of enlightenment primarily from
a political angle. In that sense, James Schmidt
(2011, p. 49) notes, Foucault continues with,
or rather polemicises, the interpretation of
Kant’s work by Franco Venturi (1971, p. 2),
who claims that the Kantian view of the
essence of the Enlightenment had shifted the
focus from politics to exclusively philosophical
problems, thereby misleading not only his
contemporaries, but those who came after him,
who thus overlooked the issue of the right to
free expression and dissent.



HO 11 TIOTOMKOB, YITyCTUBIIVX U3 BUAY KITIOYeBOV
11 [TpocsertieHnis BOIrpoc o Iipase Ha CBOOOIHOe
BBIpa)KeHVe CBOVIX MBICJIeVl ¥ HelloJuuHeHue Cy-
mecTsyomlemy nopsanky (Venturi, 1971, p. 2).

Tax, mo MaeHII0 PYKO, PeHOMEH ITPOCBeIeHI
B mHTeprpeTtaryy KaHTa Helb3s BOCIIPUHMMATD
VICKJIFOUMTEIIFHO KaK HeKoe «o0Iilee IBVDKeH e, 3a-
Tparusalolliee Bce 4eJIoBeuecTBO», 1IN, Ha00OpoT,
KaK HeKOe «I0JDKEHCTBOBaHME, IIPeIIChIBaeMoe
VHIVIBUIaM», IIOCKOJIBKY B OOOMX CIIydasiX YIIy-
CKaeTcsl I1aBHas MHTeHIMs KaHTa, a MeHHO Tpe-
GoBaHIe paccMaTpMBaTh BOIIPOC O CYIITHOCTY IIPO-
CBeIlleHNMs KaK «BOIIpoC HoymTudeckuin» (Pyxo,
2002, c. 342). CyTp 3TOro BOIpOCa, IO MHEHWIO
@DyKO, CBOAMTCS He TOJIBKO V1 He CTOJIBKO K HeoOxo-
JVIMOCTV IIOBCEMECTHOT'O VCIIO/Ib30BaHMs pa3yMa,
CKOJIBKO K BO3MOXXHOCTM €r0 «CBOOOIHOIO», VIIN
«a1yOrmraHoro», npumeHeHus (Tam xe). Hpyrivm
cj1oBaMy, oOpasoBaHHasi Iy 0J1vKa JOJ/DKHA He IIpo-
CTO OOpaIlaThcs K pa3yMy KaK eIMHCTBEHHOMY aB-
TOPUTETY B cdpepe MeTap31MIecKor, HO U BbICKa-
3bIBaThCS OT €ro JInIia B cpepe MPaKTIIeCcKO, TO
ecTb 00pecTyt CBOIO MOJIUTUYECKYIO CyOBeKTHOCTD,
¥ BOIIPOC, KOTOPBIN BCTaeT Ieper, Kanrom, cocro-
UT B TOM, KaK 3TO IepepacIipefieieHVie BJIaCTHBIX
OTHOIIIEHNVT BO3MOXXHO peasl30BaTh Ha IIpak-
THKe. PeltieHrieM 3TOro BOIIpoca, C TOUKM 3PeHVIS
@DyKo, cTajI CBOeOOpa3HBIN JIOrOBOP, IpejIoKeH-
Hem1 Kanrom @puppuxy II, B cooTBeTcTBUM C KO-
TOPBIM OOpasoBaHHas IyOsvKa oOsizaHa He TOJIb-
KO IIOBMHOBAaTBCS IIPABUTEIIIO, HO U MMeeT IIpaBo
cBobonHO paccyxaaTh (Tam xe). VI ecsim B Tekcte
KaHTa MBI He BCTpeuaeM HpsMOro yKas3aHWMs Ha
HeOOXOIMMOCTb ITOJOOHOTO IOroBOpa, ITOCKOJIb-
Ky IIpaBO paccyXgaTh ObUIO J1apoBaHO Dpuapu-
XOM 1 0e3 Hero, TO MbI BIIOJIHE MOXXEM COIVIACUThb-
cst ¢ Dyko B ToM, uTO KaHT cTpemmics yKpenuThb
Y pacIIVIPUTh BBEIEHHYIO IIPOCBEeIIIeHHbIM MOHap-
XOM IPaKTVKY. DTO 3HAYNMIIO, UTO OTHBIHE IMEHHO
pasyM, a He KHUTA, CBSIIIEHHVIK VIV Bpad JOJDKEH
BBICTYIIaTh CYOBEKTOM BJIAaCTHBIX OTHOIIIEHWI, a
€ro IJIaBHBIM MHCTPYMEHTOM HOJIMTIYeCKOTO BO3-
TeVICTBVSI CTAHOBUTCS KPUTWKA, TIOHATasl yXKe He
KaK IIyCTOe pe30HePCTBO, a KaK «BbIpakeHVe Heco-
I7IacHsl», KaK «VICKYCCTBO He OBITh YIIPaB/IsSieMbIM»
(Foucault, 2007, p. 45). DTO UCKyCcCTBO, OTMeYaeT
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Thus, Foucault (1984, p. 37)
Kant’s interpretation of the phenomenon
of the Enlightenment should not be seen as
“a general process affecting all humanity”

on the contrary,

argues,

or,
prescribed to individuals”, because both
interpretations ignore Kant’s main intention,
viz., the imperative to consider the question
of the essence of enlightenment as “a political
problem”. In Foucault’s view, the question
boils down not solely or largely to the need to
use reason everywhere, but to the possibility
of its “free” or “public” application (ibid.).
In other words, the educated elite should not
only appeal to reason as the sole authority in
the field of metaphysics, but also speak out on
its behalf in the practical sphere, i.e. acquire
political agency; and the question facing Kant
is how such redistribution of governance
relations can be effected in practice. A solution
to the issue, Foucault believes, was a covenant
of sorts, which Kant proposed to Friedrich
II, whereby the educated public would obey
the ruler, but would enjoy freedom of speech
(ibid.). While there is no direct reference to
the need for such a covenant in Kant’s text,
Friedrich Il having granted free speech without
him, we can go along with Foucault in that
Kant sought to reinforce and broaden the
practice that the enlightened monarch had
introduced. This meant that, thenceforth, the
subject of governance relations would not be
the book, the priest, or the doctor, but critique,
understood not as hollow reasoning, but as
“an act of defiance” (Foucault, 2007, p. 44); as
“the art of not being governed” (ibid, p. 45).
This art, Aleksandr V. Dyakov (2010, c. 385)
argues, entails the “determination not to trust
anything but one’s rationality” and “to resist
all forms of intellectual (and above all political)
despotism”.

as “an obligation
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A.B. [TpsIKOB, 0O3Ha4aeT He 4TO VHOE, KaK «pelleHve
He JI0BEePsIThCSL HUUYEMY, KpoMe COOCTBEHHOV pa-
LVOHAJIBHOCTW», U «OOpOThCs CO BceMy popMamm
VHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHON (@ 3HAYNT, IIpeX/e BCero Io-
JITIYecKovi) mecrioTvm» (Apsikos, 2010, c. 385).
Taxvm obpasom, B mHTeprpeTary Pyko KaH-
TOBCKWII IIPOEKT IIPOCBEIIeHNIs IIPeJICTaeT B IIep-
BYIO ouepeb KaK ITPOeKT ITOJIUTUYeCcKNil, I1eJIb
KOTOPOTO COCTOUT He TOJIBKO B JOCTVDKEHWUM WH-
TeJUIeKTyaIbHOVI Y1 MOPaJIbHOVI aBTOHOMUM YeJIo-
BeKa IIOCPe/ICTBOM ITpUMeHeHVsI KPUTUKIU B pas-
JIMYHBIX ee IIPOsiBJIIEHMSAX, HO U B Ilepexore OT
OTBJIeUeHHOVI KPUTMKM K IIOBCETHEBHOM KpUTIUe-
CKOM IpakTuKe. Ipyrumu cjioBaMy, He3aBVCHIMO
OT TOTO, IIPVIMEHSETCs JIVT KPUTUYEeCKUTL MHCTPY-
MeHTapuil K BOIIpOcaM TeOopeTUYecKuM, 3Tide-
CKVIM VJIV 3CTETUYECKIM, 11eJIb0 €TO ITpVIMeHeHs
BCeI7la OCTaeTcsl YesloBeK, a 00JIacThiO ITpaKTuye-
CKOTO HPWIOXKEHUsSI — IIOJIUTMKA, IOCKOJIBKY B
HeVl 9eJIoBeK Ha ITpaKTVKe pean3yeT ce0si KaK CBO-
GorHast IMYHOCTD BO B3aMMOIEVICTBUN C IPYT MM
JIIOBMVI, VIHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHO Y MOPaJIbHO OTBeT-
CTBEeHHBIMI He TOJIBKO Ilepef], CBOMM HaCTOSIIINM,
HO U Tiepef1 OyayIIMM Bcero ydesioBedecTsa. Tak,
no Mblcii Pyko, KkpuTndeckas: pedriexcus Kan-
Ta IlepelleTaeTcsd C MCTOPUYECKOV, a yCTaHOBKa
Ha COBPEMEHHOCTh CTAaHOBUTCSI He TOJIBKO HUTBHIO,
CBsI3bIBaIOIeN (PeHOMEeH ITPOCBEIeHNsI C COBpe-
MeHHBIM (PrIOCOPCKUM AMCKYPCOM, HO VI CBOEO-
OpasHBIM KaMepPTOHOM, B COIJIaCUM C KOTOPBIM BCe
Tpu «KpuTtnkm» KaHTa BBICTpamBaroTcs B TapMo-
Huto cortacus (Dyko, 2002, c. 342). Ciienys HaMe-
ueHHOMY DyKO IyTV MHTepIIpeTaly, B JAHHOM
CTaThe MBI ITPeIITPUHIMAaeM IOIBITKY PeKOHCTPY-
MpOBaTh OIIBIT COBPEMEHHOCTV WJIV, IO BbIpaske-
Hyto Dyxo, «onbIT cammx cebs» (Tam xe, c. 357), B
KOTOPOM JIMCKYPC COBPEMEeHHOCTY HaXOIUT CBOIO
peanmzanyio. 1y pelteHns IOCTaBJIeHHO 3a/1a-
4y B XOZIe VICCTIeIOBaHMS Oy/eT ITOC/Ie0BaTeTbHO
MpOaHAJIN3VPOBaH Pl CIOKETOB, Pa3BUBaeMbIX
B Tpex «Kputukax» Kanra. Tak, B miepont yacTut
ViccIIefIoBaHV MBI OOpaTMMCs K aHaJIU3Y SIVCTe-
MIYeCcKOVI aBTOHOMUY ¥ psifia IIPOr paMMHBIX Tpe-
GoBaHMT1, 3asBJIEHHBIX B KOHTeKCTe «KpuTHKy am-
CTOro pasyma». Bo BToport yacTu Mbl IlepeneM K
aHaJIM3y OIbITa repou3allny HaCTOSIIETO VI ITOITbI-
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Thus, according to Foucault, the Kantian
project of enlightenment is first and foremost
a political project aimed not at achieving
man’s intellectual and moral autonomy
by using various forms of critique, but at
replacing abstract critique with daily critical
practice. In other words, no matter whether
the critical tools are applied to theoretical,
ethical, or aesthetic issues, the target is
always humankind, and the area of practical
application is politics. It is there that the free
individual fulfils oneself, interacting with other
people, intellectually and morally responsible
not only before the present, but also before the
future of the whole of humankind. As Foucault
(1984, p. 37) sees it, Kant’s critical reflection is
intertwined with historical reflection; and the
attitude to modernity is not only the thread
connecting the phenomenon of enlightenment
with modern philosophical discourse, but
also a kind of tuning fork that brings the three
Kantian Critiques into harmony. Following the
path of Foucault’s interpretation, I will attempt
to reconstruct the experience of modernity, or
what Foucault calls “the experience that we
have in it of ourselves” (ibid., p. 49), in which
modern discourse is realised. To accomplish
this task, I will sequentially analyse several
narratives that are unfolded in Kant’s three
Critiques. In the first part of my research, I
will look at epistemic autonomy and several
programmatic requirements framed in the
context of the Critique of Pure Reason. In the
second part, I will analyse the experience of the
heroisation of the present, viewing it through
the prism of the Critique of Practical Reason; and
in the third part I will consider Kant’s teachings
on common sense and attempt to fit it into the
overall structure of the Critique of the Power of
Judgment.



TaeMCsl pacCMOTPETB ero depes mpmMy «KpuTukm
HPaKTIUYECKOIO pa3yMa», a B TPEThEN pacCMOTPUM
yuenme KanTa 00 obiieM uyBcTBe 11 HOIBITaeMCs
BIIVICATh €ro B 00MmIMit KOHTYp «KpuTukm criocoo-
HOCTVI CY K/IEHVISD».

nucreMuyvecKass aBTOHOMM S

VITak, ecsiv B BOITpOCe O CYIIIHOCTW ITpOCBellie-
HIS pedb MIEeT IIpeXie BCero o Iepepacripere-
JIEHVIVI OTHOIIIEHVS B YIIpaBJIeHUN coOov M IIpy-
TMMM, TO B paMKax 3TOro BOIIpOca JJOJDKHA OBITh
paccMoTpeHa wurypa aBTOpPUTETa, IOCKOJIBKY
VIMEHHO aBTOPUTET TPaJUIIMIOHHO BBICTyIIaeT He-
KOVI MHCTaHIIVIeV], IIpeTeHYyIoIe Ha VICKIIIOYUM-
TeJIbHBIe ITpaBa B Bollpocax yirpasieHus. «llofra-
JIaTh 101, aBTOPUTET JPYroro» — BOT, 10 MHEHIIO
dyKo, Ta HOTPeOHOCTB, OT KOTOPOVI HaBcera JAoJI-
JKEH OCBOOOIMTH YesIoBeYeCTBO KaHTOBCKMIL IIPO-
ekT 1pocserieHus (Pyko, 2011, c. 43). IToaTomy B
VMHTepIIpeTany, mpenjioxkeHHo PyKo, 3HaMeHU-
TOe KaHTOBCKOe OIlpeJlesleHIe ITPOCBelleHNsl KaK
«BBIXOZIa UeJIoBeKa 13 COCTOSIHMS HeCOBepIIIeHHO-
JIeTVIsL, B KOTOPOM OH HaXOOWTCS IO COOCTBEHHO
BuHe» (AA 08, S. 35; KanT, 20248, c. 48), mpmobpeTa-
eT criennduryeckoe 3BydaHue. Tak, cocTosiHue He-
COBepIIIeHHOJIeTVS TIOHVIMaeTCsl M He B MOpaJlb-
HO-IOPUIMUECKOM KOHTEKCTe, TO eCThb KaK CBOero
poria HeleecriocOOHOCTD, a KakK popMa «MCKaKeH-
HOT'O OTHOIIIEHVs» MeXITy yIIpaBJieHueM coOovt 11
ynipasiieHveM apyrumu (Pyxo, 2011, c. 45). To, uTo,
CO3HaTeJIbHO OTKa3bIBasiCh OT yIIpaBjleHus coDbor,
JIIOIV  aBTOMATWUYECKVI CTAHOBSITCSI OOBeKTaMM
yIIpaBJIeHVs PYT1X, JaeT HaM BIIOJIHE OTYeTIIVIBO
noHATh M caM KaHT, korga paso0riadaeT «OIeKy-
HOB», CTPeMSIIMXCs OTPaHUYNUTD MBIIIIJIEHVIE CBO-
VX TIOHOIIeYHBIX, Ha/IeB Ha HUX «KaHIaJIbl IIOCTO-
SIHHOTO HecoBeplleHHosIeTs» (AA 08, S. 36; KaHT,
202483, c. 49). OgHaxo w1t PyKo KIIFOUeBbIM CTaHO-
BUTCH CKOpee JIPYrovl aclekT B IIOHMMaHWUU CYIII-
HOCTVI HeCOBepIIIeHHOJIeTVS, a VIMEHHO TOT, 4TO
IIpaKTVKa yIIpaBJieHus IPYyTrMI OKa3bIBaeTcs He-
Pa3pBIBHO CBsI3aHa C YIIpaBJIeHeM COOOVL: IIpeX/ie
yeM YHpaBJIATh [PYyTMMU, CJleflyeT Hay4UThCs
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Epistemic Autonomy

the
revolves

While the issue of essence of
enlightenment largely around
redistributing the relations governing self and
others, this issue has at its centre the figure of
authority, since authority traditionally plays
an exclusive role in matters of governance.
Foucault (2011, p. 31) claims that “[p]lacing
oneself under the authority of another”
is the propensity from which the Kantian
enlightenment project is called upon to
liberate mankind once and for all. This is why
Foucault interprets Kant’s famous definition
of enlightenment as “the human being’s
emergence from his self-incurred minority”
(WA, AA 08, p. 35 Kant, 1996, p. 17) in a
somewhat peculiar way. He sees ‘minority’
not in its moral or legal sense, i.e. as moral and
legal incapacity, but as a “vitiated relationship
between government of self and government
of others” (Foucault, 2011, p. 32). Kant himself
sends an unambiguous message when he
speaks about people who consciously renounce
governing themselves, automatically becoming
objects of governance by others, and exposes
the “guardians” who try to constrain the
thinking of their charges with “the ball and
chain of an everlasting minority” (WA, AA 08,
p. 36; Kant, 1996, p. 17). However, Foucault
stresses another aspect of minority: the fact that
the practice of governing others is inseparably
bound up with governing oneself — or rather,
that before governing others one should learn
to govern oneself®> Foucault (2011, p. 35)
believes that critique, especially at the early
stages, is important for mastering the art of
governing the self.

% Foucault developed an interest in this issue while
working on a series of lectures devoted to antique
practices of caring for the self, delivered at around the
same time he was reflecting on Kant’s “Answer”. Not
surprisingly, Foucault uses similar lines of analysis in
his interpretation of “An Answer”.
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yIpasiIsaTh coborr’. CoOCTBEHHO, 11e/IV OBJIafleH s
3TVIM VICKYCCTBOM YIIpaBJIeHMsI cOOOV ¥ JOJDKHA,
1o MbIci DYKO, CITYXKUTh, TIO KpavHel Mepe Ha
IepBbIX Iopax, Kputnka (Pyko, 2011, c. 49).

Tax, mo mMHeHmi0o DyKO, M MpOCBelleHMe, U
CKOHCTPYMpOBaHHAsi B €ro paMKax COBpeMeH-
HOCTb HauMHaloTcs 1j1d KaHTa He B TOT MOMEHT,
KOTZja palloHaIbHOe IIpeounTaeTcs Upparo-
HaJIbHOMY, a B TOT, KOIla IJIaBeHCTByomye dop-
MBI pallYOHaIBHOCTY HOJIBePraroTcs KpUTIYeCKO-
My OCMBICJIEHIO, TO €CTh KOIZja caM pa3yM CTaBUT
II07], COMHeHVe OCHOBBI TOTO, UYTO HPUHSTO CUM-
TaThb pasymoMm. [Ipyrumm ciioBamm, npoekt IIpo-
cBellleHNs HaunHaeTcs 11711 KaHTa 3amorro 1o ero
«OTBeTa...», a MMeHHO — ¢ «KpuUTHKIM YmcTOro
pasyMa», TIOCKOJIBKY VIMEHHO 37IeCh pa3yMy BIIep-
Bble IIPECTOSUIO IIPOBECTM CBOM COOCTBEHHBIE
IPaHMIIBL, TO €CTh IIO3HATh Ce0sl IV, B MHTEPIIpe-
tauym DyKo, HAyIUThCS YIpaBiIsaTh codon. [Toa-
TOMY B €0 MHTepIIpeTaly KaHTOBCKUI IIPV3bIB
VIMeTb «MY>KeCTBO IOJIb30BaThCsI CBOVIM co0cmBeH-
HoiM paccynkom» (AA 08, S. 35; Kanr, 20248, c. 48)
cJlefyeT IOHMMATh KaK IIPU3bIB He TOJIBKO U He
CTOJIBKO K Pa3BUTMIO He3aBUCVIMOIO MBIIJIEHS,
CKOJIBKO K OIpeieJIeHIIO IPaHMI] 1 «aHaJIN3Y IIpe-
nesos» (Dyxo, 2002, c. 352) yesoBeUeCKOro I103Ha-
HuA. B aTOM cmbicste, kak noscasgeT C. XeHIOpUKC,
TpeboBaHIEe aBTOHOMHOCTV pa3yMa OKa3bIBaeT-
Cs1 Hepa3pbIBHO CBsI3aHHBIM C TpeboBaHMEM ero
nerntuMHOCTU (Hendricks, 2008, p. 366). Ympas-
JIATH COOOVI B JAHHOM CJTy4ae 3HauMT He UTO VIHOE,
KaK 3HaTb ITpeziesIbl CBOVIX BO3SMOXKHOCTEVI 11 YMeThb
B HUX ocTaBaTbcs. [loaToMy KpuTMKa, Kak IOsic-
HseT DYKO, — 3TO «BaxXTEHHBIN XypHa» (PyKo,
2002, c. 343) BoreqIero B CBoe COBEpPIIIEHHOJIE-
THe desioBedecTBa. Ee poiib cOCTOMT B TOM, UTO-
ObI OCBOOOAMBIIINTICS OT BCAKOTO aBTOpPUTETa pas-
yM OCTaBaJICsl JIETUTVMHBIM, TO €CTh He BII1ajiajl B
«be33aKOHHOe VICIIONIb30BaHVe», IMOpOoX[aroliee

* Kak m3BecTHO, MHTepec K 3TOMY CIOXKeTY BO3HMKAeT B
TBOopuecTBe (DyKO B paMKax ero paboTHl Hall IIMKIOM
JIEKLIVVI, TIOCBSIIIEHHBIM aHTMYHBIM IIPAaKTVKaM 3a00TEI
0 ce0e ¥ IIPOYNTAHHBIM HPUOIV3NUTEIIEHO B TO Xe Bpe-
M1, 4TO OBUIM HaIIVICaHBI ero paboThl, pedpyieKcupyrome
Hag, «OTtBeroMm...» KanTa. [TosTroMy HeyaMBUTEIILHO, YTO
B cBoell MHTeprperaunn «OTBeTa...» PYKO BOCIIPOMU3BO-
IIAT CXOXKMe JIMHUM aHaJIu3a.
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Foucault believes that enlightenment, and
the ‘modernity” constructed in its framework,
begin not at the moment when the rational is
preferred to the irrational, but at the moment
when the dominant forms of rationality are
examined critically, i.e. when reason puts
into question the foundations of what is
considered to be reason. In other words, for
Kant the enlightenment project begins long
before his “Answer”, but from the Critique of
Pure Reason — it was there that reason was
to mark its own boundaries for the first time,
that is, to come to know itself or, in Foucault’s
interpretation, to learn to govern itself. For
this reason, his interpretation of the Kantian
call to have “courage to make use of your
own understanding” (WA, AA 08, p. 35; Kant,
1996, p. 17) should be understood not only
or largely as a call to develop independent
thinking, but as a call to define the boundaries
and “analyse and reflect upon the limits” of
human knowledge (Foucault, 1984, p. 45).
This, as pointed out by Christina Hendricks
(2008, p. 366), links the demand for autonomy
of reason to the demand for legitimacy. To
govern oneself in this case is to know the
limits of one’s capacity and to stay within
these limits. Critique, Foucault (1984, p. 38)
explains, is “the handbook of reason” for
mankind which has attained maturity. Its
role consists in ensuring that reason which
has liberated itself from all authority should
remain legitimate, because “[i]llegitimate
uses of reason” engender “dogmatism and
heteronomy”. For, as Kant himself observes,
if reason independently marks the boundaries
of its applicability, it thereby asserts itself,
and not somebody else, as the source of laws
and rules regulating its activity and thus acts
autonomously (WDO, AA 08, p. 10; Kant,
1991d, pp. 247-248).



«TOrMaTw3M U rerepoHoMIIo» (TaM ke). Bemp, kKax
oTMeuaeT caM KaHT, ecjti pasyM caMOCTOSITEITBHO
yCcTaHaBJIVBaeT T'PaHUIIBI COOCTBEHHOW IIpyMe-
HUMOCTV, TO TeM CaMbIM OH yTBepXKiaeT ce0si, a
He KOT'0-TO [IPYyTroro, B Ka4ecTBe MCTOYHMKA 3aKO-
HOB U IIpaBWJ1, perylaMeHTVPYIOIIVIX ero JesiTeIb-
HOCTB, VI II03TOMY OH [IEVICTBYeT B IIOJIHOVI Mepe
aBTOHOMHO (AA 08, S. 10; KanT, 202471, c. 110—111).

ITpu sTom mpmmedaresibHO, uTo KaHT ere B
HIpeaVcIOBUN K ITlepBoMYy M3AaHMIo «KpuTukm am-
CTOTrO pasyMa» cxoXvM ¢ DyKo 0Opas3oM yKasbIBal
Ha 0COOBIVI CTaTyC KPUTUKM B COBPEMEHHYIO eMy
310Xy, KOI7a yTBepKasl, YTO ero BeK eCTh «IIOf-
JIVIHHBIV BeK KPUTWKY, KOTOPOV JOJDKHO TIOTYN-
HATbCs Bee» (A XI, Anm.; KanT, 2006, c. 15, mpu-
Med.), 1, Kak orMedaeT K. MakkniaH, HeT HUKaKMX
OCHOBaHM TI0JIaraTh, YTO Peub 371eCh MAET O Ka-
KOM-TO MHOM BeKe, OTJINYHOM OT Beka [ Ipocserrie-
H11s (McQuillan, 2012, p. 70). OmHako, KaK HOSICHS-
eT VICCITeTIoBaTelTh, TIOCKOJIBKY «KpmTiKa 4rcToro
pasymMa» — 3TO WMCCIIe[IoBaHMe, 11eJIbI0 KOTOPOro
SIBJISIETCS. He «BBIXOJ YeJIOBeYeCTBa M3 COCTOSHIS
HecoBepireHHosTeTs» (Ibid., p. 74), a oTBeT Ha Bo-
IIPOC O BO3MOXHOCTM MeTapm3mKy KakK HayKwu,
OBbIJIO OBI CJIMIIIKOM IIOCITEIITHBIM OTOXJIeCTBIISITh
TUII KPUTHKY, O KOTOPOM roBopuT 31eck Kanr, ¢
TeM, KOTOPBIVI OH pa3BuBaeT B paMKaX CBOETO IIpo-
exta mpocsermenns (Ibid.). Cremyer ormeTuTs,
uto 1 PyKo ompenessy TUII KPUTUKY, pa3Bopa-
umBaemont Kanrom B «Kpuruke gncroro pasyma»,
KaK OTJIMYHBIV OT TOrO, KOTOPBIV OyZeT pa3BUT B
JaJIBHEVIIIIEM B paMKaX ero IIpoeKTa ITpocBellle-
Hus. Tak, ecyiv B IIepBOM CJTydae MBI IMeeM /1eJI0 C
«aHaMTUKON MCTUHBD (Dyko, 2011, c. 33), ipen-
HVICBIBAIOIIEV! OIpeleINTh YHUBepcaJIbHbIe I'pa-
HUIIBI pa3yMa ¥ TeM caMBbIM OOeCIIeYWTh ero aB-
TOHOMHOCTB, TO BTOPOVI CKOpee yKa3bIBaeT ITyTh,
C TIOMOIIBIO KOTOPOTO YeJIOBeUeCcKMM pa3syM MOT
Obl BBITHU 3a IIpenebl OrpaHWYeHN I, Hajarae-
MBIX Ha HETO CJIOKMBIIVIMWCS VMHCTUTYyTaMM, aB-
TopuTeTamu 1 TpanuiysiMu (Pyxo, 2002, c. 354).
Tem He Mmenee, nonaraer Myko, HECMOTpPs Ha 3TO
pasarie, MIMEHHO pa3BuTas B paMKax «Kputukn
YJCTOrO pasyMa» MeTOHOJIOrMsl, OCHOBaHHAasl Ha
TpeboBaHUM «IUCIIUIUIMHBL pasyMa», obecrieqn-
JIa BO3MOXXHOCTB €r0 3IMCTEeMITYeCKO aBTOHOMMM
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It is noteworthy that already in the preface
to the first edition of the Critique of Pure
Reason, Kant, like Foucault, noted the special
status of critique in his own time, asserting
that his was “the genuine age of criticism,
to which everything must submit” (KrV, A
XIn; Kant, 1998, pp. 100-101n); and, as Colin
McQuillan (2012, p. 70) comments, there is
nothing to suggest that he was referring to any
other age than that of the Enlightenment. But,
he explains, because the Critique of Pure Reason
is not about “the human being’s emergence
from his self-incurred minority’” (ibid., p. 74),
but about the possibility of metaphysics as a
science, it would be rash to identify the type
of critique Kant has in mind here with what he
says in his enlightenment project. It has to be
noted that Foucault himself distinguishes the
type of critique Kant deploys in the Critique of
Pure Reason from that he would later present
in the framework of his enlightenment project.
Thus, whereas in the former case we have
“the analytic of truth” (Foucault, 2011, p. 20),
which prescribes determining the universal
boundaries of reason in order to ensure its
autonomy, in the latter case, he rather shows
the path which would lead human reason
beyond the limitations imposed on it by the
established institutions, authorities,
traditions (Foucault, 1984, p. 47). Even so, in
spite of this distinction, Foucault maintains
that it was the methodology developed in the
Critique of Pure Reason, based on the demand
for the “discipline of reason”, that ensured
its epistemic autonomy and thus asserted
it as the highest authority, not only in the
theoretical domain, but also in the sphere of
social life.

At the same time, as Brian A. Chance
(2015, p. 88) observes, the ‘discipline of
reason’ referred to here is a set of rules

and
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VI TeM CaMbIM yTBepJula ero B KadecTBe BbICIIIe-
ro aBTOpUTeTa He TOJIBKO B BOIIpOCax TeopeTuye-
CKMX, HO 11 B cpepe 0OI11eCTBEHHOV KM3HIA.

I'Tpu 5TOM, Kak ormeuaet b. Yenc, nucumruiinaa
pasyma, 0 KOTOPOW 3[leCh MIeT pedb, eCTb He 4TO
VHOe, KaK Habop ITpaBwII 1 3aKOHOB, 0OecTieuBaro-
VX MICKOMYIO JITUTVIMHOCTD pa3yMa ¥ I03BOJIs-
IOIIVIX M30€eXXaTh TIIETBOPHOTO BO3/IEVICTBUS TPaH-
cuennaeHTanbHbIX 1nTo3ui (Chance, 2015, p. 88).
Hpyrnmm ciioBamy, IucOUIUIMHA pasyMa ITO3BO-
JieT HUBEIVPOBaTh M3HAYaJIbHO VIMEIOIIYIOCS Y
pasymMa CKJIOHHOCTB K MeTapV3MUecKM CIIeKyJIs-
IIMSIM VI TeM caMbIM 00eCITedmTh ero «3IICTeMITye-
CKYIO aBTOHOMMIO», TO €CTh He3aBMCHMOCTh KaK OT
BHEIITHMX YCJIOBUV, TaK ¥ OT CBOeVl HecoBepIleH-
HOVI IIpUpOopLl. B aTOM cMBICiIe OUCIIUIUINHA Pas-
yMa — IIpaKTMKa yIIpaBJIeHWsl cOOOVI, a TOUHee,
IpaKTMKa YIIpaBJIeHNsI COOCTBEHHBIM pa3yMoM,
pean3yIoIasicsd B aHaIu3e ero IIpefiesioB 1 JOCTH-
rarolras CBoem I1ejI B IOJTHOM 3ITMCTEMUYECKON
asroHoMmmm. Ilocrtenass, kak ormeuaer A. KosH,
110 aHAJIOTMM C aBTOHOMMEVI MOPaJIbHOM 0OOCHO-
BbIBaeT CTaTyC areHTa MBIIUIeHMsI KakK paryo-
HaJILHOI'O 3aKOHOJIATeJISI, YbM KOTHUTMBHBIE CIIO-
COOHOCTY MOTYT BBICTYIIaTh B KauecTBe VICTOYHKA
He TOJILKO €ro, HO M BCeOOINMX SIMCTEMIMYECKIIX
MakcuM (Cohen, 2021, p. 690). dpyrumu ciosa-
MW, TTOCKOJIbKY aBTOHOMHBIVI pa3yM — 3TO yMefo-
UV YIIPaBJISATE COOOM pasyM, OH MOXeT yIIpaB-
JIATH He TOJIBKO co0o1, HO 1 Apyrmmu. Tak, eciamn
MBIIIITIEHVIe, OOpeMeHeHHOe IIpeIpacCyAKaM VIV
BBe[leHHOe B 3a0JIyX[IeHue WUTIO3MSIMM, Bcelle-
JIO yIpaBjisgeTcd MMeHHO 3TUMM IIpefpaccy/iKa-
MM 1 IIOTOMY $IBJIIeTCs KaK Obl OrpaHMYeHHbIM B
cdepe cBoero mprMeHeHMs, TO aBTOHOMHBIV pas-
YM Bcerjia OCTaeTCs YHVBepCaJIbHbIM Pa3yMOM, TO
€CTh CIIOCOOHBIM IIPEIICHIBATh 3aKOHBI HE TOJIb-
KO ceDe, HO 11 APyTrMM. B 3TOM OTHOITIEHM SMI1ACTe-
Mm4ecKasi aBTOHOMM L, C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, €CThb Tpe-
OoBaHMe Bcer/ia 3aHMMaTh B CBOVIX TEOPETMUECKIIX
CYXXIAeHMSAX HeKYI0 YHMBEpPCaJIbHYIO ITO3UIINIO, C
KOTOPOVI CIIOCOOEH CyamMTh KaKIABI YeJIoBeK Kak
pasyMHOe CyIIeCTBO, a C APyToVl — KOHEUHBIN pe-
3yJIbTaT CO3HATEJILHO ITPOBeIeHHOV ITPaKTUKI ca-
Mo-O-TIpefleJleHNsl pa3yMa, Bcerja TakK vl MHage
BIIVICAHHOW, 110 MBICJI PYKO, B paMKM IMCKypca
Bi1actu (Foucault, 2007, p. 46—49).
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and laws that ensure the legitimacy of
reason and counter the pernicious impact
of transcendental illusions. In other words,
the discipline of reason keeps at bay the
inherent proneness of reason to engage in
metaphysical speculations, and thus ensures
its “epistemic autonomy”, i.e. independence
from external conditions and from its own
imperfect nature. In that sense, the discipline
of reason is the practice of governing oneself
or, more precisely, the practice of governing
one’s reason, which takes the form of analysis
of its limits, achieving its aim through full
epistemic autonomy. The latter, as Alix
Cohen (2021, p. 690) notes, by analogy with
moral autonomy, ensures the status of the
agent of thought as a rational law-maker
whose cognitive faculties may be the source,
not only of its own maxims, but of universal
epistemic ones. To put it another way, because
autonomous reason is reason that can govern
itself, it can govern not only itself, but also
others. Thus, whereas thought encumbered by
prejudices or misled by illusions is governed
entirely by these prejudices and its sphere of
application is limited, as it were, autonomous
reason always remains universal reason,
i.e., it is capable of prescribing laws not only
for itself, but also for others. In this regard,
epistemic autonomy, on one hand, in its
theoretical judgments, needs always to take
a universal position from which any person
can judge as an intelligent creature; and on
the other hand, it must be the end result of a
conscious practice of the self-determination
of reason which, according to Foucault (2007,
pp. 46-49), should in some way fit in the
framework of the discourse of power.

Thus, the task that is tackled in the Critique
of Pure Reason, i.e. ensuring the epistemic
autonomy of reason by clearly marking the
limits of its applicability, enables reason



Taxmm oOpasom, perrraemast B pamkax «Kpmn-
TUKW YMCTOTO pasyMa» 3ajlada, IIpu3BaHHasg oOe-
CIIeYNTD SMVUCTEMUYECKYI0 aBTOHOMMUIO pa3yMa 3a
CUeT IIpOBeleHNsI OTYeTIIVMBBIX TPaHNL] ero Ipu-
MEHVIMOCTY, obecrieunBaeT BO3MOKHOCTB yIIpaB-
JIeHMs1 OO0V B paMKax BOIIPOCOB TeOPeTIYecKIX
U TeM caMbIM, C TOUKM 3peHMss Dyko, BBICTyIIa-
eT B KadecTBe cBoeoOpasHOro dyHgaMeHTa JIs
JIaJIbHEVIIIIerO Ilepexoia OT KPWUTUKM, IIOHSTOV
KaK aHaJIUTMKa UCTUHBL, K KPUTVIKe, TIOHSATOV KaK
«oHTOJIOrMSL Hac cammx» (Pyko, 2011, c. 33). Ilo-
citepHssA, comtacHo (Dyko, IpepcrasiseT cobom
«TpaHcrpeccuBHyIo dopMmy Kputukn» (Foucault,
1984, p. 45), koTOpas y>ke He IPOCTO BBICTABJISET
IIpefieTbl pasyMy, HO 3a/iaeTcsl BOIIPOCOM O BO3-
MOXHBIX IIpeoOpasoBaHMSIX B HacTOsIeM, IIpe-
X7e Bcero B cpepe monmTmdeckon. Tak, 00o3Ha-
uyB COOCTBEHHBIe IIpelesibl, TeopeTUYecKuil
pasym obOpes1 Bj1acTh Ha/l, caMMM coOOV1, 1 Telepb
OH JOJDKEeH YCTYHUTb CBOe MeCTO pasyMy IIpak-
TUYEeCKOMY, TIOCKOJIBKY WMMEHHO Ha OCHOBaHWU
€ro IIPVHIIUIIOB MOXeT OBITh BO3IBUTHYTO 371a-
HVie HOBOT'O BCeOOIIero rpakJaHCKOro o0ImecTsa.
Tem cambIM, TIpeTeHAys Ha IIpaBO MeHSTh oOpa3
KM3HW JIIOZeV], KaHTOBCKMUI IIPOEKT IIpOcCBellle-
HVs pacIIipsieT CBOV T'PaHMIIbI, BEIXOOWUT 3a paM-
K1 «KpuUTHUKM 4mcTOro pasyMa» 1 BCTyIaeT B 00-
71acTh «KpUTHUKIM IIPpaKTMUeCcKoro pasyMa.

I"epon3aun;1 HaCTOAIIIEIro

Kak m3BecTHO, pe3ysibraToM IOTOOHOV IIpak-
TUKI IepeyCTPOVICTBa MIMpa Ha PasyMHBIX OCHO-
BaHMsX, 110 MHeHwto KaHTa, HO/DKHO crarh 00-
IIIEMVIPOBO€ TIOJIMTIUECKOe COODITECTBO, KOTOpOe
OyIeT yCcTpOeHO B IIOJTHOM COIJIACHVI C Pa3yMOM U
I7le 3aKOHBI IPHoOpeTyT POpMy YHMBEpPCATIHHO-
CTW, a TpakJlaHe CMOT'YT IIOJTHOCTBIO OOOPATH 11X
u coriararbest ¢ Humm. Crass eper; codbort mogoo-
HYIO 3ajlady, 4ejIoBeYeCKMI pasyM yKe IIbITaeTcs
He IIPOCTO OTCTOSITh CBOIO aBTOHOMUIO B Cy>Kie-
HVISIX O MUPe, HO 11 00ecrieunTh cebe aBTOHOMUIO B
o0s1acTy1 IpaKTVKY, B TOM UMC/Ie VI TIOJIUTIYECKON
npaxTukn. ITpu aTom, kak nogcusger M.E. Coborte-
Ba, TIOCKOJIBKY TIOJIMTMYECKUII pa3yM IIOfIIazaeT
y KanrTa oy moHs TV IPaKTI9ecKoro pasyma, OH
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to govern itself on theoretical matters. It
is thereby, Foucault (2011, p. 21) argues,
a kind of foundation for the subsequent
transition from critique as analytic of truth
to critique as “an ontology of ourselves”.
The latter, according to Foucault (1984,
p- 45), is “a practical critique that takes the
form of a possible transgression”, which
does not merely mark the limits of reason,
but is engaged with the question of possible
transformations in the present — notably, in
the political sphere. So, by marking its own
boundaries, theoretical reason gains control
of itself, and should now yield its place to
practical reason, whose principles would
form the foundations of the edifice of a new
universal civil society. Thus, in claiming to
be able to change people’s way of life, the
Kantian project of enlightenment broadens its
boundaries, goes beyond the framework of the
Critique of Pure Reason, and enters the domain
of the Critique of Practical Reason.

Heroisation of the Present

The result of such a practice of transforming
the world on reasonable grounds, Kant
maintains, should be a worldwide political
community structured in accordance with
reason, in which laws become universal and
citizens can approve them and agree with them
entirely. In setting itself such a task, human
reason does not merely uphold its autonomy
in judgment about the world, but seeks to
establish its autonomy in the practical field,
including in politics. As Maja E. Soboleva (2014,
p. 48) explains, because Kant considers political
reason to be part of practical reason, it should
be guided by the principles of practical reason
and not the principles of theoretical reason.
Thus, whereas epistemic autonomy demands
that every judgment be based exclusively on
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JOJDKeH PYKOBOIICTBOBAThCS IMEHHO ero IPVHIIN-
IaMy, a He IPVHIIMIIAMIU pa3yMa TeOPeTUYeCKOro
(CoGoresa, 2014, c. 48). Tak, ecriit B cjIydae ¢ aBTO-
HOMWVIeVI SIIVICTEMITYECKOVI pedb IIIJ1a O TpeOoBaHMM
OIMPAThCs BO BCSIKOM CY KIEHWM MCKITIOUMTEIIBHO
Ha CBOVI Pa3yM, TO B CJIy4ae C aBTOHOMUEV MOpaJIb-
HOVI MBI VIMeeM JIeJI0 C TpeboBaHMeM MCXOOUTH BO
BCSIKOM JIEVICTBUV He M3 BHEIIHMX 00CTOSITeIILCTB,
a VCKJTIOYMTEIBHO W3 CBOMIX COOCTBEHHBIX IIperl-
cTaBjleHUVI 0 Mopan 1 goinre. IloHsitoe B Ootee
y3KOM, IIOJIMTMYECKOM acIiekTe, 3TO TpeOoBaHMe
TpaHCchOpMUIPYeTCs B IOOPOBOJIBHO IIPUHATOE Ha
celst 00s13aTeNTbCTBO IIpeCcIeIoBaTh 11eJIb JIOCTVIKe-
HUS BCEMMPHO-TPaKIaHCKOro coctosiHus. [py-
TVIMM CJIOBaMM, TIOCKOJIBKY B CJIydae C IpaKTiJe-
CKMM JEVICTBMEM BO3MOXKHOCTb aBTOHOMUVL OIHOI'O
VIHAVBYA HEOOXOOMMBIM OOpa3oM OKa3bIBaeTCs
OrpaHNYeHHOVI aBTOHOMVIEV! JIPYTOro, OHa MOXET
OBITH peas30BaHa TOJIBKO B TOM JEVICTBUM, KOTO-
poe mmeer BCEOOLIINI, VI YHVBEpCaJIbHbIVI, Xa-
pakTep. DT0 TpebOBaHIMe YHUBEPCAIIBHOCTV €CTh
He 4TO MHOe, KaK TpeOoBaHMe IIOCTYIIaTh BCersa
Tak, 4TOOBI MaKCMMa Hallleil BOJIV BCerma COOTBeT-
CTBOBaJIa IPaBIJIy BCeOOIIero 3aKOHOIATeIIbCTBA.
B3sTOe He B MOpaJTbHOM acIIeKTe, a B IPakKIaHCKOM,
3TO TpeboBaHMe IIpelCTaeT KaK HEeOOXOMVMOCTH
o0pasoBaHMs TaKOro IOJIUTIYECKOrO YCTPOVICTBA,
B KOTOPOM BCSIKM Ipak[IaHVH OyJieT paccMaTpu-
BaThCS He TOJIBKO KaK CPeICTBO K ero CyIIecTBOBa-
HIIO, HO M KaK ero 11ejIb caMa 1o cede.

ITpr 5TOM BO3MOXXHOCTB Pe3KOTrO IIepeyCcTpori-
cTBa oOrecTBa M (POPCHPOBAHHOIO HPUOIIVIKe-
HMS WAeaJIbHOTO BCEMVPHO-TPaXXJaHCKOIO CO-
crosHMs KaHT, Kak W3BeCTHO, HEOIHOKpPAaTHO
oTBepral. B aToM cMblIcite, kKak oTMeuaeT DyKo, BO-
IIPOC O CYTW IIPOCBeIleHMs 11 OTKpPBIBAIOIIeVics B
€ro pamkax coppemeHHocTy OpUT 11t KaHTa He-
Pa3pbIBHO CBs3aH C BOIIPOCOM O BO3MOYKHOCTM pe-
sorrrortu (Foucault, 1986, p. 91). OmHako HecMOTps
Ha TO, 4TO IocslemHsis orBepraercss KaHToMm, oHa
TeM He MeHee pacCMaTpMBaeTCs IM KaK CBoeoOpas-
HOe ITOAITBEPKIeHVEe IIporpecca B MICTOPU YesIo-
BeuecTBa (AA 07, S. 84; Kanr, 2024r, c. 329). Tounee,
KakK oTMeuaeT PyKo, OTOOHBIM CBUIIETEIHCTBOM
w1t KaHTa okasbIBaloTCsl He camMyl M3MeHeHUs, K
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reason, moral autonomy demands that every
action be based not on external circumstances,
but exclusively on the notions of morality
and duty. In the narrower, political sense,
this demand takes the form of a voluntary
commitment to work toward achieving a
worldwide civil state. In other words, because
in the practical sphere the autonomy of a single
individual is perforce limited by the autonomy
of the other, it can be exercised only through
an act that has a universal character. The
demand for universality is, in fact, the demand
to act always in such a way that the maxim of
our will conforms to the bidding of universal
legislation. Considered not from the moral
but rather the civil angle, this requirement
envisages a political system under which every
citizen is seen not only as an instrument for
ensuring its existence, but as an end in himself.

It should be remembered that Kant
resolutely rejected the idea of an abrupt
reordering of society to force the advent of
an ideal, worldwide civil state. That is why,
as Foucault (1986, p. 91) notes, for Kant,
the issue of the essence of enlightenment
and the modernity it hearkens is intimately
connected with the question of the possibility
of revolution. However, although he rejects
revolution, Kant sees it as proof of progress in
the history of human being (SF, AA 07, p. 84;
Kant, 1991c, p. 181). Or rather, as Foucault
(1986, p. 93) points out, for Kant, proof of
progress is not in the actual changes brought
about by the revolution, but in the fact that
it is accompanied by a sense of “a wishful
participation” experienced by members of the
public totally uninvolved in the revolutionary
struggle. This feeling, in Kant’s opinion, is
essentially moral in character, based as it is on
the recognition of the right of every people to
be the sole source of legislative power (SF, AA
07, p. 85; Kant, 1991c, p. 182). In other words,



KOTOPBIM BeJleT PeBOJIIOIINS, a COIyTCTBYIOIIee
VIM UyBCTBO «COUYBCTBUS ee dasiHusIM» (Foucault,
1986, p. 93), BO3HMKarOLIIee y CTOPOHHEN! ITyOJIVIKA,
HVIKOMM 00pa3oM He BOBJIEYeHHOV B IIPOIlecC pe-
BOJIIOLIVIOHHOVI OOPBOBL. DTO UyBCTBO, II0 MHEHIIO
Kanra, nmeer, B cyIIiHOCTY, MOpaJIBHBIV XapaKTep
VI OCHOBBbIBaeTCs Ha IIpM3HaHMM IIpaBa BCAKOrO Ha-
pora BBICTYTIaTh €IVHCTBEHHBIM VICTOYHVKOM 3a-
KoHoptaTestbHOV BitacT (AA 07, S. 85; KanT, 2024r,
c. 330). dpyrumm cjioBamy, cTpemsIeHMe Hapopia
CaMOCTOSTeIIbHO yCTaHaB/IMBaTh I cebs 3aKo-
HBI, TI0 CY TV, SIBJIeTCS IIPOsiBJIeHVIEM B ITOJIUTIIUe-
CKoM1 cdpepe yHMBEpCaIbHOrO IIPUHIINIIA MOpaIb-
HOW aBTOHOMMUM. TakmM 00Opa3oM, Kak OTMedaeT
®yxo, KaHTt, oTBeprast yMecTHOCTb M pa3yMHOCTb
VIMEHHO PEBOJIIOLIVIOHHBIX IIpeoOpa3oBaHMI, Ha-
IIpaB/IeHHBIX Ha JIeMOKpaTM3allMio OOIIecTBa,
TeM He MeHee He OTBepraeT HeOOXOHAVMMOCTH IIO-
IoOHBIX IMpeoOpas3oBaHMI Kak TakoBbIx (Foucault,
1986, p. 94). IloaToMy HeyIMBUTEJIBHO, UTO IIPO-
11ecC IpUOIIVDKeHMsE K BCeMUPHOMY I'PaKIaHCKO-
MY COCTOSHUIO ITpeJiCTaeT y Hero He Kak pe3yJsIbTar
OTHOMOMEHTHBIX PeBOJIIOIIMOHHBIX IIpeo0pa3oBa-
HUVI, a KaK «HeIIPepbIBHO IIOCTyIIaTeIbHOe, XOTS
Me[TeHHOoe, paspuTie» (AA 08, S. 17, Kanr, 202406,
c. 31), B kotopoMm IIpocBeliieHrie BbICTyIIaeT B Kaue-
CTBe CBOeOOpa3HOro Karaans3aropa.

Tax, crmocobcTByst dopmMmpoBaHMIO 0COOOro
«o0pasa MBICIIN», IIPOCBeIIeHNe TI03BOJISeT «IIpe-
BpaTuUTh TIPyOyl0 IPUPOSHYIO CKJIOHHOCTH K
HPaBCTBEHHOMY pa3/INMueHUIO B OIperie/IeHHbIe
IIpaKTHUYecKye IPUHIIAIIEL 1 TaKUM 00pa3oM na-
mo/oeuyecku-BbIHY)KIEHHOe corvlacuie Ha >KM3Hb
B oOIIIecTBe Ipeobpa3oBaTh HaKOHeI] B MOpPA1bHOe
restoe» (Ibid., S. 21; Tam xe, c. 35—36). Kak Tako-
BOVI, IIPOEKT IIPOCBEITEHS IIPeXK/Ie BCero 3azaBasl
OCOOBITT TWUII MOPaJIBHOTO IIOBEIEHVIsI, JIeXKaIIIUI1
B OCHOBe yHMBepCaJIbHOIO I'paXXJaHCKOro oolile-
CTBa, IPUOJIVIKAIOIIErocs 10 Mepe BO3MOXKHOCTM
K Meally «IIapCTBa Iiejler» 1 00ecriednBaloiero
cBOOOIY, MVIp 11 0€30I1aCHOCTH KaK BHY TPV OTI€Ib-
HBIX FOCYJIapCTB, TaK 1 3a vx npesenamu (Ferrone,
2015, p. 8). I'lo 3ameuanuto B. ®eppone, HaumHas
co cBoero acce «laes BceoOIIIeN MCTOpNUI BO BCe-
MUPHO-TPaXIaHCKOM IUTaHe» KaHT peryssgpHO
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the desire of a people to establish its own laws
is a political manifestation of the universal
principle of moral autonomy. Foucault (1986, p.
94) points out that while rejecting the relevance
and rationale of revolutionary transformations
aimed at democratising society, Kant does not
deny the necessity of such transformations.
Not surprisingly, Kant sees the process of
progression toward a worldwide civil state
not as a result of one-off revolutionary
transformations, but as “a steadily progressing
though slow development” (InG, AA 08, p. 17;
Kant, 2007, p. 108), in which enlightenment is a
kind of catalyst.

Thus, in contributing to the emergence of
a special mode of thought, enlightenment can
“transform the rude natural predisposition
to make moral distinctions into determinate
practical principles and hence transform a
pathologically compelled agreement to form a
society finally into a moral whole” (IaG, AA 08,
p. 21; Kant, 2007, p. 111). The enlightenment
project above all promoted a special type of
moral behaviour which underpins universal
civil society as it strives toward the ideal
“kingdom of ends”, and seeks to ensure
freedom, peace, and security within individual
states and beyond (Ferrone, 2015, p. 8).
Vincenzo Ferrone notes that beginning from
his essay, “Idea for a Universal History with a
Cosmopolitan Aim”, Kant repeatedly turned
to the Enlightenment project, considering it
to be “the engine and fundamental condition
for progress” (ibid.). Reinhart Koselleck (1985,
p. 198) notes that Kant saw projection of
the future, first and foremost, as the sphere
of the moral imperative, and history as “a
temporalized house of correction for morality”.
This framing of the final goals and tasks of the
enlightenment project envisaged a historical
perspective on the perception of modernity in
which the future not only enjoyed priority over
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obpariiasics K IPOeKTY POCBeIIeH s, paccMaTp-
Bas ero B KauecTBe «IBUTraTesIs ¥ PyHIaMeHTaIb-
Horo ycsiosust riporpecca» (Ibid.). B cBoro ouepers,
P. Koseiutek ormeuaet, uro KaHT paccMarpuBail
3a71a4uy IO IIPOeKTUPOBaHMIO OyIyIero Ipexe
BCEro Kak cdepy MpmIokeHMs MOPaJIbHOTO VM-
repaTyBa, a UICTOPUIO — KaK «MCIIpaBUTEIbHBIN
JIOM», B KOTOPOM IIOC/IeZIOBaTEeIIBHO KYJIBTUBUPO-
BaJIChb MopaJib U HpabcTBeHHOCTh (Koselleck,
1985, p. 198). ITpu 3TOM TakOe OHMMaHVIEe KOHeY-
HBIX I1eJIeVl U 3a/ja4 IIpoeKTa IIPOoCcBellleHNs 3a/1a-
BaJI0 OCOOYIO VICTOPUYECKYIO IIepCIIeKTUBY BOC-
HPUSTIS COBPEMeHHOCTY, B KOTOpO OyzyIiiee He
TOJIBKO 3aHVIMAJIO IIPVMOPUTETHOE IIOJIOKEHVIE TI0
OTHOIIIEHNIO K IIPOIIJIOMY, HO 1 TpeboBasio He3a-
MEeIUIUTEILHOIO ¥ HesSTeIbHOTO BMeIlaTeIhCTBA
JeJIoBeKa, TeM CcaMbIM IIpobsieMaTusnpysi ero Ha-
crosimmee. Benp MMeHHO HaCTOSIIEMY CIIeZIOBajIO
pasBesiTh MpadHble IIpef3HaMeHOBaHWS CYIbOBbI,
YBWJIEB B HVX IIPOCTO «BBIIYMKI», a Ha MECTO Be-
KaM¥ HaBVCAIOIEero HaJl 4eJIoBeYeCTBOM POKa ITo-
MECTUTh aBTOHOMMIO TOCITOZICTBYIOIIETO ITPaKTV-
ueckoro pasyma (AA 07, S. 187; Kanr, 2024a, c. 234).

Tax, no yGexpenuio KanTa, B cmiy camon
CBOEVI IIPVUPOBI YeJIoBeK He CIIOCOOEH OcTaBaTh-
Csl «paBHOMYIIHBIM» K CyAbp0e J1ake caMovi OTHa-
JIHHOVI 3II0XV, B OCOOEHHOCTH €CJIM OT €ro «Cob-
CTBEHHOTO pa3yMHOro ycrpoeHus» (AA 08, S. 27;
Kant 20240, c. 43) 3aBucuUT IIpuOIIVDKEHVE MO-
MeHTa OO0BbeIVHEeHNs YeJIOBeUecKoro poaa B eIy-
Hoe «MopaJIbHOe 11es10e» (Ibid, S. 21; Tam xe, c. 36).
B sToM 4yBcTBe compmuacTHOCTM CyapOe Oymy-
VX TIOKOJIeHMT, 10 MHeHMIo KaHTa, iposiBiseT-
Csl «IyllIeBHas 3a/fHTepPecOBAaHHOCTD IIPOCBeIIeH-
HOTO 4eJjIoBeKa B JJOOPOM, KOTOpOe OH IIOCTUTaeT
nostHOCTHIO» (Ibid., S. 28; Tam xe, c. 43). ITpu sToM
ofI00HOe yJacTue BefleT He TOJIBKO K IIpoOyKiie-
HMIO YyBCTBa, «4TO COXPaHeHVe 11eJI0r0 BBITOIHO
kaxzoMmy» (Ibid.; Tam xe, c. 44), HO U K BOJIEBBIM
pellieHVsIM, TIePeXOIIIIM B HelloCpeICTBeHHBIe
JIEVICTBISI, HalleJIeHHble Ha peayln3aniio JaHHO-
ro TpeboBaHM:. DTO AyIIeBHAsl 3aMHTEpPeCcOBaH-
HOCTB, K KOTOPOVI He MOJKEeT OCTaBaThCs PaBHOMYIII-
HBIM BCSIKMVI IIPOCBEIEHHBIVI YeJIOBEK, II0 CyTH,
SBJISeTCs He YeM VIHBIM, KaK YyBCTBOM JI0JITa, B KO-

the past, but demanded the immediate and
active interference of man, thus problematising
the present as well. For it was up to the present
to dispel the grim forebodings of fate as a
“chimera” (Anth, AA 07, p. 187; Kant, 2007,
p- 295) and replace the doom that had been
hanging over mankind for centuries with the
autonomy of the dominant practical reason
(ibid.).

Kant is convinced that, owing to his
very nature, man is incapable of remaining
“indifferent” to the fate of even the remotest
of epochs, especially since his “own rational
contrivance” (laG, AA 08, p. 27; Kant, 2007, p.
117) is crucial for bringing forward the advent
of the moment when the human race will
form itself into “a moral whole” (InG, AA 08,
p- 21; Kant, 2007, p. 111). Kant sees this moral
sense of engagement with the fate of future
generations as “a certain participation in the
good by the heart of the enlightened human
being who understands the good perfectly”
(IaG, AA 08, p. 28; Kant, 2007, p. 117). Such
participation does not just awaken the
feeling that “each [...] has an interest in the
preservation of the whole” (IaG, AA 08, p. 28;
Kant, 2007, p. 118), but prompts decisions that
lead to acts aimed at realising this demand.
The impulse toward “participation in the
good by the heart”, to which no enlightened
man is a stranger, is essentially the sense of
duty through which the universal demand for
moral autonomy is realised. In other words,
regardless of the concrete socio-political
circumstances in which an individual exists, in
one’s civil life, one should always proceed from
the universal principle of seeking good not for
any one party, class, or even state, but for the
whole mankind as the potential bearer of the
worldwide civil state. Indeed, this is not only
about abstract reasoning linked with universal
good, but about concrete historical situations
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TOPOM peasin3yeTcsl yHUBepcaibHOe TpeOoBaHMe
MOpaJIbHOVI aBTOHOMUM. Ipyrvmu cjioBaMy, BHe
3aBUICMOCTM OT TOTO, B KaKMX KOHKpPETHBIX CO-
LIVQJIBHO-TIOJINTYECKMX OOCTOSITeIIbCTBAX CyIIle-
CTBYeT OTHeJIbHO B34ThIVI MHAMUBW/, B CBOEV I'PaXk-
HAHCKOV XM3HWM OH BCerjga JO/DKeH VCXOOWTH U3
HEKOVI YHVBEPCaJIbHOVI TIO3VIIVY, IIPeCIeayIoIIe
O71aro He OTAEIBHO B34TON MapTWUM, KJlacca VI
Ilake TOCyHapcTBa, HO BCErO YesloBeUecTBa KakK
IIOTEeHIIMAJIBHOTO HOCUTEIS BCEMMPHO-TpaXKIaH-
CKOTo cocTosiHMS. bortee Toro, peus 371ech MIeT He
IIPOCTO O KaKMX-TO OTBJIEYEHHBIX PacCyXIeHMX,
VIMEIOIIIVIX CBOVIM ITpeIMeTOM BceoOlIriee 6r1aro, HO
O KOHKPETHBIX ITOJINTIYECKIIX JIeVICTBIISIX, peasiv-
3yeMBIX B paMKaX KOHKPETHOVI VICTOPUYIECKO CU-
Tyallu¥ M HallpaBJIEHHBIX Ha JOCTVDKEeHVe 3TOro
6mara. ITocTymnaTe mogoGHBIM 00pa3soM — 3HA4YMUT
«Tepou3MpoBaTh» COOCTBEHHOe HACTOSIIee (CM.:
dyko, 2002), To ecTh OcO3HaBaTh ceOs1 OTBETCTBEH-
HBIM 3a OymyIlee duerioBedecTBa ¥ pacCMaTpy-
BaTh CBOIO MCTOPUYECKYIO CUTYyallMIO KakK 3a/ady,
B paMKax KOTOpOV HacTosiIllee He IIPUHOCUTCS B
«KepTBy MeTadm3ndecKyt HeobecriedeHHOMY Oy-
nymemy» (Mexyes, 2023, c. 146), HO paccMaTpuBa-
eTCsl B KaueCTBe OTKPBITOV BO3MOXKHOCTM [J151 pea-
nv3aryv Ooslee CIipaBeyIIBOrO OOIIIeCTBa.

Taxym 0Opas3oM, PyKOBOLCTBYSICH yCTaHOBKOV
Ha repow3alio HacTOsIero, 4yejloBekK pelaeT ofl-
HOBpeMeHHO HOJIUTUYeCKyIO 1 HpaBCTBEHHYIO 3a-
Zlauy. B milepoM cilydae OH BBICTyIIaeT KaK OTeH-
LIVaJIBHBIV FPak[IaHVH U YCTPOUTEIIb elrle TOJIBKO
IPSiAYIIero BCeMMPHO-TpaXkIaHCKOrO OOIIecTBa,
a BO BTOPOM — KaK CBOOOIIHOe HpaBCTBEHHOE CY-
IIIECTBO, BUISAIIEE B CBOEM OJIVDKHEM He TOJIBKO
CPeICTBO, HO U LieJIb caMy IIo cebe, 11 TeM caMbIM
cjlefiyeT B IIPaKTMKe CBOeV XMU3HM 0e3ycsIOBHO-
My TpeOOBaHMIO KaTeropu4eckoro mmIieparyba.
B obBoux ciryuasix ero AevicTBUs OCHOBBIBAIOTCS
Ha TpeOOBaHMY MOPaJIbHOV aBTOHOMMV, PacCMO-
TPEHHOV B ee YaCTHOM, WJIV TPak[IaHCKOM, IIPO-
SBJIEHVV, @ BCEeMVPHO-TPa’KIaHCKOe COCTOSTHIIE, C
OOHOVI CTOPOHBI, OKa3bIBA€TCs PEe3yJIBTaTOM [Ievi-
CTBVSI OTHEJIbHBIX JIIOHEV, a C OAPYrov — KOHeY-
HBIM Pe3yJIbTaTOM IIpollecca MpOCBellleHMs Kak
aisIerocs odrreyesiopedeckoro ycuimst. OmHako
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aimed at achieving this good. To act in this way
means to “heroise” one’s present (Foucault,
1984, p. 40): to feel responsible for the future
of the humankind, and to see one’s historical
situation as a task which does not demand
“sacrifice for the sake of a metaphysically
unproven future” (Mezhuev, 2023, p. 146), but
which is an open opportunity to bring about a
more just society.

Thus, by adopting the principle of the
heroisation of the present, one solves
simultaneously a political and a moral task. In
the former case, one is a potential citizen and
builder of the future world civil society; and in
the latter case, one is a free moral individual
for whom the people around one are not only
instruments, but ends in themselves, and who
thus follows in practice the demands of the
categorical imperative. In both cases, one’s
actions are based on the principle of moral
autonomy in its individual, civil manifestation,
while the world civil status is, on one hand,
the result of the actions of individuals and, on
the other, the result of the ongoing process of
enlightenment as a common endeavour of the
whole of humanity. And yet, the foregoing
analysis, which links the ethical and political
dimensions of Kant’s thought, still falls short
of clarifying the political mechanism through
which, in the view of Foucault, Kant managed
to seamlessly redistribute roles in governing
oneself and others. Therefore, the next part
of this article will be devoted to the analysis
of several theses in the Critique of the Power of
Judgment which make this possible.

Common Sense

McQuillan (2012, p. 79) says that Kant,
in insisting that people are capable of
determining the political system as they
see fit and of openly criticising the existing
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IIpOBeleHHOe HaMV pacCMOTpPeHMe, cOTvpKaroIee
STUYECKOe W IOJINTUYECKOe V3MepeHVe MBICIIN
KaHTa, Bce ke He [1aeT HaM SICHOTO IIpeJICTaBIIe-
HMS O CYIIHOCTM TOTO IIOJINTMYECKOIO Mexa-
HW3Ma, OJlarofgapst KOTOpoMmy, o MHeHUo Pyko,
KanTy ynmasnocs obecriednTh BOSMOXXHOCTB 0e300-
JIE3HEHHOT'0 IlepepacIiperiesIeHNsl poJiell B YIIpaB-
JIEHVV COOOVI M YIIPaBJIEeHUM IPYTVIMY, II03TOMY B
CIIEMTYIOIEeM paszielie JaHHOIO VICCTIEIOBAHVIS Mbl
obpaTmMcs K aHam3y psifja croxeTos n3 «Kpurm-
KV CITOCOOHOCTM CYXKIeHWs» B PaMKax KOTOPBIX
TaKasi BO3MOXXHOCTB OyzieT 0O0CHOBaHa.

OOm1ee 1yBcTBO

Vrtak, ormeuaer K. Makkwitan, Kant, Hactam-
Basl Ha TOM, YTO JIOMIV CIIOCOOHBI OITpeesIsTh TI0-
JIUTVYECKOe YCTPOVICTBO B COOTBETCTBIV CO CBOVIM
COOCTBEHHBIM Pa3yMOM ¥ OTKPBITO KPUTMKOBATh
CYIIEeCTBYIOIIVie MHCTUTYTHI, TaKye KakK IIepPKOBb
VJIV TOCYAApCTBO, BBIXOAUT TeM CaMBIM 3a PaMKN
TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOrO Wjleasin3Ma, paspaboTaH-
Horo 1M B «KpuTnke uricroro pazyma» (McQuillan,
2012, p. 79), n BcTymnaeT B 00J1aCTh HEITOCPeICTBeH-
HOVI TIpaKTVKM, a MeTadusudeckuit dpyHIaMeHT
TaKOV CIIOCOOHOCTY, TT0 MHEHWIO VICCIIeoBaTerIs,
paspabatbiBaeTcst dpusiocodom B «KpuTrKe mpak-
TUYECKOTO pasyMa» W, II0 CyTW, OasupyeTcss Ha
YyBCTBe HPAaBCTBEHHOIO 0JIra VHAMBUIA II0 OT-
HOIIIeHMIO K OyaymieMy uesiosedecTtsy (Ibid.). On-
HAaKo, KaK OBbITO IO[TYePKHYTO BBIIIIE, OCTaeTCs He-
MOHATHBIM, KaK 3TO TpeboBaHVe SIIMCTEeMITYeCcKOVT
VI MOPaJIbHOVI aBTOHOMMW, KOTOpOe, IO MHEHIO
DyKo, TOTDKHO IIPUBECTN K IepepaciIperiesieHIIo
posient B CTPYKType BJIaCTHBIX OTHOILIEHW, MO-
KeT OBITh peaIn30BaHO Ha ITpakTuKe. pyrumu
CJIOBaMU, HEIIOHATHO, KaK TpeOOBaHVe He TOJIb-
KO IyMaTb, HO U JIeVICTBOBATh CaMOCTOATEILHO
MOXeT OBITh peasIi30BaHO W TPV 3TOM He IIpBe-
CTM K paJVKaJIbHBIM M3MeHEeHMsIM CyIIeCTBYIO-
eVl TIOJIMTUYECKOV CTPYKTYPBI, TO €CTh K PeBO-
mortny. OTBeT Ha 3TOT BOIPOC, 110 MbIcin Dyko,
CTlefyeT VICKaTh B peyiokeHHoM KaHToM pasim-
ueHMM (PYHKIIM YaCTHOT'O 1 ITyOJIMYHOTO pa3yMa
(@yxo, 2011, c. 49), a TeopeTHUeckoe 0OOCHOBaHMe
3TOrO Pas3JIMUeHNs MBI TIOIbITaeMCsl OOHAPYXUTh
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institutions such as church and state, thereby
goes beyond the framework of transcendental
idealism which he developed in the Critique of
Pure Reason, and enters the space of practice;
whereas the metaphysical foundation of this
faculty, McQuillan argues, was developed
in the Critigue of Practical Reason and is
essentially based on the individual’s sense
of duty to the future generations (ibid.).
However, as I have said, it is still unclear
how the demand for epistemic and moral
autonomy, which, Foucault believes, should
lead to a redistribution of roles in the structure
of power relations, can be implemented in
practice. In other words, it is unclear how
the demand not only to think but also to act
independently can be met without a radical
change of the existing political structure, i.e
a revolution. Foucault (2011, p. 35) claims
that the answer to this question can be found
in Kant’s distinction between private and
public reason; and I submit that the theoretical
foundation for this distinction can be found
in the Critique of the Power of Judgment. It
must be noted that Foucault’s approach
was not ground-breaking, since a similar
attempt had been made earlier by Hannah
Arendt (1992), who, proceeding from Kant’s
concept of common sense, investigated the
faculty of judgment as an instrument of civil
interaction and communication within political
associations. Moreover, pointing to the role
of all three of Kant’s Critiques in developing
the enlightenment project, Foucault (2011,
p. 30) did not pay enough attention to the
third Critiqgue, confining himself to a general
statement to the effect that it grounded
the possibility “of making use of his own
technical knowledge concerning his own life”,
without replacing it with the directives of an
authorised person (for example, a doctor). In



B «Kputnke criocobHocT cyxmeHus». Criemyer
OTMETUTBH, YTO IPeJIoKeHHBIT DyKO II0IX0L, BO-
BCe He ObIJT HOBAaTOPCKVMM, IIOCKOJIBKY CXOXYIO TIO-
IIBITKY IO Hero y>ke mpenipvHuMaia X. ApeHT,
KOTOpasi, OIMpasich Ha KOHIIEIIIVIO OOIIero uyB-
crBa KaHra, paccmarpumBasa criocoOHOCTB CyKle-
HVSL B KaueCcTBe MHCTPYMeHTa I'PakKIaHCKOro B3a-
VIMOZIEVICTBYSL VI KOMMYHWKAITUV B TIOJTATIIYECKIX
obpenmuenMsAx (cM.: Apennr, 2011). Boree Toro,
yKasblBas Ha posib Bcex Tpex «Kpuruk» Kanra B
pasBUTHUM ero IpoekTa IpocselrieHns, Oyko He
yzesieT aHaimsy Tperbent «KpuTuki» gocraTod-
HO BHVIMaHW$I, OT paHMYVBASICh JIVIIITH OOIIIVIM YKa-
3aHVeM Ha TO, 4YTO B Hell 000CHOBaHa BO3MOXXHOCTH
«CIIONB30BaTh COOCTBEHHOE TeXHIMYecKoe 3HaHue
cBoert Xu3Hn» (Dyko, 2011, c. 42), He 3aMeHsIs ero
Ha IUPEKTVBbI HEKOro YIIOJTHOMOYEHHOrO BJla-
CTBIO JINIIA, HaIIpuMep Bpadva. [laspHeririee pac-
CMOTpeHe TIOIBITAeTCS. BOCIIOIHUTD 3Ty JIAKYHY
B MHTeprpetanyy PyKo 1 IOKa3aTk, KaK pas3Bu-
Tas B paMKax «KpuUTKM criIocOOHOCTM CYXKIeH s>
KOHIIeTIIIMSL OOIIero 4dyBcTBa CIIOCcOOHa obecrie-
YUTHb BO3MOXXHOCTB JIJTSI TAKOI'O VCIIO/Ib30BAHIS.
Kak ormeuaer dyko, KaHTOBCKOe pasiIde-
HJle YaCTHOI'O ¥ ITyOJIMYHOrO IIPVIMEHeHMs pas-
yMa He IIPOCTO OPUTMHAJIBHO, HO I IIepeBOpavl-
BaeT oObIIeHHOe IipeficTaBiieHMe o0 HuX (TaMm ke,
c. 48). Tak, 4aCTHBIM IIpVIMEHEeHVeM OKa3bIBaeTCs
He HeKasl JesiTeJIbHOCTh, KOTOPOV VIHJIVIBVZ, MOT
ObI TIpeaBaThCs B CBOOOIHOE OT CBOVIX I'PakIaH-
CKMX 00sI3aHHOCTEV BpeMsl, HO HaoDOpOT — 3TO
HesITeJIBHOCTD, TOHSATas KaK YacTHas (PyHKIVS
B paMKax IIeJIOr0 roCyAapCTBEHHOrO OpraHm3Ma.
Hpyrumu cjioBaMu, 3TO TaKasl JesiTeJIbHOCTD, B KO-
TOPOVI VIHAVBI, BBICTYIIaeT He Kak IeJIb, HO KaK
CPeCTBO B COCTaBe I1eJIOr0, TO eCTh TOCyAapCTBa.
B cBoro ouepenp, myOimuHOe IIprIMeHeHVe pasy-
Ma — 9TO Ta JIeITeJIbHOCTb, B KOTOPOV VMH/IVIBU/L
peaym3yeT cebs KaK yCTPOUTeNIb OyIyIero Bce-
MV PHO-TpaKJaHCKOrO OOIIlecTBa, M KaK TaKOBOV
OH HapaBHe C JIPyTMMI y4YacTBYeT B HEM yXKe He
TOJIBKO KaK CPeJICTBO, HO TaKXXe KaK IIeJTb caMa TI0
cebe. B aToM cmpIciie dakT 1myOIMIHOrO IIprMe-
HEHVSI pa3yMa SBJISIeTCS IIPOSIBJIEHVIEM He TOJIb-
KO SHUCTEMUYECKOV aBTOHOMWMM WHAMBMIA KakK
CyIIecTBa, CAMOCTOSITEJTBHO MBICIISIIETO, HO M €T
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what follows, I will attempt to fill this lacuna
in Foucault’s interpretation and to show how
the concept of common sense developed in the
Critique of the Power of Judgment can make such
use possible.

Foucault maintains that Kant’s distinction
between the private and public use of reason
is not just original, but overturns conventional
wisdom (ibid., p. 35). ‘Private” use is not just
any activity in which the individual could
indulge when not fulfilling his civil duties;
on the contrary, it is activity understood as
a private function within the whole state
organism. In other words, it is activity in
which the individual is not the end, but an
instrument within the whole, i.e. the state. The
public use of reason is activity in which the
individual fulfils himself as a builder of the
future world civil society, taking part in this
along with others not only as an instrument,
but also as an end in himself. In that sense,
the fact of public use of reason manifests not
only the epistemic autonomy of the individual
as an independent thinking being, but the
moral autonomy of a being that has a moral
sense and is incapable of being indifferent
to the fate of future generations. Foucault
maintains that this distinction between the
private and public use of reason enables Kant
to balance the need to criticise with the need
to obey. However, although this explanation,
Foucault believes, pinpoints the essence of the
covenant Kant proposes to the main subject
of political power, it says nothing about how
such agreement in the public sphere can be
achieved. As pointed out above, emergence
from a state of minority includes two different,
albeit mutually complementary, aspects. On
one hand, it demands that every individual be
aware of oneself as an agent of autonomous
thinking capable of critically judging the
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MOpaJIbHOV aBTOHOMMM KaK CYIIlecTBa, VIMefollle-
ro HpaBCTBEHHOE YyBCTBO ¥ HECIIOCOOHOIO OCTa-
BaThCsl Oe3pasIMYHBIM K Cy[ab0Oe OyIyIimx IIOKO-
nenun. Takoe pasideHne PyHKIIUI YaCTHOIO U
IyO/IMYHOTO IPVMEHEeHMsI pasyMa ¥ II03BOJISeT
KanTy, o mpiciin dyxo, obecrieunTs OataHC MeX-
IOy TOTPeOHOCTBIO KPUTMKOBATh M HEOOXOIVMO-
CTBIO TIOBMHOBaThcA. OIHAKO, XOTS IIpeIIOKeH-
Hoe OOBSICHEHMe ¥ pacKpblBaeT CYTh JOrOBOpa,
KoTopbIvi, o MHeHMIo Pyko, Kant mpenyaraer
IJIABHOMY CYOBEKTY IIOJIMTUUECKOV BJIACTV, OHO
ocTaBJIsieT Oe3 BHMMaHMA TO, KaKM oOpas3om Oy-
JAeT JIOCTUIHYTO coIjlacue B caMOVl ITyOImdaHON
cdepe. Bep, Kak OBIJIO OTMEYEHO BBIIIIE, BBIXOZ 113
COCTOSIHVISI HeCOBepIIIeHHOJIeT S BKJIIoYaeT B ceOs
7IBa pa3JINYHBIX, HO TeM He MeHee JIOIOTHSIOIIX
apyr apyra acriekta. OH TpeOyeT OT BCSKOTO MH-
IOVBU/IA,C OIHOV CTOPOHBI, OCO3HAHM Ce0sl areH-
TOM aBTOHOMHOI'O MBIIIJIEHMS, CIIOCOOHOIO BBI-
HOCUTB KPUTHUYECKIe CYXXIeHNs O CBOeM MUpe 1
TeKyIIeN 3II0Xe, a C IPYroil — BBIXOIA 3a IPaHU-
116l COOCTBEHHOVI MHAVBIIYaJIbHOCTY, TO €CTh 3a-
HATVSI HEKOVI YHVBEPCAJIBHOV O3V, IIPVHM-
MarolIleVt BO BHUMaHe Cy>XXIIeHVe JPYTX.
HdpyruMm cjioBamu, ecjiy IPOeKT IIpocBellle-
H1s KanTa — 3TO IIpoeKT mpexie Bcero MmoImTy-
YecKNil, TO B €r0 paMKax JO/DKHa ObITh He TOJIb-
KO pellleHa Ipo0OsieMa OTHOIIEHMs TpaXaaH K
JIeVICTBYIOIIIeV! BJIacTH, HO 1 obecriedeHa BO3MOXK-
HOCTB VX COIJIacWs OPYT C IPYTroM KaK CBOOOTHO
MBICJISIIIVX CYIIECTB, CAMOCTOSITEJIBHO BBIOVIparo-
myx coocTBeHHOe Oyayiiee. VIMeHHO 3Ta 3a71a4a 1
IIpe/IIoIaraeT arnesuIsiio K mporpamme «Kpuru-
KVI CIIOCOOHOCTM CY>KIEeHWs», TIOCKOJIBKY ee peltle-
HIIe BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO 3a CHeT oOparreHms K «00-
II[eMy 9yBCTBY», TO €CTh CIIOCOOHOCTM VICXOIUTD B
CBOEM CY>KIeHMM KakK ObI 113 BceoOlIero gyeopeye-
CKOTO pasyMa " TeM CaMbIM M30eraTh VIJUIIO3UI
IpepacCyIKOB pasyMa WMHOMBUAyaIbHOro (AA
05, S. 293; Kawnrt, 2001, c. 379). ITpn sToM, Kak OT-
MeuaeT KaHT, Takasi cIIocOOHOCTH HasIM4ecTByeT
abcoIIOTHO y Beex, yeM oDecrieurBaeTCsl BO3MOX-
HOCTB «Bceobujett coodujaemocmu Oe3 ocpencTBa
nousTus» (Ibid., S. 295; Tam xe, c. 381). Opyrumn
CJIOBaMM, eCJIM CYXKIIeHUsI TeopeTUYecKoro pasy-
Ma, OIepUpPYIOIero MOHATUSAMM, BCerga IIpoBe-

world and the current epoch; and on the other
hand, it demands one be able to go beyond
one’s own individuality — that is, to take a
universal stance and take into account the
judgment of others.

In other words, if Kant’s enlightenment
project is first and foremost a political one,
it should not only solve the problem of
the attitude of citizens toward power, but
enable them to come to an agreement with
one another as freely thinking beings who
independently choose their own future. This
task requires turning to the programme of
the Critique of the Power of Judgment, because
it can be only accomplished by appealing to
“common sense,” that is, the ability to judge
proceeding, as it were, from universal human
reason, and thus to steer clear of the illusions
and prejudices of individual reason (KU, AA
05, p. 293; Kant, 2000, p. 173). Kant stresses that
absolutely everyone possesses this capacity,
which ensures universal communicability
“without the mediation of a concept” (KU,
AA 05, p. 295; Kant, 2000, p. 175). In other
words, while the judgments of theoretical
reason deal with concepts that are always
verifiable by experience, judgments based
on common sense, which are not actually
concepts or ideas but judgments based on
intuition, make it possible to come to an
agreement on how the ideals of the kingdom
of freedom can be implemented in the world of
nature (KU, AA 05, p. 178; Kant, 2000, p. 14).
The task of implementing the enlightenment
project thus ceases to be just a moral duty of
a single individual and the space of the use of
autonomous reason, and is enhanced by being
perceived as the space of the use of universal
reason. In this context, Andrew Benjamin
(2012, p. 36) notes, public space becomes a
“space of activity” and “[m]ore importantly,
[...] an open space of activity”: that is, space
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PpsieMBbl, HO IIPV 3TOM OrpaHMYeHbI IAPCTBOM IIPU-
POIbl, a naey MpaKTUYecKoro pasyMma JOCTUTaloT
IIapcTBa CBOOOIBI, HO IIPVHIIUIIMAIBHO He Bepu-
duipyeMbl Ha OIbITe, TO CYXXAeHNs Ha OCHOBe
00I11er0 YyBCTBa, ABJISIOIVIECS, TI0 CYTH, He TIOHS-
TUSIMY, He UIesAMM, a CyXAeHMsIMI, 00yC/I0BIIeH-
HBIMIU VHTYVIIVIEV, II03BOJISIIOT IIPUMTY K COIJIa-
CMIO O TOM, KaK MyeasIbl IIapcTBa CBOOOIBI MOTYT
ObITh BOIUIONMIEHB! B Mupe pupons! (Ibid., S. 178;
Tam xe, c. 97). Tax 3amaua 110 peasm3aryy IIpoeKTa
IIPOCBeIIeH s TIepecTaeT ObITh IIPOCTO HPABCTBEH-
HBIM JIOJITOM OT/IeIbHOTO MHIVBIIA U IIPOCTPaH-
CTBOM HPWIOXKEeHMs ero aBTOHOMHOIO pasyMa
¥ oboralaeTcs IIpeficTaB/IeHVeM O Hell Kak 00
OITpezieJIeHHOM IIPOCTPAHCTBe IPVJIOKEHMS pas-
yMa BceoO1iiero. B 3Tom KoHTeKcTe, KaK OTMedaeT
A. beHbsMMH, IyO/IMYHOE ITPOCTPAHCTBO CTAHO-
BUTCS «IIPOCTPAHCTBOM aKTUBHOCTV» U, «4TO ellle
Oosiee Ba’KHO, OTKPBITBIM IIPOCTPAHCTBOM aKTWB-
HocTy» (Benjamin, 2012, p. 36), To ecTb TakuM, B
KOTOPOM «OOIIeCTBEHHOCTh» MOXET IeVICTBOBATh
HOJIUTUYECK KaK HeKoe eflVTHOe I1eJI0e, OCYyIIecT-
BJISSI B CBOEM HACTOSIIEM ITPOEKT COOCTBEHHOIO
Oymy1iero, 1 TeM caMbIM IIepMaHEHTHO peaKTya-
JIVI3UPOBaTh €ro Kak MOMeHT COBPEeMEeHHOCT.
CrerryeT Takke OTMETUTb, UTO, HECMOTPs Ha
TO 3HaueHMe, koTopoe KaHT mpuaasai ycmamsam
MHAMBUA B IIporiecce IPUOIVDKEHNMS K BCeMUp-
HO-T'Pa’kJIaHCKOMY COCTOSIHUIO, OH TeM He MeHee
ojiarajl, 4To OOIIecTBY B IIeJIOM Tropasfo Jier-
ye BBIVITU U3 «COCTOSIHVS HECOBEPIIIEHHOJIETIS»,
yeM OT/eIBHO B3ATOMY desioBeky (AA 08, S. 36;
Kanr, 20248, c. 49). Kak nosicasger K. CBUT, «cKpbI-
TOV TIOCBUIKOV» JaHHOro yTBepxkueHus KaHTta
ABJISIeTCS €r0 KOHILIeTIINS pa3yMa, KOTOPBIV, «/1JIs
TOrO YTOOBI ITOJTHOCTBIO Pa3BUTHCS», HYXKIAETCS
He TOJIBKO B CaMOAVCLMIUINHE, HO ellle U B «IU-
asiore» (Sweet, 2024, p. 68) vwin, B popMyJIMpOBKe
K. denmvmxopmxy, HOIJIVTHHO aBTOHOMHBIV Pa3-
yM MOXXET CYIIEeCTBOBaTh TOJIBKO B «HEM30eXHO
COIMaIbHOM M3MepeHUN KpUT14ecKor camoped-
nekcun» (Deligiorgi, 2002, p. 148). Memutenne,
KOTOpoe Oy/ieT COOTBETCTBOBATh 3TOMY YCJIOBUIO,
KanT HaspIBaeT He TOJIBKO IIPOCBEIEHHBIM, TO
eCTb CBOOOIHBIM OT IIpepacCyAKOB IIPeIIIecTBY-
IOLLIeVI TIOX, HO U «IIVPOKMM», TO €CTh 3aCTpaxo-
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within which the “community” can act
politically as a single whole, implementing, in
the present, the project of its own future and
thus permanently re-actualising it as a moment
of modernity.

It should also be noted that despite the
importance Kant attached to the individual’s
efforts in bringing about a world civil state, he
felt that it was far easier for society to emerge
from “the state of minority” as a whole than
for a single individual to do so (WA, AA 08,
p- 36; Kant, 1996, p. 17). Kristi Sweet (2024,
p. 68) elaborates that the “hidden premise” of
his Kantian proposition is “his conception of
reason”, which, “in order fully to develop”,
needs not only self-discipline, but also
“dialogue”; or, as this is framed by Katerina
Deligiorgi (2002, p. 148), truly independent
reason can exist in an “irreducibly social
dimension of critical self-reflection”. According
to Kant, thinking that meets this condition is
not only enlightened, i.e. free of the prejudices
of the preceding epoch, but also “broad”, i.e.
insured against the prejudice of self-love and
the trap of logical egoism (KU, AA 05, p. 295;
Kant, 2000, p. 175). It has to be noted that in
Kant’s opinion, headlong following of the
independent thinking maxim is fraught with
the risk of falling victim to new prejudices,
i.e. “prejudices based on self-love”, and the
“logical egoism” (Log, AA 09, p. 80; Kant, 1992,
p. 582) that accompanies it. As Kant explains
in his Logic, such prejudices are preliminary
judgments made without reflection, and are
essentially products of merely mechanical work
of reason (Log, AA 09, p. 76; Kant, 1992, p. 579).
Thus, the “prejudice based on self-love” which
underlies logical egoism is the opposite of the
“prejudice of prestige” and stems from the
erroneous proposition that in judgments about
truth agreement with the judgments of others is
superfluous (ibid.).

109



A.T. Kopuuenko

BaHHBIM OT IIpeIpaccy/iKa ceOsTIo0vs V1 JIOBY LK
sorngeckoro sromsma (AA 05, S. 295; Kanr, 2001,
c. 379). 3uech ciieflyeT MOSICHUTD, YTO, 10 MHEHUIO
KanTa, Oe3ymepHoe ciiefjoBaHMe MaKCVIMe MBIC-
JIUTh CAMOCTOSTEIIBHO TauT B cebe PUCK IIOsBIIe-
HMs HOBBIX IIPeIpacCylIKOB, a VIMEHHO <«IIpefl-
paccynKoB ce0s.4100us» ¥ COMYTCTBYIOIIETO eMy
«oeuteckoeo 32ousma» (AA 09, S. 80; Kaut, 1994,
c. 339). Kak nosicaster KaHT B cBOen «Jlormxke», mmo-
HOOHBIE IIPeApacCyIKI SBJISIOTCS IIpeBapuTesIb-
HBIMM CY>KAEHMSIMI, KOTOPbIe BBIHOCSTCS 0e3 BCs-
KO pedpiieKcmm 1 IIpefiCTaBIIsIOT COOOVI pe3ysIbTaT
JIVIIIb MexaHn4deckov paboTsl pasyMa (Ibid., S. 76;
Tam xe, c. 334). Tax, «rpempaccymok ceOsTooms»,
JIeXKAIUII B OCHOBAHWMM JIOIMYECKOIO Srovi3Ma,
BBICTYIIaeT IPOTMBOIOIOKHOCTBIO «IIpefpaccy/l-
Ky aBTOPUTEeTa» M ICXOAWT 3 OIIMOOUHOrO TI0JI0-
JKeHUsI, UTO B CYXXIAEHMsIX 00 MCTMHe coriacue C
CYXXAEHUSIMU JPYTUX SABJIsIeTCH Jj11 aBTOHOMHOTO
pasyma 130srTouHbIM (Ibid.; Tam xe).

ITpu aToM, kKak nosicHsieT H. XurHcke, mpempac-
CYHOK JIOTMYEeCKOro 3romsMa «cJIoBHO JaeT Kamn-
Ty CUTHaJI [JIsl M3JI0KEeHVsI CBOEro COOCTBEHHOTO
B3IVISI/Ia Ha pasyM», a MIMEHHO KaK Ha pasyM «00-
mrevestopevecknin» (Xmacke, 2007, c. 109). Ilo ero
MHeHm1o, KaHT B cBoer KOHIIEIIINN «O0IIeuesio-
BEYECKOr'0 pasyMa» IIbITaeTCsl COeIVMHNTD [Ba MO-
MeHTa: «yHMBEpPCaJIbHBINI pa3Max 4YeJIoBeYeCKO-
ro pasyma» U ero «koHedHocTb» (Tam e, c. 111).
VIEBIMU CTIOBaMU, C OIIHOV CTOPOHBI, pa3yM IIpu-
CYIII BCeM, a C IPyTrol — OH oOpeMeHeH pa3iind-
HBIMIM TIOPOKaMM ¥ HeIOCTaTKaMM II03HaHMS,
VIMEIOIIVIMUCS Y KaXkIIOrO B CWJIY CaMOWI ero de-
jloBedeckoy Iipupomsl. IlosToMy mepcrekTmBa
BOCIIPUSITVSI MUpa C OHOM HO3MLMK, Oydb TO
nosuims, cdopMmupoBaHHas IIpepaccygKaMu
OTHEJIPHO B34TOV T'PYIIIIBI JIIONEN VIV COOCTBEH-
HBIM 3TOVM3MOM, BCETJIa OCTAeTCsl IepPCIIeKTMBO
IPVIPOSHOV, TO €CTh TaKOVI, B KOTOPOVI OTCYTCTBY-
IOT BCSAKas MCTOPUS M IIporpecc. YHUBepcasIbHas
Ke TIO3MIINS, AOIyCKaloIas COIIPUCYTCTBIE APY-
T'MX, OTKPBIBAeT IIPOCTPAHCTBO IJIsI IIOCIIEIOBa-
TEJIPHOV peaIn3alliii B YeJIOBEUeCKO VICTOPUN
MeasioB IjapcTsBa cBobonbl. IToaToMy, Kak oTMe-
4JaeT XVMHCKe, eCJIM CTIOCOOHOCTH COM3MEPSITh CBOV
CYXKIIEHWS C CYXKIEHVUSMU APYTUX SABJISeTCS 9y Th
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As Norbert Hinske (1998, p. 82) explains,
the prejudice of logical egoism “seems to give
a keyword to Kant to lay out his own view
on reason”!, namely, as “universal human
reason”’. He suggests that Kant, in his concept
of “universal human reason”, tries to combine
two elements: “the universal [...] sweep of
human reason and its finiteness”® (ibid., p. 84).
Thus, on one hand, reason is something all
people have, while, on the other hand, they are
encumbered by the various vices and shortages
of knowledge which everyone also has, owing
to human nature. This is why a perspective on
the world from one position, be it a position
formed by the prejudices of a certain group
of people or by individual egoism, always
remains a natural perspective, i.e. one in which
history and progress are non-existent. By
contrast, the universal position which allows
for the co-presence of others opens space for
temporalised realisation of the ideals of the
kingdom of freedom in human history. As
such, Hinske writes, while the capacity to
commensurate one’s judgments with those
of others is just about the only guardrail
against logical egoism, the need to share one’s
thoughts with others is seen by Kant not
simply as an idle indulgence, but as a “moral

obligation””;

and freedom of publication and
free use of public reason are natural rights as
well as means of ensuring logical “pluralism”
(ibid., p. 88). Thus, Kant not only defines the
historical boundaries of his modernity, which
is not yet “an enlightened age”, but already “an
age of Enlightenment” (WA, AA 08, p. 40; Kant,

1996, p. 21), but tentatively marks the spatial

* Cf. “Das genannte Vorurteil liefert Kant gleichsam
das Stichwort, sein eigenes Verstindnis von Vernunft
auseinanderzusetzen.”

> Cf. “allgemeine Menschenvernunft.”

8 Cf. “[...] die universelle [...] Spannweite der menschlichen
Vernunft und ihre Endlichkeit.”

7 Cf. “die moralische Verpflichtung” .



JIVI He eIMHCTBEeHHBIM TapaHTOM 3alllUTBl OT JIO-
I'MYECKOro 3romsMa, TO IOTPeOHOCTh coobIaTh O
CBOVIX MBICJISIX JIPYTVIM CTaHOBUTCA 11t KanTa He
IIPOCTO JOCY KM >KeJlaHVeM, HO «MOpaJIbHOVI 0051~
3AHHOCMIbIO», a TIPABO Ha CBOOOMY ITyOJIMKaImm 1
cBOOOIHOEe IIpUMeHeHMe IIyOJIMYHOro pasyMa —
€CTeCTBEHHBIM IIPaBOM ¥ CPEICTBOM oOecrieve-
HVIS JIOTMYeCcKoro «wrnopanvsma» (Tam xe, c. 114).
Tem campim KaHT He TOJIBKO 3a/1aeT MICTOpIUECKVie
T'PaHUIIBI CBOEVI COBPEMEHHOCTV, IIOHATOV e1lle He
KaK «IIpOCBellleHHas 3I10Xa» HO yXe KaK «3I110Xa
ITpocsemenus» (AA 08, S. 40; Kanr, 20248, c. 53),
HO ¥ ompenesisieT TPaHMIIbl YCJIIOBHO HPOCTpaH-
CTBeHHBbIe, yKa3blBas Ha OIIpe/ieJIeHHOe «MeCTO»,
B KOTOPOM [laHHas TpaHcdopMalysd MOXeT Co-
CTOATBCA. DTO MeCTO, Ille pa3BopaudmBaeTcs Kpu-
TUYECKOe CaMOOCMBICJIEHVE HACTOSIIEr0, €CTh, 110
MHeHMIo KaHTa, He 4TO MHOe, KaK 00JIacTh «IIy-
OsM4HOrO» IIpMMEHeHMs pas3yMa, IOCKOJIBKY
VIMEHHO B 3TOM ITPOCTPAHCTBE He TOJIIBKO obectie-
YyBaeTcsd BO3MOXHOCTH CBOOOIHO IIOJIB30BaThCS
COOCTBEHHBIM pacCyZIKOM, HO ¥ TIOfpa3yMeBaeT-
CsI, YTO €rO0 VICIIOJIB30BaHVIE CITOCOOHO ITPUBECT K
BCeoOIIleMy COIJIaCHIO B BOIIpOcax 00 yCTPOVICTBe
Oymy1iero rpaxaHCKOro ooIIecTsa.

Taxmm ob6paszom, KoHIenys Iy OITaHOTrO pas-
yMa, yHOMpOBaHHAS B KOHIIEMIMM OOIIero
4yBCTBa, IO CyTH, IIpM3BaHa (PyHKIIMOHVPOBATH
KaK KOHKPeTHBIVI HOJIMTUYeCKUII MexaHW3M, II0-
CPeZICTBOM KOTOPOrO aBTOHOMHBIVI pasyM Haxo-
IIUT CBOe CBOOOIIHOE BhIpakeHVe B MIpPe, a HpaB-
CTBEHHBIVI OJIT Teper], OyayIIIMM TIOKOJIEHUSMM
OKa3bIBaeTCs VICIIOJIHEeHHBIM. B 3TOM cMBICiIe, KaK
orMmedaeT A.I. IloroHsvio, yesioBeyecTBy /115 Bbl-
XOla M3 COCTOSHMS HeCOBEepPIIeHHOJIeTs HUKOI-
Jla He JIOCTaTOYHO ITPOCTO aBTOHOMUM pasyMa,
VIV MOpaJIv, HO BCerzia TpeOyeTcs «IIpaKTUKye-
Mast aBToHOMMS pasyma» (IToronsrio, 2017, c. 59).
[Tocnennsiss peanusyerca B popMe CyXOeHUs,
C TIOMOIIBIO KOTOPOTO «MBI», TO €CTb COOOIIe-
CTBO CBOOOIHBIX M MBICJISIINX CYIIIECTB, OIpee-
JIleM BMeCTe, COOTBETCTBYeT JIM YTO-I1M00 B Ha-
ITIeV TIOBCeTHEBHO XKV3HY BCeoOIIeMy IIpaBuily,
yCTaHOBJIEHHOMY pa3yMoM, Win HeT. [Ipyrumm
cJI0BaMM, MMeHHO Osiarofaps MyOJIMYHOMY IIpU-
MeHEeHMIO pasyMa «duTaromias IyOiIvKa» MOXeT
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boundaries, pointing to a certain “place” in
which such transformation may occur. The
place where critical self-cognition of the present
unfolds is, according to Kant, the area of the
“public” use of reason because not only is it the
space that permits the free use of one’s reason,
but it assumes that its use can bring about
universal concord on the structure of future
civil society.

Thus, the concept of public reason founded
on the concept of common sense is essentially
meant to function as a concrete political
through which autonomous
reason finds free expression in the world,
and the moral duty to future generations is
fulfilled. Aleksandr G. Pogonyaylo (2017, c. 59)
comments that if humankind is to emerge from
the state of minority, mere autonomy of reason
or morality is never enough, and “practiced
autonomy of reason” is required. The latter
is realised through judgment when “we”, i.e.
the community of free and thinking beings,
together define whether or not something in
our daily life conforms to the universal rule
established by reason. To put it another way,
it is thanks to the public use of reason that the
“reading public” can act as a subject of political
action; and the concept of common sense
ensures the very possibility of such agency,
since it brings about consensus within a wide
spectrum of opinions.

mechanism

Conclusion

Having successively analysed several
aspects of Kant’s enlightenment project in the
overall context of his critical philosophy, we are
now in a position to outline his concept of the
present as experience of modernity.

First, the experience of modernity in the
framework of Kant’s enlightenment project
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BBICTYIINTh B Ka4decTBe ITOJTHOLIEHHOro CyObeKTa
MOJIUTUYECKOrO JIeVICTBIMS, a KOHIICIIIINS OOIlle-
T'O 9yBCTBa OOOCHOBBIBAET CaMy BO3MOXKHOCTB IIO-
HOOHOV CyOBEKTHOCT, IIOCKOJIBKY OJ1arofapsi e
B IIIMPOKOM CIIEKTPe Pa3JIMYHBIX MHEHUT o0ecIie-
YUBaeTCs BOSMOKHOCTD COIJIACHSL.

3ak/1roueHve

Wrak, mocaenoBaTesIbHO —ITpOaHaJIM3IPOBaB
PSIT CIOXKETOB, TIO3BOJIMBIIIVIX PACCMOTPETH ITPOEKT
npocserieHns Kanrta B o0mieM KOHTEKCTe pas3Bu-
BaeMOVI MIM KpUTIYecKon prytocodriv, MbI MOXXeM
O4epTUTB OOIITNII KOHTY P MPEeIJIOKEHHOrO MM IT0-
HVIMaHVS HaCTOSAIIIET0 KaK OITbITa COBPEMEHHOCTIA.

Bo-TrepBBIX, OIIBIT COBPEMEHHOCTV B paMKax
KaHTOBCKOT'O IIpOeKTa ITPOCBeIeHNs IIpeJCcTaeT
KaK OIIBIT KPUTMUYECKOTO BOCIIPUSATUS pPealbHO-
CTV, B KOTOPOM KPUTMKA BOCIPUMHMMAETCs IIpe-
JKJle Bcero Kak cCaMOKpUTHMKa pa3yMa, MJIv Kak aHa-
JIVI3 €T0 «IIpefiesIoB ¥ pasMBIIIIIeHVe Hall HVM»
(@yxo, 2002, c. 352). [Ipn aTOM, Kak IOKasasia MH-
TepIpeTalus, npemiokeHHass Pyko, nomobHas
KpUTVKa BCeTzia MMeeT He TOJIBKO TEOPETIUECKOe,
HO ¥ TIOJIUTWYEeCKOe 3HaueHMe, ITOCKOJIBKY OHa
BCerJa TaK WIM VHa4e BKJIIOYeHa B AVCKYpC Bila-
CTU M CIIOCOOHA He TOJIBKO O0ecreumTh JIIiCcTe-
MMYecKyI0 aBTOHOMUIO pasyMa B CyXXIeHMsX 00
VICTMHE, HO VI CTaTh (PYHAAMEHTOM [IJIsI JaJIbHel-
IIIero Iilepexoia K HeIOCPeCTBEHHOV IIOINTIIYe-
cKom mpakTuke. Tak, pasyM, 3HAIOIINUV IPaHUIIBI
CBOeVl IIPMMEHVIMOCTY, MOXeT YIIPaBJIsTh coOOTL,
a 3HA4YUT, OBITH B II0JIHOM CMBIC/IE aBTOHOMHBIM U
IIOTOMY CIIOCOOHBIM yIIPaBJIATh OAPyruMu. VIHBI-
MM CJIOBaMM, Or1aromapsi MpaKTUKe AVCITATUIVIHBI
pasyMa BCsIKOe CyXIeHMe, B TOM 4lciIe 1 CyXKie-
He OJINTUYEeCKOro XapaKTepa, MOXeT IIpeTeH/10-
BaTh Ha VMCTMHHOCTb TOJIBKO B TOM CJIydae, eCiI
OHO OCHOBBIBAETCSI He Ha BHEIITHEeM aBTOpWUTe-
Te WJIN aBTOpUTeTe TPaguIINM, a VCKIIOUNTEIb-
HO Ha SIIMCTEeMMYEeCKOV aBTOHOMMV IIO3HAIOIIle-
ro cyowvekrta. TeM caMbIM He TOJIBKO peaIn3yeTcs
nporpamMma «KpuTHKIM 4nCTOro pasyMa» IIo IIpo-
BEIEHNIO TpaHNI] YeJIOBeYeCKOro IO3HaHMS, HO
M 3a71aeTcs crenydmryeckas MoJInTIYecKas Iep-
CIIeKTMBA BOCIIPUSATIS HACTOSIIEro KakK CBOOOZ-
HOTO «BeKa KPUTWKI», IIPOTMBOIIOCTABIIEHHOIO
HaXOJISIIEeMYCsl BO BJIACTV BHEITHEro aBTOpUTeTa
JOrMaTUYeCKOMY ITPOIIIOMY.

112

is an experience of the critical perception of
reality in which critique is seen, above all, as
self-critique of reason, or as “analysing and
reflecting upon limits” (Foucault, 1984, p. 45).
As the interpretation proposed by Foucault has
shown, such critique has not only theoretical
but also political significance because it is
always, in one way or another, part of the
discourse of power, and can not only ensure
epistemic autonomy of reason in judgments
about truth, but also serve as a foundation for
subsequent transitions to political practice.
Thus, reason that knows the limits of its
applicability can govern itself, and hence can
be fully autonomous and capable of governing
others. This means that ,thanks to the practice
of the discipline of reason, any judgment,
including judgments of a political character,
can claim to be true only if it is based not on
external authority or the authority of tradition,
but exclusively on the epistemic autonomy of
the cognising subject. This not only fulfils the
programme of the Critique of Pure Reason for
marking the limits of human knowledge, but
offers a specific political perspective on the
present as a free “age of criticism”, in contrast
to the empowered external authority of the
dogmatic past.

Second, the experience of modernity is
situated within a certain historical perspective
based on Kant’s faith in the possibility of the
moral progress of humanity, and his implying
the existence of a universal world historical
task of creating a just civil society. This goal,
according to Kant, can be achieved not through
revolutionary transformations, but through
prolonged political practice which calls not
only for the epistemic authority of reason, but
also for moral autonomy, specifically its civil
aspect manifested in the form of a sense of duty



Bo-BTOpBIX, OIIBIT COBpeMEHHOCTV IIpeficTaeT
BKJIIOYeHHBIM B KOHTEKCT OITpefleJIeHHOV UCTOPU-
YeCKOVI IIepCIeKTVBbI, OCHOBaHHOV Ha Bepe KaHTa
B BO3MOXKHOCTB MOPAJIBHOTO ITpOrpecca desioBeyde-
CTBa U IpeIioiaraioier: Hajludye YHUBepcalb-
HOVI BCEMMPHO-VCTOPVUYECKON 3aaui MO COo3/a-
HWIO CIIPaBeIMBOrO T'PakIaHCKOro OOIecTna.
I[Tpn 3TOM AOCTVIKEHVIe TTIOOOHOVI 1IeJIV SIBJISIETCS,
¢ Toukn 3peHus KaHra, pe3yrsraroM He peBOJIIO-
IIVIOHHBIX IIpeoOpa3oBaHMU, a JIJIUTeIbHOV TI0JIV-
TVYECKOV IIPaKTVKM, BO3MOXXHOCTb KOTOPOVT 00y-
CJIOBJIEHA He TOJIBKO SIVCTEMITYECKOV aBTOHOMVIET
pa3syma, HO VI aBTOHOMVIEV MOPaJIbHOV, a IMEHHO
ee TpakXIaHCKMM acIleKTOM, IPOSBJISIOMINMCS B
dopme uyBcTBa yBakeHUs K JIOJITY, BBIHYXX/IAFO-
ITI[erO YesIoBeKa VICIBITHIBATE OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 3a
cyap0y Oymylyx MOKOJIEHWUV M VICXOOUTb BO BCS-
KOM JIeVICTBUV He 13 BHEITHMX OOCTOATEeIbCTB, a
VICKJIIOUMUTEIBHO 13 CcooOpaskeHUM BceoOIIero
Orara. Tem caMbIM B paMKax IIpOeKTa IIpOCBelIie-
Hust KaHTta pearmmsyercst mporpamma «KpuTmkm
IIPaKTUUYECKOr0 pasyMa», TpeOyrolreit pacIivpe-
HWSI TPaHUII, YCTAaHOBJIEHHBIX Pa3yMOM TeOpeTU-
YeCKMM, 3a CYeT Iepexoria B cpepy HOBCeTHEBHO
IIOJIUTUYECKON IIPAKTUKY, a OMBIT BOCIIPUSTVS
COBPEMEHHOCTVI OTHAEIbHBIM VIHIAVBUIOM IIpe-
CTaeT KaK OITBIT repou3alliy HaCTOSIIEro, B KOTO-
POM TIOC/Ie/IHee TIOHMMaeTCd Kak 3aziada, TpeOy-
IOIIAsl OT YeJIoBeKa PelVTeIbHbIX AeVICTBU IS
peaymM3aliny B paMKaxX TEKYIIEro MICTOPITYECKOro
MOMEHTa ITpOeKTa JIyYIIlero Oy IyIiero.

B-TpeTepnx, OmBIT COBpPEeMEHHOCTV SIBJISITCS
OITBITOM ITpeOBIBaHMS B 0COOOM ITyOIIMIHOM IIpo-
CTpaHCTBe, B KOTOPOM 3a CUeT areJUIsiuin K o0-
II[eMy YYyBCTBY KaK CpeJiCTBY peayiM3alliy CIIO-
coOHOCTeV Ha/IBIHAVBUTYaJIbHOTO YeJIoBeUecKoro
pasyMa IIPOVICXOIUT HUBEJIVPOBAHVE PVICKOB, BbI-
3BaHHBIX €CTECTBEHHOVI CKJIOHHOCTBIO OT/IEeJIbHBIX
VHIVBUIOB K JIOTVTYECKOMY 3TOV3MY, 1 obecriedn-
BaeTCsl BO3MOXKHOCTH IIOJIMTUYECKOV CYyOBEKTHO-
CTV HapOXIAIOIIErocs I'PaKIaHCKOro OOIIecTBa.
Tax B paMKax KaHTOBCKOIO IIPOeKTa ITpOCBeIlle-
HVISL peasnyeTcs ImporpaMMa «KpuTukm criocoo-
HOCTU CY>XXIIeHWs» KaK CIeldrdeckot ooiacTu
3HaHWS, BBICTYTIAIOIIEVI B KadecTBe Meyaropa
MeXAy pa3syMOM OTIEeJIBHOrO MHAMBUIA W pasy-
MOM YHUBepCaJIbHBIM, HOCKTEIEM KOTOPOIO SiB-
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which commands a person to be responsible for
the fate of future generations and to proceed, in
every action, not from external circumstances,
but solely out of consideration for the common
good. Thereby Kant’s enlightenment project
implements the programme of the Critique of
Practical Reason that calls for the broadening
of the boundaries set by theoretical reason
through a transition to the sphere of daily
political practice, and the perception of reality
by a single individual becomes the experience
of the heroisation of the present in which
the latter is perceived as a task that demands
resolute actions to realise the project of a better
future in the current historical moment.

Third, the experience of modernity is
presented as the experience of being in a
special public space in which the appeal to
common sense is a means of bringing out the
capacity of supra-individual human reason,
risks created by the natural tendency of
certain individuals toward logical egoism are
neutralised, and in which the emerging civil
society acquires political agency. Thus, the
Kantian enlightenment project implements the
programme of the Critique of the Power Judgment
as a specific area of knowledge which mediates
between the reason of the individual, and
universal reason, of which the educated public
is the bearer. Regardless of whether the power
of judgment is applied to matters of theoretical
knowledge, ethical, or political questions,
in every case the tribunal for it can only be
the inter-subject community which bases its
judgments exclusively on the principles of
universal judgment. This makes it possible
to take into account the judgments of others
in order to adjust one’s own, and contributes
to the perception of modern experience as
a special, socio-political space open to free
dialogue.
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nseTcs obpasopaHHas myOimka. Hesasucumo ot
TOT'O, IIPUIMEHSETCSI JIM CITIOCOOHOCTD CYXKIIeHWS K
BOIIpOCAM TEOPeTUYeCKOro IO3HaHM, K BOIIPO-
caM 3TMYeCKOro VUIM IIOJIUTUYeCKOro IopsiiKa, B
KaXJIOM CJTydae TpuOyHasIoM J1jIsi Hee MOXeT Bbl-
CTyIIaTh TOJIBKO MHTepPCYOBeKTMBHOE COODITIeCTBO,
aTleJUIMpyIoIiee B CBOVIX CYXKIEHWSX VICKJIIOUV-
TeJIbHO K IPMHIIUIIAM YHUMBEPCAJIBHOIO pasyMa.
Tem campIM ObecriednBaeTcsi BO3MOKHOCTD IIpVI-
HVIMaTh BO BHUMaHWVe CYXX/IeHVs IPYTIVX I KOp-
PEKTMPOBKM CBOVIX COOCTBEHHBIX 1 (popMmpyeTcs
BOCITPUIATVIE OIBITa COBPEMEHHOCTM KaK 0c00o-
TO COITMaIbHO-TIOIIMTIYECKOrO MMPOCTPaHCTBa, OT-
KPBITOTO /17151 CBOOOIHOTO JIyiaJIora.

TaxuMm obpasoM, mpocsiesioBas 110 HaMe4eHHO-
My DyKO MyTM MHTepIIpeTaIuyi, MbI BIIOJTHE MO-
JKeM YTBepXKIaThk, YTO IpemIoxkeHHBbIT KaHTOM
IIPOEKT IIPOCBEIeHNsl 110 CyTW CBOeVI SBJISIICS
ITPOEKTOM He TOJIBKO ¥ He CTOJIBKO KPUTIUYEeCKIM,
CKOJIBKO TIpaKTMYeCcKuM, a TOYHee, IOJIUTIYe-
ckuM. HpyrvMm citoBamu, aKKyMymaupysi B cebe
pasIMyHble acreKThl KpuTudeckor dutocodnm
KaHTa, OH He TOJIBKO IIpesyIarajl IIporpaMmy IIo
TIepeOCMBICJIeHVIO CYIIIHOCTY ¥ TpaHWUIL dYeJlo-
BEUEeCKOTO 3HaHWS, HO U OOOCHOBBIBaJI BO3MOX-
HOCTP ITOCTeIIeHHOTO IlepepacIiperiesieHVsl poieit
B CTPYKTYpe BJIaCTHBIX OTHoIeHn1. [loB3pociies-
IIIeMy 4eJIoBeuecTBy TpeOoBasloch OCO3HATh cels
KaK HeKOe «Mbl», 3HalOIIlee IIpeiesIbl COOCTBEHHO-
ro pasyMa M IIOTOMY MMeloITiee TI0JTHOe ITpaBo Ha
yIIrpaBjieHVie caMyM coOovi BO Beex cdpepax XKMU3HM,
B TOM 4mcile U B ccpepe nonmriraeckont. Kpnrirge-
ckag dwiocodpua KaHra BbICTyIMIa cBOoeoOpas-
HBIM MHCTpyMeHTapyeM, 0j1arofiapsi KOTOpoMy 3Ta
aMOuIIMO3Has 3aJada Oblyla BIepBble cpopMyIIn-
poBaHa B OITpeleJIeHHOV VICTOPUYECKOVI TIepCIiek-
TuBe «Beka IIpocBerieHns», a BpIpaKeHHOE B €ro
paMKax BOCIIPUSITIIE COBPEMEHHOCT IIpefiCTaeT 1
IO CeVl JIeHb KaK OITBIT CYIIeCTBOBaHMs B 0COOOM
VICTOPVYECKOM ITPOCTPAHCTBE, OTKPBITOM He TOJIb-
KO JIJIs1 KPUTVIKW, HO M IS AeVAICTBUVL U Iyiajiora.

Cmamps nodeomobaena npu gurancoboi noo-
depxxxe PH®, npoexm Ne 24-18-00895 «Konyenmy-
arusayus cobpemennocmu 8 gpurocogpckom ouckyp-
ce», https://rscf.ru/project/24-18-00895/.
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Thus, after following the path of
interpretation charted by Foucault, we can
safely say that Kant’s project of enlightenment
was essentially not solely or largely critical,
but practical (or, more precisely, political).
In other words, in accumulating different
aspects of Kant’s critical philosophy, it not
only offered a programme for rethinking the
essence and boundaries of human knowledge,
but grounded the possibility of the gradual
redistribution of roles in the structure of power
relations. Mature humanity needed to become
conscious of itself as a “we” which knows the
limits of its reason and is therefore entitled to
govern itself in all spheres of life, including
the political sphere. Kant’s critical philosophy
provided a kind of toolkit, thanks to which
this ambitious task was first formulated as
a concrete historical perspective on “the age
of Enlightenment”, and the perception of
modernity it expressed is, to this day, viewed
as the experience of existing in a special
historical space open not only to criticism, but
also to action and dialogue.

The article was financial supported by the
Russian Science Foundation, project Ne 24-18-
00895 “Conceptualization of the Modernity in
the Philosophical Discourse”, https://rscf.ru/
project/24-18-00895/.
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