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CTATBU

OMAOCOONMA KAHTA

VK 1(091)

TPAHCHEHIEHTAJTBHA SI ®VJIOCODUSI
KAK KPUTUYECKOE OIPEIE/TEHVE
TOUKM 3PEHMSL.
HAYYHO-TEOPETMUECKMM IIOAXO],

P. Mep'?

Kameeopuu u npunyuns. paccyoka max e, kax
udeu U NPUHYUNLL pasyma, odpasywom mpaHcyeHoeH-
maasHble HA4AAa, HeodX00UMble 045 NOHUMAHUA MpPaHC-
UeHOeHMAaAbHOU husocodpuu kak gpusocogpckoil cucme-
met. CoomBemcmbenno, 6 donoanenue k «Tpancyeroen-
maavHotl anasumuxe» Kawm paséubaem pacuiupenmoe
nouAmue mpancyenoenmaivroeo 6 « Tpancyendenmany-
Houl Ouasexmuxe». TpancyendenmarvHole udeu 0003Ha-
uawm He KOHCMUmMymubHvie NpuHyuns. 00sexma, Ho,
6 601ee carabom cmbicae, Yca0Bus BO3MOKHOCTIU ONbIMA.
Céasv mexdy Omoesom nepbuoim u Omodesom Bmopbim
«YUeHUs 0 HAYAAAX» MOXKHO NpooeMOHCmpupobams Ha
npumepe ccoirox Kanma na acmponomuto. OcrobuiBasce
HA KOHCMUMYMuBHbIX NPUHYUNAX paccyokad, KOmopble
Hanpabaensvt Ha cpepy Bo3M0xKHO20 Onbima u obecnetu-
Batom cB:3b no3HAHUSA Uvepe3 OcHOBaHUA U caedcmbus,
a makxe Ha pecysAmubHsIX NPUHYUNAX PA3YMa, KOHO-
pole popMUpYIOm MAKCUMbL UCCAC00BAHUA, ACTIPOHO-
Mmus A6asemca payuoHaLbHoul ecrmecmBenHol HayKoll
6 cobcmBenrom cmvicae. Anarus npumepob us acmpo-
Homuu nokasvibaem, umo Kanm ucnosvsyem mepmun
«mpancyeHdenmarvhbitl» 6 pamkax «Tpaucyenden-
maasHotl A0euxu» 6 «Kpumuxe uucmoeo pasyma» 044
0003HaueHUs YcA0BUTl, Komopble ABAAMCA KOHCHUMY-
muBHoIMU 045 B03MOXKHOCHU 00bekma 6 yeioM U 044
ONUCAHUA HEODXOOUMDBLX peYAAMUBHbIX YCA0BUTL ONbi-
ma. Dmumu pasmoiuisenusmu Kanm nomewjaem cboto
mpancyeH0eHmaivHyw gusocogputo 8 dabrior mpaou-

! T'palicKmii yHUBEpPCUTET.

8010, Asctpus, I'pan, Xavapuxirpacce, . 33.

2 Banrmrickuit dpenepaibHet yHUBepenTeT vM. V1. Kaxra.
236016, Kasmtanarpan, yin. A. Hesckoro, 1. 14.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 26.12.2019 e.

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

ARTICLES

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

TRANSZENDENTALPHILOSOPHIE
ALS KRITISCHE BESTIMMUNG
DES STANDPUNKTS.

EINE WISSENSCHAFTSTHEORETISCHE
ANNAHERUNG

R. Meer'?

Both the categories and principles of understand-
ing as well as the ideas and principles of reason build
transcendental elements to conceive transcendental
philosophy as a philosophical system. Accordingly, in
addition to the “Transcendental Analytic”, Kant de-
velops in the “Transcendental Dialectic” an expand-
ed concept of the transcendental. The transcendental
ideas do not denote object-constitutive principles but,
in a weaker sense, conditions of the possibility of expe-
rience. The relation between Division One and Divi-
sion Two of the “Doctrine of Elements” can be demon-
strated exemplarily with regard to Kant's references
to astronomy. Based on the constitutive principles of
understanding, which are directed towards the field of
possible experience and provide a connection of cogni-
tion through reasons and consequences, as well as the
requlative principles of reason, which form maxims of
research, astronomy is a proper and rational natural
science. The analysis of the case studies of astronomy
shows that Kant uses the term transcendental within
the framework of the “Transcendental Logic” of the
Critique of Pure Reason to denote conditions that
are constitutive for the possibility of an object in gen-
eral and for describing necessary regulative condi-
tions of experience. With these reflections, Kant places

! University of Graz.

33 Heinrichstrafse, Graz, 8010, Austria.

2 Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University.

14 Aleksandra Nevskogo st., Kaliningrad, 236016, Russia.
Received: 26.12.2019.

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

KanmoBexuit cooprux. 2021. T. 40, Ne 1. C. 7—50.

Kantian Journal, 2021, vol. 40, no. 1, pp. 7-50.



P. Mep

Yuto gpusocogpckotl mvicau, 8 komopoi npednoumenue
omoaemcs HebecHbiM meaam 6 kauecmBe 00vekmob uc-
caedoBanu.

KatoueBuvie croBa: mparcyendenmarvhas guioco-
¢ua, acmponomus, KoHcmumymubHoe ynompedaeHue
pasyma, pezyiamubroe ynompebienue pasyma, HaAyka
6 cobcmbenrom cmuicae, Hayka He 6 cobcmBerHom cMblcse,
NPUHYUN pasyma.

KanT, mcriornb3yst TepMUH «TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIb-
Has dwtocodmsi», TperosaraeT egnHooopasve
CBOEro KPWUTWYECKOro IpoekTa B paMkax «Kpu-
TUKM 4MCTOro pasymar». OpHako mpu Oosiee BHU-
MaTeJIbHOM PacCMOTPEHWMI TePMWH IeMOHCTPU-
PYeT MeHsIoIIeecs 3HadeHMe, IT0-Pa3sHOMY BbIIle-
JIsIeMoe VI IIPOsICHIeMOe B 3aBVICHIMOCTY OT KHUTT,
pasferia MM YacTy y4eHMs. B 4acTHOCTM, MOX-
HO BBIZIEJIUTH TPY PA3IMYHBIX UCTHOYHUKA 1O3HA-
HUA VI, CJlefloBaTeJIbHO, TpaHCIIeHIeHTa/IbHbIe yC-
JIOBMs1, KOTOpBIe KacaloTcsl KaK UyBCTB, paccyaKa
U pasyMa, TaK M CO3eplaHUs, HOHATUN U WIen
(A 298—-299 / B 355; Kant, 2006a, c. 461; A 702 /
B 730; KanrT, 20064, c. 891—892). 13-3a MHOTOrpan-
HOCTM 3TOTO TIOHATVS B CUICTEMe pasyMa B ViCCITe-
JOBaHMSIX OOHAPYXXMBAIOTCS Pa3HOITIACHs TIO TI0-
BOZIy TOro, KaKMM 00pa3oM MOXKHO KJIacCHUITV-
poBaTh, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, KaTETOPUM ¥ OCHOBO-
TIOJIOKeH M PaccyfiKa, a C APYTovl — VeV 1 OCHO-
BOITOJIOKEHN pa3yMa B KauecTBe TpaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJIBHBIX’. B TO BpeMs Kak IiepBble 00pa3yroT KOH-
CTUTYTVBHBIE 3JIeMEHTHI, IIPM KOTOPBIX BOOOIIe
TOJIBKO VI BO3MOXKEH OIIBIT, TIOC/Ie[JHVIe 00pas3yIoT
PeryJISTUBHBIE IIPVHIIVIIBL 1 IO OIpeesIeHIIO He
VIMEIOT OTHOIIIEHMS K CO3ePIIaHMIO.

Lestp HacToOsIIEro aHajM3a — IIOKa3aTh, UTO
oba TIpMHIIMIIA COCTaBJISIOT HEOOXOmVMBIE .e-
MeHmbl I Ppa3spabOTKM TpaHCIeHeHTaIbHOM
drtocodpnm kak dprstocodckornt cuctembl. OHY He

*B craTbe paccMaTpMBAETCS IIOHATIE TPaHCLIEHIEeHTaIb-
HOTO C TOYKM 3peHMsS Pas3IideHVsl KOHCTUTYTUBHBIX
VI PerysIsITUBHBIX HpUHIMIIOB. OB30p IIO/IXOIOB B MCCITe-
nosanvm cM.: (Thole, 2000, S. 113 —148; Ginsborg, 1990,
p- 174—192; Caimi, 1995, S. 308 —320; McFarland, 1970,
p- 14—17; Wartenberg, 1979; Horstmann, 1997, S. 154, 170).

his transcendental philosophy in a long tradition of
philosophical thought in which the celestial bodies are
the preferred subject.

Keywords: transcendental philosophy, astron-
omy, constitutive use of reason, regulative use of
reason, proper science, improper science, principle of
reason.

Mit dem Terminus Transzendentalphilosophie
suggeriert Kant im Rahmen der Kritik der rei-
nen Vernunft eine Einheitlichkeit seines kriti-
schen Projekts. Bei ndherer Betrachtung weist
der Begriff allerdings eine flottierende Bedeu-
tung auf, die je nach Buch, Abschnitt oder Lehr-
stick unterschiedlich betont und ausgearbeitet
wird. Konkret lassen sich drei verschiedene Er-
kenntnisquellen und damit transzendentale Be-
dingungen ausmachen, die die Sinne, den Ver-
stand und die Vernunft bzw. die Anschauung,
Begriffe und Ideen betreffen (KrV, A 298-299 /
B 355; KrV, A 702 / B 730). Ausgehend von die-
ser Vielschichtigkeit des Begriffes im System der
Vernunft herrscht in der Forschung Uneinigkeit
dartiber, wie sich sowohl die Kategorien und
Grundsitze des Verstandes als auch die Ideen
und Grundsitze der Vernunft als transzenden-
tal klassifizieren lassen.>* Wiahrend erstere kon-
stitutive Elemente bilden, unter denen allererst
Erfahrung moglich ist, bilden letztere regulati-
ve Prinzipien und weisen per Definition keinen
Anschauungsbezug auf.

Ziel der vorliegenden Analyse ist zu zeigen,
dass beide Prinzipien essenzielle Elemente bil-
den, um Transzendentalphilosophie als philoso-
phisches System zu konzipieren. Sie stehen we-
der im Widerspruch zueinander noch heben sie

* Das Paper thematisiert den Begriff des Transzenden-
talen mit Blick auf die Unterscheidung von konstituti-
ven und regulativen Prinzipien. Fiir einen Uberblick zu
den Positionen der Forschung siehe Thole (2000, S. 113-
148), Ginsborg (1990, S. 174-192), Caimi (1995, S. 308-320),
McFarland (1970, S. 14-17), Wartenberg (1979), Horstmann
(1997, S. 154, 170).



IIPOTMBOpPeYaT APYyT JPYry U He OTMeHHIOT ApyT
IIpyTa, a CKopee IOMOJIHAIOT. TakuM oOpasoM, Te-
31C COCTOUT B TOM, 4TO KaHT mcrosnb3yeT TepMuH
«TpaHCIEHIEHTaIbHBI» B paMKax «IpaHCIieH-
ZleHTaJIbHOM JIOTMIKI» I 00O3HaueHMs IIpeJITio-
CBUIOK, ABJISIONIVIXCS KOHCTUTYTUBHBIMU [1JI51 BO3-
MOYXHOCTU npedmerma Boobuje, a TakkKe IJIs ONU-
CaHMsI HeOOXOAVMMOrO PeryJIsiTUBHOIO YCJIOBMS
onblTa. YTOoOBI [1I0Ka3aTh 3TO, HEOOXOMMMO C IIO-
MOIIIBIO [IAaHHOTO TepMMHA PeKOHCTPYMpPOBaTh
KOHLIENITyaJIbHYIO CBd3b Mexnay «IpaHciieHieH-
TaJIBHOV aHAJIUTUKO» U <<TpchueHneHTaanor71
IvasieKTuKon». Ilpu stoMm pasmbinuieHns: Kan-
Ta 00 acCTpPOHOMMUM [AIOT YHMKaJIbHYIO BO3MOX-
HOCTbH IIPeCTaBUTh 00a OIpenesieHnss M MX CO-
BMECTVIMOCTD C IIOMOIIIBIO OIHOIO-eIMHCTBEHHOI'O
npumepa. Kant, mommmo cceitok Ha Koneprauka
u Hetorona B «[IpeayiciioBui» Ko BTOpoMy m3Jia-
Huto «Kputukmy umcroro pasyma» (B XVI, Kanr,
2006a, c. 17, A 258 / B 313; Kanrt, 2006a, c. 413),
B «AHTUTeTHKe aHTMHOMMUM YUCTOrO pasyMar
(A 461 / B 489; Kanrt, 2006a, c. 611) 1 B 1IepBom 4a-
ctn «[IpustoxxeHns K TpaHCIeHeHTaIbHOM IMa-
JeKTuKe» (A 662—663 / B 690—691; KanT, 20064,
c. 847), IBHO cChUIaeTCsI Ha aCTPOHOMMIO, YTOOBI
IPOMJIIIOCTPUpPOBaTh cBoM paccyxaeHus. Kpo-
Me Toro, B § 38 «[Iposeromen», TO eCcTb B paMKax
BOIIPOCA O TOM, Kak B03MOXHO uucmoe ecmecmBo-
3nanue, KaHT ellle pa3 oOBSCHSET ITOHATVIE TPaH-
ClIeHIeHTaJIbHOIO Ha IIpyMepe aCTPOHOMUM U Te-
opun gpvokeHun. Ha npsamyro csasp ¢ «Kpurtu-
KOVl YVCTOrO pasyMa» YKasblBalOT IIOMMMO IIpO-
Yero acTpOHOMMYECKMe 3KCIUIMKAIIMM B paMKax
«Mexaaukm» B «MeTadmsmdeckrx Havaaax ecTe-
CTBOSHAHVISI», VI OHVI K€ TIOSIBJISIFOTCS. B KOHTEKCTe
dvtocodpum rctopum, B yacTHOCTHU B «Criope da-
KyiereToB» (AA 07, S. 83; KanT, 1999, c. 196—198)
1 B «Vjee BceoOIIIeN ICTOPVY BO BCEMMPHO-TPask-
naHcKoM IutaHe» (AA 08, S. 18; KanT, 19948, c. 83).

YKa3aHHBIMM pacCyXOeHusM1 00 acTpoHO-
Muu KaHT BKiIIO4aeT BBefieHHYIO B «KpuUTUKy um-
CTOrO pasyMa» TpaHClLeHIeHTaJIbHYI0 (UI0Co-
dvio B JaBHIO Tpagunio PrIocoPpcKmx pas-

R. Meer

sich gegenseitig auf, sondern ergdnzen sich viel-
mehr. Die These lautet daher, dass Kant den Be-
griff transzendental im Rahmen der ,Transzen-
dentalen Logik” verwendet, um Voraussetzun-
gen zu bezeichnen, die sowohl konstitutiv fiir
die Moglichkeit eines Gegenstandes iiberhaupt
sind als auch dafiir, notwendige regulative Be-
dingung der Erfahrung zu beschreiben. Um
dies nachzuweisen, gilt es, den konzeptuellen
Zusammenhang zwischen der ,Transzendenta-
len Analytik” und der ,Transzendentalen Dia-
lektik” anhand dieses Terminus zu rekonstruie-
ren. Dabei bieten Kants Reflexionen auf die As-
tronomie die singuldre Moglichkeit, beide Be-
stimmungen und ihre Kompatibilitit anhand
eines einzigen Beispiels dazustellen. Kant be-
zieht sich — neben den Beztigen zu Kopernikus
und Newton in der Vorrede der zweiten Aufla-
ge der Kritik der reinen Vernunft (KrV, B XVI, KrV,
A 258 / B 313), in der , Antithetik der Antinomie
der reinen Vernunft” (KrV, A 461 / B 489) und im
ersten Teil des Anhangs zur ,Transzendentalen
Dialektik” (KrV, A 662-663 / B 690-691) — expli-
zit auf die Astronomie, um seine Uberlegungen
zu veranschaulichen. Dartiber hinaus expliziert
Kant in § 38 der Prolegomena, d. h. im Rahmen
der Frage Wie ist reine Naturwissenschaft maglich?,
ein weiteres Mal den Begriff des Transzenden-
talen anhand der Astronomie und der Bewe-
gungslehre. Einen direkten Bezug zur Kritik der
reinen Vernunft weisen aufierdem die astronomi-
schen Explikationen im Rahmen der Mechanik
der Metaphysischen Anfangsgriinde der Naturwis-
senschaft auf, aber auch jene im Kontext der Phi-
losophie der Geschichte, insbesondere im Streit
der Fakultiten (SF, AA 07, S. 83) und der Idee einer
allgemeinen Geschichte in weltbiirgerlicher Absicht
(IaG, AA 08, S. 18).

Mit diesen Uberlegungen zur Astronomie
stellt Kant die in der Kritik der reinen Vernunft
eingefiihrte Transzendentalphilosophie in eine
lange Tradition philosophischen Nachdenkens,
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MBIIIIJIEHNT, B KOTOPOVI 3Be3[1bl 11 HeOecHble Tejla
SBJISIOTCS IIPEAIIOYTUTEIIBHBIM IIpeIMeToM pu-
710cOPCTBOBAHMS 1, CJIe[IOBATeIbHO, CYIIeCTBYeT
TecHas CBsi3b prtocodpum 1 actpoHomumn. B xore
3TMx paccyxaeHnn KaHT MMIUIMIMTHO yKasbl-
BaeT, YTO ¥ OCHOBOIIOJIOKEeHVsI PacCyaKa, I OCHO-
BOIIOJIOKEHNSI pasyMa OOpasyloT peJleBaHTHBIE
MIPUHITATIIBL [ TOTO, YTOOBI Y3aKOHUTH aCTPOHO-
MUIO KaK payuoHaibHoe yuenue o npupode i HayKy
o npupode 8 cobcmberrom cmuicae (AA 04, S. 469;
Kant, 19945, c. 250)*. HecmoTpst Ha TO 4TO CBSI3b
000X OCHOBOITOJIOKEHNTI BCe Yallle CTaHOBUTCS
IIPeIMETOM VICCIIEJIOBAHMIL’, OHA /IO CUX IIOp 00-
Cy>XAaslach IIOYTHM VCKITIOUMTEIBHO Ha TIOHSTUM-
HO-aOCTPaKTHOM ypoBHe. 3[ech 3Ta CBsi3b Oyzer
paccMOTpeHa Ha OCHOBe pe3yJIbTaTOB, IIOJIyYeH-
HBIX B Ha3BaHHBIX MCCIIEIOBAaHMSAX, C IpVIMeHe-
HMeM Kevic-MeTofIa 1, cjlefjoBaTeJIbHO, IIpopaboTa-
Ha KOHKPEeTHO-TeMaTM4ecKy C y4eToM IIpobiieM
ecrectBosHaHmsA XVIII B.

AmHaus3 IesnTcst Ha TP YacTu: B TIepBOVI YacTu
Ha4VHas C TO3MIIVIOHVPOBaHMS IIOHATNS «TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIV» KPUTUYECKN paccMaTpyBaeTCs
€ro MHOTO3HaYHOCTh B paMKax «KpuTHUKI 4mCTO-
ro pasyMa». /lajiee BO BTOpOV 4acTu Ha IIpuMepe
actpoHomun 13 § 38 «[Iposeromen» 1 13 nepBon
vactu «[ IpmsiokeHNs K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIBHO V-
aJIeKTVKe» VUUIIOCTPUPYIOTCsE 00a orpepesieHs
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHbIX 3aKOHOMepHocTel «KpuTu-
KV 9MCTOTO pasyMa» VI BBISICHSIOTCS VIX Pas3jIAYML.
Oba ompenerieHNs OKa3bIBaIOTCS COBMECTVMBI-
MU JIPYT C APYTOM ¥ JOHOJIHSIOIMIVMU JIPYT ApPY-
ra C 1eJIbI0 OOOCHOBAaHWS aCTPOHOMMM KaK payio-
HAABHO20 YUeHUs 0 npupode i Hayku 6 cobcmbennom
cmbicse. B TpeTwelt uacTy Ha aCTPOHOMMYECKOM
npvMepe 3 «AHTUTETUKV aHTVMHOMWM YMCTOrO
pasyMa» paspabaTbiBaeTcsi KaHTOBCKOe pasjiuvie
MeX]ly TOUKOV 3peHusl 00yc/IoBJIeHHOro 1 besyc-

*O06 sroM cM. "acTh 2.3 m oOcykgaeMble TaM VCCII€O-
BaTeJIbCKME ITOIXOIbl OTHOCUTEIIBHO —PeryJISTUBHOM
dpyHKIMM yriorpebieHNsT pasyMa B KAHTOBCKOVI KJIacCH-
dmKkarmm ectecTBO3HAHMS B paMKax «MeTadmsnaeckmx
HayaJl eCTeCTBO3HAHVIS».

>0O06 sTom cm.: (McNulty, 2015; Willaschek, 2018, p. 218 —
242; Klimmek, 2005, S. 42—50; Ypi, 2017).

in der die Gestirne und Himmelskorper bevor-
zugter Gegenstandsbereich des Philosophie-
rens sind und daher eine enge Verbindung von
Philosophie und Astronomie besteht. Im Zuge
dieser weist er implizit auf, dass sowohl die
Grundsétze des Verstandes als auch diejenigen
der Vernunft relevante Prinzipien bilden, um
Astronomie als rationale und eigentliche Natur-
wissenschaft (MAdN, AA 04, S. 469) zu legitimie-
ren* Der Zusammenhang beider Grundsitze
ist zwar vermehrt Gegenstand der Forschung®,
gleichwohl wurde er fast ausschliefilich auf be-
grifflich-abstrakter Ebene diskutiert. Hier wird
auf der Basis dieser Forschungsergebnisse der
Zusammenhang anhand einer Case Study ent-
wickelt und damit thematisch konkret an Prob-
lemen der Naturforschung des 18. Jahrhunderts
erarbeitet.

Die Analyse gliedert sich in drei Teile: Im ers-
ten Teil werden ausgehend von einer Verortung
des Begriffs transzendental Mehrdeutigkeiten im
Rahmen der Kritik der reinen Vernunft kritisch
diskutiert. Daran anschlieffend werden im zwei-
ten Teil ausgehend vom Beispiel der Astronomie
des § 38 der Prolegomena und des ersten Teils des
Anhangs zur , Transzendentalen Dialektik” bei-
de Bestimmungen transzendentaler Gesetzma-
Bigkeiten der Kritik der reinen Vernunft veran-
schaulicht und ihre Unterschiede herausgear-
beitet. Beide erweisen sich als miteinander kom-
patibel und einander ergdnzend, um die Astro-
nomie als rationale Naturlehre und eigentliche Wis-
senschaft zu etablieren. Im dritten Teil wird aus-
gehend vom Astronomie-Beispiel der , Antithe-
tik der Antinomie der reinen Vernunft” Kants

* Siehe dazu Teil 2.3 und die dort diskutierten For-
schungspositionen zur Funktion des regulativen
Vernunftgebrauchs in Kants Klassifikation der Natur-
wissenschaft im Rahmen der Metaphysischen Anfangs-
griinde der Naturwissenschaft.

> Siehe dazu McNulty (2015, S. 1-10), Willaschek
(2018, S. 218-242), Klimmek (2005, S. 42-50), Ypi (2017,
S. 163-185).
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JIOBHOTO, U JTaJiee OHO IIPYMeHseTCs K 101y YeHHO-
MY B IIEpBOVI YacTW pa3jIfueHNIo 3HaueHNI TTOHSI-
TV TpaHCLeHIeHTaIbHoro. [Tpy aTOM oTIIpaBHOM
TOUKOM CITy>XXuT npusereHHas Kantom B «[Ipenu-
CJIOBMVI KO BTOPOMY M3IaHMIO» «KpUTHKM 9mcTo-
ro pasyma» aHajorus c naeent KorepHuka, B kKo-
TOpOW BpallleHVe 3eMJI CTaHOBUTCS YCJIOBMEeM
reJIVoeHTpy3Ma.

1. IlepcrieKTMBBI
TpaHCIIeHAeHTaJIbHOV prstocodpmm

TepmMuH «TpaHCHeHOeHTasIbHasE  (PUITOCO-
duns» TmonydaeT crenydpudeckoe BhIpaKeHMe BO
Bcex Tpex «KpuTnkax» 1 rojasepraercs B TeueHvie
1780-x I'T. HEKOTOPBIM SIBHBIM, HO TaK)Ke 11 HeSIBHbIM
nipeoOpasoBarMsM®. OH COCTOUT M3 [IBYX YacTe,
obpasyromux termini technici KAaHTOBCKOVI KOHIIETI-
LIV C OJHOVI CTOPOHBI — TIOHATUE (puU.L0c0Pul,
C IPYTOVT — TIOHSATVE MPAHCYeHOeHNAAbHORO.

Dwtocodmst obpasyet m1st KanTa HayKy 00 yc-
JIOBUSX, LIeJIX, IIPUYMHAX Y TPaHUIax yejioBeye-
CKOT'0 MO3HAHW. DTU YCIIOBYSL SBJISIOTCS CIIOCO0-
HOCTSMV YYBCTBEHHOCTW, pacCy[Ka, CY>XIeHWs
u pasyma. B aTom cmbicite pustocodpmsi — «3ako-
HOJIaTeJIbCTBO UeJIOBeUecKoro pasymar» (A 840 /

1o 1781 r., TO eCTh BKIIIOYUTEIILHO 0 IIEPBOTrO M3IAHNS
«Kputnkn gmcroro pasyma», Kant gBHO BBIpaXxkaeT Ha-
MepeHue pa3pabaTbiBaTh C IIOMOIIBIO ITOHSTHS «TPaHC-
HeHleHTHast uiocodusi» MpodieMbl TeOPeTUYeCKOro
pasyMa. B 3TOM cwmBIciIe B IepBOM M3IaHWMM TOBOPUTCS:
«...XOTSI BBICIIIVIE OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVISI MOPAJIBHOCTI 11 OC-
HOBHBIE IIOHATMS ee CyThb IIO3HAHWS 4 priori, TeM He
MeHee OHVI He BXOJST B TpaHCIIeHAeHTaJIbHYI0 (PII0Co-
duro» (A 14—15; Kant, 20060, c. 43; A 801 / B 829; Kawr,
2006a, c. 1007). Bo Bropom msgaHum KanT pacmmpser
npobnematnky «KpwuTnkm», HaunHas ¢ BOIIpoca O TOM,
KaK anpuopi 603MoxHa ucmuuuas c6a3s npeomeniof, mepe-
XOJISl 3aTeM K BOIIPOCY O TOM, Kak B03MOXHbI ANpUopHble
cuHmemuyeckue 1oAOXKeHUsA, TOfA, KOTOPBIMM IIOIpPasy-
MEBAIOTCSl U MOpaIbHO-pruIocodckre Borpockl. Ecim
MOPpaJIb JO BTOPOTO M3IaHVs ObUIa 4Yx0a TpaHCLIeHIeH-
TajbHOM dwtocodun, To B 1787 r. oHa MHTerpuposaHa
KaK BO3MOXXHBIVI IIPEMET, XOTs M HesBHO. To ecTh ecyi
CHavaJIa KOHIIENIVS TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOM prtocodmm
Kanra Bxmodaer B cebst TOJIBKO Memagpusuky npupoost,
TO B TedeHMe 1780-x IT. OHa pacipseTcs 1 OXBaTbIBaeT
B COOTBETCTBUM C TpeMsi «KpuTnkamm» Tpm 9acTy, B Ka-
JKIIOVI M3 KOTOPBIX MICCIIeyIOTCS, COOTBETCTBEHHO, Paccy-
IIOK, Pa3yM ¥ CIIOCOOHOCTH CY>KIEHVIS.
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Unterscheidung zwischen dem Standpunkt des
Bedingten und des Unbedingten entwickelt und
auf die im ersten Teil gewonnene Differenzie-
rung angewandt. Als Ausgangspunkt dient da-
bei die von Kant in der zweiten Vorrede der Kri-
tik der reinen Vernunft hergestellte Analogie zu
Kopernikus, in der die Erdrotation zur Bedin-
gung der Heliozentrik wird.

1. Perspektiven
der Transzendentalphilosophie

Der Terminus Transzendentalphilosophie er-
fahrt in allen drei Kritiken eine spezifische Aus-
pragung und ist im Zuge der 1780er Jahre eini-
gen expliziten, aber auch impliziten Transfor-
mationen ausgesetzt.® Er besteht aus zwei Tei-
len, die jeweils termini technici der kantischen
Konzeption bilden: einerseits der Begriff der
Philosophie und andererseits der Begriff des
Transzendentalen.

Philosophie bildet fiir Kant die Wissenschaft
von den Bedingungen, Zielen, Griinden und
Grenzen menschlicher Erkenntnis. Diese Bedin-
gungen sind die Vermogen der Sinnlichkeit, des

¢ Bis 1781, d. h. einschliefilich der ersten Auflage der
Kritik der reinen Vernunft, gibt Kant explizit an, mit dem
Begriff der Transzendentalphilosophie Probleme der
theoretischen Vernunft zu entwickeln. In diesem Sinne
heifit es in der A-Auflage: ,obzwar die obersten Grund-
sdtze der Moralitit und die Grundbegriffe derselben
Erkenntnisse a priori sind, so gehoren sie doch nicht in
die Transscendental=Philosophie” (KrV, A 14-15; KrV,
A 801 / B 829). In der B-Auflage erweitert Kant die Fra-
gestellung der Kritik ausgehend vom Problem, wie ein
wahrheitsfihiger Gegenstandsbezug a priori moglich ist, zur
Frage, wie synthetische Sitze a priori moglich sind, wor-
unter auch moralphilosophische Fragen impliziert sind.
War die Moral der Transzendentalphilosophie bis zur
zweiten Auflage fremd, wird sie 1787 als moglicher Ge-
genstand, wenn auch nicht expressis verbis, integriert.
D. h., umfasst Kants Konzeption der Transzendental-
philosophie zunachst nur die Metaphysik der Natur, wird
sie im Zuge der 1780er Jahre erweitert und umfasst ge-
mafl den drei Kritiken drei Teile, in denen jeweils der
Verstand, die Vernunft und die Urteilskraft untersucht
werden.
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B 868; KanT, 2006a, c. 1053), oHa paccMaTpuBaeT
«BCe MpelHa3HadYeHVe uesioBeka» (A 840 / B 868;
Kanrt, 20064, c. 1051). Taknim 0Opa3oM, 3TO TIOHSTIIE
o0o3HauaeT 11eJTIyI0 CUCTEMY BCeX HaIIIVIX allpuiop-
HBIX MOHATUI IpenMeToB BooOie (A 12; KawHr,
20060, c. 41) v, COOTBETCTBEHHO, «CHCTEMY BCeX
HNpuHIMIIOB pasyma» (B 27, A 10—12 / B 24-26;
Kant, 2006a, c. 77—81)". C npyrovi CTOpPOHBI, KpU-
TMKa YMCTOTO pa3yMa O3HadaeT oOIlpefesieHie
BCeX MOHSITU VI IIPVHIINIIOB, KOTOPbIe BO3MOXKHBI
anpuopn. Kpurtnka pasyma, ciiefioBaTebHO, He
caMa SIBJIsIeTCs TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO (prstocodm-
el — OHa CKopee ee Viesi 1 IIPOEKT: «...K KPUTVIKe
YMCTOTO pa3yMa OTHOCUTCS BCE, U3 Yero COCTOUT
TpaHCIeHIeHTasIbHas pryiocoduis: OHa eCTh I10JI-
Has uJlesd TpaHCIeHAeHTaIbHOM pryiocodnmt, HO
ellle He caMa 3Ta HayKa» (A 14; Kanr, 20060, c. 43)%.

KanToBckoe moHsATHE pritocodpum 11 ero npo-
nede6muxa mocpencToM «Kputmkm umcroro pa-
3yMa», TaKMM 0Opa3oM, B 3HAUUTEIIHHOV CTeIeHN
OIIperiesIsieTcsl Yepe3 ero OTHOIIeHVe K IOHATHIO
TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIBHOTO. VICIIOIIb3ysl 3TOT TepMIH,
KaHT mpenmkaTMBHO ONMCBIBaeT yIIOTpeOsieHve
nosHaHus. TeM caMbIM xapaKTepu3yeTcsl IIO3Ha-
HIe, KOTOpOe JIOCTUTaeTCsl He3aBVCHMO OT OITbI-
Ta, TOYHEe, OT YeJIOBEUeCKOIro OIbITa. «S Ha3bI-
BalO BCAKOe IO3HAHVe MPAHCYEHOeHMAAbHbIM, 3a-
HVIMAIOITleecsl BOOOIIle He CTOJIBKO ITpeIMeTaMy,
CKOJIBKO BMJIaMVI HAIIlero IIO3HAHWS IIPeIMEeTOB,
IIOCKOJIBKY 3TO ITO3HaHVe IO/KHO OBITh BO3MOX-
HBIM a priori» (B 25, Kanrt, 2006a, c. 79; cp: A 11;
KanTt, 20060, c. 41). OtMm onpeneneHeM KaHT
petmrenibHO otaersier «KpuTmky 4mcToro pasy-
Ma» OT «TpaHCILIeHIeHTaIbHOV (priocodprm mpes-
Hux» (B 113; Kant, 20064, c. 181)°. ITocstenusist nme-
Jla B KayecTBe CBOETro IIpeMeTa caMble OOIIIyie 10-
noxennst ovrtust (bonum, verum, unum'®) u, cite-
JioBaTesIbHO, MOHATUS (transcendentalia), KoTopble
BBIXOMJIM 3a IIpelesIbl apuCTOTEeIeBCKMX Kare-

700 aToMm cm.: (Sturm, 2009, S. 175 —178; Euler, 2013; Meer,
2019, S. 127 —170, Gerhardt, 2015).

8 O coorHowmeHnm Qutocodpun M KPUTUKMU CM. B TOM
aycrte: (Thiel, 2008, S. 23 —27; Grier, 2001, p. 122, 269;
Allison, 2004, p. 339).

206 stom cm.: (Rivero, 2014, S. 167 —179; Findlay, 1981,
p- 29—77; Hinske, 1970; Honnefelder, 1995).

0 [ToGpoe, nctnmHOE, enuHoe (J1at.).
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Verstandes, der Urteilskraft und der Vernunft. In
diesem Sinne ist die Philosophie die ,Gesetzge-
bung der menschlichen Vernunft” (KrV, A 840 /
B 868), in ihr geht es um ,,die ganze Bestimmung
des Menschen” (KrV, A 840 / B 868). Der Begriff
bezeichnet daher das vollstindige System aller
unserer Begriffe a priori von Gegenstanden tiber-
haupt (KrV, A 12) bzw. ,,das System aller Principi-
en der Vernunft” (KrV, B 27; KrV, A 10-12 / B 24-
26).” Kritik der reinen Vernunft hingegen bedeu-
tet die Bestimmung aller Begriffe und Prinzipi-
en, die a priori moglich sind. Die Vernunftkritik
ist folglich nicht selbst Transzendentalphiloso-
phie, sie ist vielmehr deren Idee und Entwurf:
,Zur Kritik der reinen Vernunft gehort dem-
nach alles, was die Transscendental=Philosophie
ausmacht, und sie ist die vollstandige Idee der
Transscendental=Philosophie, aber diese Wis-
senschaft noch nicht selbst” (KrV, A 14).%

Kants Begriff der Philosophie und ihre Pro-
pideutik durch eine Kritik der reinen Vernunft
ist demnach bereits mafigeblich durch sein Ver-
héltnis zum Begriff des Transzendentalen be-
stimmt. Mit diesem Terminus beschreibt Kant
pradikativ den Erkenntnisgebrauch. Charak-
terisiert werden damit Erkenntnisse, die un-
abhéngig von Erfahrung bzw. der Erfahrungs-
art des Menschen gewonnen werden. ,Ich nen-
ne alle Erkenntnif3 transscendental, die sich nicht
sowohl mit Gegenstdnden, sondern mit unserer
Erkenntnifiart von Gegenstdnden, so fern die-
se a priori moglich sein soll, iberhaupt beschéf-
tigt” (KrV, B 25; vgl. KrV, A 11). Mit dieser No-
minaldefinition hebt Kant die Kritik der reinen
Vernunft von der ,Transzendentalphilosophie
der Alten” (KrV, B 113) dezidiert ab.” Diese hat-
te die allgemeinsten Bestimmungen des Seien-
den (bonum, verum, unum) zum Gegenstand und

7 Siehe dazu Sturm (2009, S. 175-178), Euler (2013, S. 517-
534), Meer (2019, S. 127-170), Gerhard (2015, S. 1764-
1775).

8 Zum Verhiltnis von Philosophie und Kritik siehe u. a.:
Thiel (2008, S. 23-27), Grier (2001, S. 122, 269), Allison
(2004, S. 339).

? Siehe dazu Rivero (2014, S. 167-179), Findlay (1981,
S. 29-77), Hinske (1970), Honnefelder (1995, S. 393-407).



ropuit ¥ OBUIVM peleBaHTHBI BCeM IIpemmeram!’.
B aToM cMmbIciie crmapas memaghusuka 0e30roBopod-
HO ITpefiriosiaraeT BO3SMOXKHOCTb MeTadpV3VKI, TOT-
Ila KaK «TpaHCIeHJIeHTaJIbHas KpuTnka» (A 12 /
B 26; Kanr, 20064, c. 79) noipkHa 3Ty BO3MOXKHOCTb
IIpeX/ie BCero IpOsICHNUTE. B To BpeMs Kak MeTa-
dnsmKa 3aHMMaeTCs JaHHBIMY IIpeIMeTaMV, BO-
IIpOC O TpaHCleHJIeHTaJIbHOM B Jyxe KaHTta Ha-
IIpaBJleH Ha «caM PacCyIOK ¥ PasyM... OTHOCHIIIV-
ecsi K IIpefiMeTaM BOOOIIIe, ITprieM OOBeKTHI, KOTO-
prle ObuTM OBI TaHBI, He IIPUHVMAIOTCS B pacyeT»
(A 845 / B 873; Kant, 20064, c. 1057; AA 29, S. 752).

Bo «BeenmeHnu K TpaHCIieHIeHTaJIbHOVI AViajleK-
Tke» KaHT pasmyaeT B 3TOV CBA3M TPY alIpuop-
HBIX UCMOYHUKA NO3HAHUSA, KOTOPbIe JeJIal0T OIBIT
BO3MOXHBIM: «Bcsikoe Hallle IHo3HaHWe HauyyHa-
eTCsl C YYBCTB, IIepexXoAUT 3aTeM K pacCylIKy U 3a-
KaHYMBaeTcs B pasyMe» (A 298—299 / B 355; Kawr,
20064, c. 461). V1 B «[IpvtoxeHnM K TpaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJIbHON IMasiekTke» KaHT dpopmympyer 3ToT
Ke CMBICJI, HO aKIIeHTUPYeT He CIIOCOOHOCTH, a X
TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHble TTPUHIINIIBL «TakuM obpa-
30M, BCSKOE UYesIoBeUeCcKoe IIO3HAHMe HadMHaeT-
Cs1 C CO3epLIaHMUI, IePeXOAUT OT HUX K IIOHATUSAM
U 3aKaHuMBaeTcsd ugeamm» (A 702 / B 730; Kanr,
2006a, c. 893). Yenopeueckoe IO3HaHME IIO3TOMY
B «OTHOIIEHVIV 3TVX TPeX 3JIEMEHTOB. .. IMeeT I10-
3HaBaTeJIbHbIe MICTOUHUKY a priori» (A 702 / B 730;
KanrT, 2006a, c. 893)".

' KanT nHTeTpUpYyeT 31 TIoHsT B § 12 «Tpanciienen-
TasibHOM aHAMTUKN» (B 13 —16; KanT, 2006a, c. 65 —69).
2B pmoxpurmdeckmyi nepmop, KaHT  moHMMaer
MpancyeHOeHmalbHoe eIe Kak OmHocAueeca K B03MOXHbBIM
Gewgam Boodbuje (Dohrn, 2015, S. 2314). OpHako TepMUH
VICIIOJIB3Y€ETCSl OY€Hb OCTOPOXKHO B OTJIMYME OT IIep-
Bont «Kpwruki», roe moHATHE «TpaHCILeHIeHTaIbHbI»
BcTpeuaetcs Oostee 1200 pa3, a TepMUH «TpaHCLIEH/IEH-
TasibHas dpumiocodpus» — 31 pas.

B KaHT paspabaTbiBaeT, TaKMM 00pa3oM, IBOVICTBEHHOCTh
VICTOYHMKOB ITO3HAHWSI — PacCy/IKa M YyBCTBEHHOCTU —
W VOEeHTUUOUPYET CO CIOCOOHOCTBIO BOOOpPa’keHNs
TpeTui, KOTOPBI JOJDKeH 06pa3013aT1> «TPaHCLEHIeH-
TaJIbHOe ocHoBaHMe» (A 278 / B 334; Kanr, 2006a, c. 437)
9TOV CIIOCOOHOCTW IIO3HAHWMS, HO CaM OCTaeTcs HeIo-
3HaBaemMbiM. OO atom cm.: (Heidemann, 2017), a Taxxe
IIpeIICTaBJIEHHBINI TAM OYepPK COCTOSIHMS MCCIIeIOBAHMIA.
B mposicHeHMM Boripoca 00 YCIOBUSAX BOSMOYKHOCTY OIIbI-
Ta BOOOIle OJHOBPEMEHHO Y4YacTBYIOT TPW CIIOCOOHO-
CTM — YyBCTBEHHOCTB, PACCYIOK M pasyM.
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damit Begriffe (transcendentalia), die die aristote-
lischen Kategorien transzendierten und fiir alle
Gegenstiande relevant waren.” In diesem Sin-
ne setzt die alte Metaphysik die Moglichkeit der
Metaphysik unhinterfragt voraus, wohingegen
die ,transcendentale Kritik” (KrV, A 12 / B 26)
ihre Moglichkeit allererst zu kldren habe."! Wah-
rend sich die Metaphysik mit gegebenen Gegen-
stainden beschéftigt, richtet sich die Frage nach
dem Transzendentalen im kantischen Sinne auf
,den Verstand und [die] Vernunft selbst [...], die
sich auf Gegenstdnde tiberhaupt beziehen, ohne
Objecte anzunehmen, die gegeben waren” (KrV,
A 845 / B 873; V-Met/Mron, AA 29, S. 752).

In der Einleitung zur ,Transzendentalen Di-
alektik” differenziert Kant diesbeziiglich drei
apriorische Erkenntnisquellen, die Erfahrung
moglich machen: , Alle unsere Erkenntnis hebt
von den Sinnen an, geht von da zum Verstande
und endigt bei der Vernunft” (KrV, A 298-299 /
B 355). Auch im Anhang zur ,Transzendental-
en Dialektik” formuliert Kant ganz in diesem
Sinne, aber nicht mehr mit Betonung auf die Ver-
mogen, sondern ihrer transzendentalen Prinzip-
ien: ,So fangt denn alle menschliche Erkenntnis
mit Anschauung an, geht von da zu Begriffen,
und endigt mit Ideen” (KrV, A 702 / B 730). Die
menschliche Erkenntnis habe demnach in ,,An-
sehung aller dreien Elemente Erkenntnisquellen
a priori” (KrV, A’ 702 / B 730).22

10 Kant integriert diese Begriffe in § 12 der ,Transzen-
dentalen Analytik” (KrV, B 13-16).

' In der vorkritischen Phase versteht Kant transzendental
noch als auf mogliche Dinge iiberhaupt bezogen (siehe dazu:
Dohrn, 2015, S. 2314). Der Terminus wird allerdings
im Gegensatz zur ersten Kritik — in welcher der
Begriff transzendental tiber 1200-mal und der Begriff
Transzendentalphilosophie 31-mal vorkommt — sehr
sparsam verwendet.

2 Kant entwickelt demnach zwar eine Dualitdt von
Erkenntnisquellen — Verstand und Sinnlichkeit —
und identifiziert mit der Einbildungskraft eine dritte,
die einen ,transzendentalen Grund” (KrV, A 278 /
B 334) dieser Erkenntnisvermogen bilden soll, dieser
bleibt aber unerkennbar (Siehe dazu Heidemann (2017,
S. 59-78), sowie den dort skizzierten Forschungsstand).
Gleichzeitig aber sind in der Kldrung der Frage nach den
Bedingungen der Moglichkeit von Erfahrung iiberhaupt
drei Vermogen — die Sinnlichkeit, der Verstand und die
Vernunft — beteiligt.
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OcHoBBIBasICh Ha CII0CO0E, C ITOMOIIIBIO KOTOPO-
TO TOHATVS M CO3epLIaH allprOPHO IIPUMEHSI-
I0TCs K ITpefiMeTaM, KaHT BBIBOIVT € TIOMOIITBIO OC-
HOBOIIOJIOKEHUTI paccylKa BceoOrne dpopmaib-
Hble YCJIOBYMSI, IIOCPEICTBOM KOTOPBIX Pa3biCHS-
eTCsl BO3MOKHOCTB ITPeJIMeTOB OIIBbITa: «...yCJIOBYS
BO3MOXKHOCTM OITBITa BOOOIIE CyTh BMeCTe C TeM
YCIJIOBYVISI BO3MOYKHOCTY IIPEIMETOB OIIbITa, W I03-
TOMY VIMEIOT OOBEKTVBHYIO 3HAUYMMOCTh» (A 158 /
B 197; Kanrt, 20064, c. 279). TakuM obpa3zomM, ocHO-
BOIIOJIOXKEeHMs paccyKa 0OO3HauaroT HeoOXOomu-
MBble TIPeANOChIIKY IS OIIbITa IIpeMeTa. «IpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaJIbHas aHAJIMTMKA» M3JIaraeT [Py STOM
«Ha4yaJyla UMCTOTO PacCyAOYHOIO IIO3HAHWSL...
VI IIPVHIINIIBL, 0e3 KOTOPBIX HeJIb3s MBICJIUTD HU
onuH 1ipenmet» (A 62 / B 87, Kanr, 20064, c. 151),
¥ o0pasyeT TeM caMbIM «JIOIMKY MCTMHBD (Tam
xe). PasyMm, HanpoTus, HoiwkeH oOpaboTarh «Ma-
Teprasl CO3epaHM» ¥ IIOBECTU «ero IIOf BBIC-
IIee eIVMHCTBO MbIuIeHMs» (A 298 / B 355; Kawnr,
2006a, c. 461). «McTHHOE Ha3Ha4YeHIe 3TOV CIIO-
cobHOCTM o3HaHMS» (A 702 / B 730; KanT, 2006a,
c. 893) mo3TOMY «B IOJTB30BAHMI BCEMI METOIAMM
V... OCHOBoHOJIOXKeHMsIMI» (TaM >ke) Tpex mcTou-
HUKOB TO3HAHWUS a4 priori, «4ToObl ITPOHUKHYTH
B caMyI0 IJ1yOb IIPUPOIBI COOOPa3HO BCeM BO3MOX-
HBIM ITPVHIIVIIAM €IVHCTBA, 3 KOTOPBIX IJIaBHOE
COCTaBJISIET €IMHCTBO 11esient» (TaM xe).

Kant nudpdepennupyert, ciemoBaresbHO, ABa
IIOHATNS — TIOHSTME pacCydKa M IOHITHE pasy-
Ma — ¥ OIIpefesseT 3Ty OndypKalmio B KauecTse
Ba KHEVIIIETO yCJIOBYS KPUTMYECKOrO MBIITIJIEH S,
KaK 3TO, B 4aCTHOCTH, copmysmmposaHo B «[Ipo-
JIerOMeHax»:

Ecii 661 KpUTHKa 4MCTOro pasymMa Jo0msiack
JIVIIITL OJHOTO — IIpeXJie BCero BhIABWIA Obl 3TO
pasaue [Mevt, T.e. YMCTBIX HOHATUV pa3yMa,
VI KaTeropwivi, VIV YVCTBIX PacCydOYHBIX ITOHSI-
TWV, KaK MTO3HAHV COBEPIIIEHHO pa3sHOTO Pojia,

4 JToka3aTeJIbCTBO TPaHCIIeHIEeHTaIBHOIO CTaTyca IIpo-
CcTpaHCTBa U BpeMeHU, KoTopoe KaHT cBs3biBaeT B § 14
«TpaHCIieHIeHTaIBHOV HeIyKLIU» C JOKa3aTeIbCTBOM
3akoHHOCTM Kareropuit (A 93 / B125; Kanrr, 20064, c. 195),
371eCh OCYIIIeCTBIISIeTCS HesIBHO.
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Basierend auf der Weise, wie Begriffe und
Anschauungen® a priori auf Gegenstinde an-
gewandt werden, leitet Kant mit den Grundsat-
zen des Verstandes allgemeine formale Bedin-
gungen ab, durch welche die Moglichkeit von
Gegenstanden der Erfahrung gekldrt werden:
»[Dlie Bedingungen der Moglichkeit der Erfah-
rung {iberhaupt sind zugleich Bedingungen der
Moglichkeit der Gegenstinde der Erfahrung,
und haben darum objektive Giiltigkeit” (KrV,
A 158 / B 197). Die Grundsédtze des Verstandes
bezeichnen demnach notwendige Voraussetzun-
gen fiir die Erfahrung eines Gegenstandes. Die
,Iranszendentale Analytik” trage dabei , die Ele-
mente der reinen Verstandeserkenntnis [...] und
die Principien, ohne welche tiberall kein Gegen-
stand gedacht werden kann” (KrV, A 62 / B 87),
vor und bilde damit ,eine Logik der Wahrheit”
(ebd.). Die Vernunft habe hingegen den ,Stoff
der Anschauung zu bearbeiten und unter die
hochste Einheit des Denkens zu bringen” (KrV,
A 298 / B 355). Die ,eigentliche Bestimmung
dieses obersten Erkenntnisvermogens” (KrV,
A 702 / B 730) sei es daher, ,sich aller Methoden
und der Grundsitze” (ebd.) der drei Erkenntnis-
quellen a priori ,,zu bedienen, um der Natur nach
allen moglichen Principien der Einheit, worun-
ter die der Zwecke die vornehmste ist, bis in ihr
Innerstes nachzugehen” (ebd.).

Kant differenziert damit zwei Begriffe — den
des Verstandes und den der Vernunft — und be-
stimmt diese Bifurkation als mafgebliche Vor-
aussetzung kritischen Denkens, wenn es u. a. in
den Prolegomena heifst:

Wenn Kritik der reinen Vernunft auch nur
das allein geleistet hitte, diesen Unterschied
[,der Ideen, d. i. der reinen Vernunftbegriffe,
von den Kategorien oder reinen Verstandesbe-
griffen, als Erkenntnissen von ganz verschiede-

B Die Beweisfithrung des transzendentalen Status von
Raum und Zeit, die Kant in § 14 der transzendentalen
Deduktion an die Beweisfithrung der Rechtmafigkeit
der Kategorien anbindet (KrV, A 93 / B 125), wird hier
nicht explizit ausgefiihrt.



IIPOVICXOXIEHNMS VI IIPUMEHEHVIS|, TO yXKe 3TUM
OHa cJ1eJ1asia Obl OOJIbIIIe [7IS pa3bsICHEH VIS Hallle-
TO TIOHSITUS VI JISI HallpaBJIeHWs VICCIIeIOBaHIS
B 00J1acTV MeTapM3VIKI, 9eM BCe Te TIIeTHBIE II0-
ITBITKY, KOTOPBIE C JaBHUX IIOp IpeIIpuHMa-
... (AA 04, S. 329; Kanr, 1994x, c. 89—90).

B T0 >xe BpeMs, TOMVMO KOHCTUTYTMUBHBIX II0-
HATUI paccynika, KaHT xapakTepusyeT KakK TpaHC-
IIeH/IeHTaJIbHbIe TaKXXe VI PeryyIsiTUBHBIE IIPVIH-
IIVIIBI, OJJHAKO PelNTeSIbHO OTCTYIIasi P 3TOM
OT cTaTyca OCHOBOIOJIOKEHWUI paccyiika. B sTtom
cMmbliciie  «TpaHClleHIeHTa/IbHast — AvajleKTUKa»
pasndaeT «conceptus ratiocinantes (yMCTBYIOIIVe
niousgTus)» (A 311 / B 368; Kant, 2006a, c. 475)
u «conceptus ratiocinati (IIpaBWJIBHO BbIBe[IeHHBIE
nouaTusd)» (Tam Xe), oHa y3akoHMBaeT IIOC/IeNl-
HUe KaK PeryJIsaTUBHBIe TIOHATHS Il obecriede-
HMS CUCTeMaTVYecKOro eIVHCTBa M KPUTUKYeT
IIepBble B paMKaX Tpex IJiaB «[paHCIieHIeHTaTb-
HOVI OUaJIeKTUKm»Y. B coorBeTcTBrM ¢ aTM Kaur
JaeT cieAyrollyo opMyJIMpoBKY Bo «Bpese-
HUI»: «Kopode roBopsi, BOIIPOC COCTOUT B CIIEY-
IOITIeM: COIePXKUT JIV pas3yM a priori, caM 110 ceOe,
TO €CTh YVICTBIVI pa3yM, CMHTEeTUYeCKre OCHOBO-
IIOJIOXKEeH M U IIpaBWIa ¥ KaKOBbI MOT'YT OBITh 3TN
npyHIMIE?» (A 306 / B 363; KanT, 20064, c. 469).
OH oTBeuaeT Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC PeIINTEeIbHBIM «Ia»,
uToOBI B «[IpmstokeHMM K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHON
IVasyleKTVKe» IIpeloCTaBUTh OIIpaBldaHye 3TUX
IIPUHITATIOB B KadeCTBe PeryJIsTUBHBIX MaKCUM.
TakM oOpasom, 3aKOHHOe pPeryJIsaTHBHOE VIIO-
TpeOileHne pasyMa He CBOOWUTCS K JIOTMTUECKOMY
" CyOBEKTVIBHOMY HOPSIKY TOHSTUN U SIBJISIETCS
VICKJTIOUMTEIIBHO «3aKOHOM YIIpaB/IeHNs TeM, YeM
B CBOEM XO34VICTBE pacIiojlaraeT Halll PacCyHOK»
(A 306 / B 362; Kant, 20064, c. 470)". Takont penyx-

1> O0 oTymMuMM YMCTBYIOIIVX IIOHSTWUII W IIPaBVUIBHO
BBbIBEZIEHHBIX ITOHATUI cM., B uyacTHocTu: (Meer, 2019,
S. 69—143; Willaschek, 2018, p. 163 —217; Klimmek, 2005,
S. 75—220).

16B srom cmbicie DrwmcoH (Allison, 2004, p. 339), I'pup
(Grier, 2001, p. 122, 269), IlItanr (Stang, 2016, p. 290),
ITponc (Proops, 2010) 1 Kparnrec (Kreines, 2015, p. 115),
KpoMe BCero IIpovero, peayIpyioT JIeTUTUMHOe peryils-
TMBHOe yHoTpeOJIeHNe pa3yMa B OTHOIIIEHW JIOTU€eCKO-
ro ¥ CyOBEKTVBHOIO IIOPSIKa IOHITUI VI OTPULIAIOT €T0
TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHBIVI CTaTyC.

R. Meer

ner Art, Ursprung und Gebrauch”] zuerst vor
Augen zu legen, so hitte sie dadurch schon
mehr zur Aufklarung unseres Begriffs und der
Leitung der Nachforschung im Felde der Me-
taphysik beigetragen, als alle fruchtlose Bemii-
hungen [...], die man von je her unternommen
hat (Prol, AA 04, S. 329).

Gleichzeitig charakterisiert Kant neben den
konstitutiven Begriffen des Verstandes auch die
regulativen Prinzipien als transzendental, dies
jedoch in dezidierter Abhebung zum Status der
Grundsdtze des Verstandes. In diesem Sinne
unterscheidet die ,Transzendentale Dialektik”
~conceptus ratiocinantes (verniinftelnde Begrif-
fe)” (KrV, A 311 / B 368) und , conceptus ratiocinati
(richtig geschlossene Begriffe)” (ebd.), legitimiert
letztere als regulative Begriffe zur Sicherung der
systematischen Einheit und kritisiert erstere im
Rahmen der drei Hauptstiicke der ,Transzen-
dentalen Dialektik”!* Kant formuliert dement-
sprechend in der Einleitung, ,[m]it einem Wort,
die Frage ist: ob die Vernunft an sich selbst, d. i.
die reine Vernunft a priori synthetische Grund-
sdtze und Regeln enthalte, und worin diese Prin-
zipien bestehen mogen?” (KrV, A 306 / B 363). Er
beantwortet diese Frage mit einem dezidierten
Ja, um im Anhang zur ,Transzendentalen Dia-
lektik” eine Rechtfertigung dieser Prinzipien als
regulative Maximen zu erbringen. Der legitime
regulative Vernunftgebrauch ist demnach nicht
auf die logische und subjektive Ordnung von Be-
griffen reduzierbar und ausschliefilich ein ,Ge-
setz der Haushaltung mit dem Vorrat unseres
Verstandes” (KrV, A 306 / B 362)."” Ein solcher
Reduktionismus wiirde das logische Prinzip mit

14 Zur Unterscheidung von verniinftelnden und richtig
geschlossenen Begriffen siehe u. a. Meer (2019, S. 69-
143), Willaschek (2018, S. 163-217), Klimmek (2005, S. 75-
220).

5 In diesem Sinne reduzieren u. a. Allison (2004, S. 339),
Grier (2001, S. 122, 269), Stang (2016, S. 290), Proops
(2010, S. 449-495), Kreines (2015, S. 115) den legitimen
regulativen Vernunftgebrauch auf die logische und
subjektive Ordnung von Begriffen und sprechen ihm
den transzendentalen Status ab.
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LVIOHM3M TIO3BOJIVII OBI JIOTMYEeCKOMY ITPUHITUITY
COBIIACTh C PETYJISTUBHBIM ¥ He YIOBJIETBOPWII
ObI IByX3TalTHOE KAaHTOBCKOE pasJIMdeHVe MeX-
Iy JIOTMYeCKMM U peaIbHBIM YIIOTpebsieHreM pa-
3yMa, a TaKXe MeXIy PeryIsSTVBHBIM VI KOHCTV-
TyTUBHBIM yTIOTpeOrieHneM pasyma’. IlosTomy
creKyssiTMBHBIe Men bora, Mupa 1 mymm obpa-
3YIOT TpaHCIIeHIeHTa/IbHble POPMBI Oe3yCIIOBHO-
TO, a CIEKYJISTVBHBIE IIPVHIIVIIEI TOMOT€HHOCTH,
crenvUKaIn ¥ HeIPepbIBHOCTY — TPaHCIIeH-
JeHTaJIbHbIe (PYHKIIVY BbIBeleHs 0e3yCIIOBHOTO.

He tomnbko B «IIpusoxenun», HO 1 Bo «Bsepe-
HVUW», U B «[lepBovt KHMUTe TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIEHON
IMAJIeKTVKI» BCTPEYaroTCsl pas/IMyHble CTpare-
TUM apryMeHTaIy [IJIs PasBUTHS Ilepexofa OT
IpOCTO «Iorndeck [oro] mpenmmcadus» (A 309 /
B 365, Kant, 2006a, c. 473)" x «0ObeKTMBHO 3Ha-
Y/IMOMY OCHOBOIOJIOXKEHMIO pasyma» (Tam xe;
A 648 / B 676, Kanr, 20064, c. 829—831)". B nc-
CIIETTIOBAHVISIX TIPOBOAVITCS Pas3Idvie MeXTy SIIV-
CTEMHO-MeTOI0JIOTMUeCKOVI, MeTadpu31IecKo-OH-
TOJIOTVIYECKOVI ¥ 3BPUCTIYECKO-IIParMaTi4ecKon
apryMeHTalViell B TIOJIb3y TPaHCIEHIEHTHOIO
cTaTyca TIOHATMS pPasyMa”: TpaHCIeHIeHTaslb-

7 Kputnky storo cm.: (Willaschek, 2018, p. 103 —106,
116 —119; Anderson, 2015, p. 281 —283; Massimi, 2017).

18 TpaHCIIeHIeHTalIbHOEe OCHOBOIIOIIOXKEHVIe YMCTOTO pa-
3yMa KaK «BBICIINVI IPVHIINII YMCTOro pasyma» (A 308 /
B 365; Kant, 2006a, c. 473, vcrpaBieHO B COOTBETCTBUU
C OPUIMHAJIOM), HAIIPOTMB, IJIACUT: «...eCJIM JJaHO 00-
YCJIOBJIEHHOE, TO BMeCTe C TeM [HaH (T.e. COHEpP>KUT-
Cs B IIpeIMeTe 7 €r0 CBSA34X) W BeCh Psif HOAYMHEHHBIX
IOPYyT OPYyTy YCIOBUIL, KOTOPBIV IIO3TOMY caM Oe3yciio-
BeH» (A 307 —308 / B 364; Kanurt, 2006a, c. 471). [Tpu aTom
peyYb MIeT O CUMHTeTMYeCKOM, VIV TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOM,
OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWY, ITOCKOJIBKY OOyCIIOBJIEHHOe OTHO-
CUTCS He TOJIBKO K YCJIOBUIO, KaK B aHINTINYECKOM OC-
HOBOTIOJIOXKeHWM, HO U «K Oe3ycrtoBHOMY» (A 308 / B 364;
Kant, 2006a, c. 471). TpaHclieHIeHTaJIbBHO OCHOBOIIOJIO-
JKeHVe pa3yMa, ecJIi OHO «yCTaHOB[JIMBaeT]... He TOJIIBKO
CyOBEKTMBHYIO U JIOTMYIECKYI0 HeOOXOMMMOCTh CHCTEMa-
TIUYECKOTO eIMHCTBa KaK MeTOa, HO 1 ero OOBeKTUBHYIO
HeoOXxommmMocTb» (A 648 / B 676; Kart, 2006a, c. 831).

19 «CobcTBeHHOE OCHOBOIIOJIIOXKEHVIE pasyMa BooOmie (B
ero sioryuaeckoM ymorpebienum)» (A 307 / B 364; Kawnr,
20064, c. 471) cOCTOUT «B ITOIBICKMBAHWI 0e3yCIIOBHOTO
1151 OOYCIIOBJIEHHOTO TI03HAHVISL pacCyaKa, 9YToObI 3aBep-
IIIUTH €IMHCTBO 3TOTo T1ocsiertHero» (A 307 / B 364; Kawr,
20064, c. 471).

200 srom cm.: (Meer, 2019, S. 176; Zocher, 1958, S. 58;
Grier, 2001, p. 263; Wartenberg, 1992, p. 232).
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dem regulativen zusammenfallen lassen und
Kants zweistufiger Unterscheidung zwischen lo-
gischem und realem Vernunftgebrauch sowie re-
gulativem und konstitutivem Vernunftgebrauch
nicht gerecht werden.”® Die Vernunftideen Gott,
Welt und Seele bilden daher transzendentale
Formen des Unbedingten und die Vernunftprin-
zipien Homogenitét, Spezifikation und Kontinu-
itdt transzendentale Funktionen des Schliefiens
auf ein Unbedingtes.

Nicht nur im Anhang, sondern auch in der
Einleitung und dem Ersten Buch der , Transzen-
dentalen Dialektik” finden sich dabei unter-
schiedliche Argumentationsstrategien, um den
Ubergang zwischen einer blof ,logische[n] Vor-
schrift” (KrV, A 309 / B 365)" zu einem ,objec-
tivgtiltigen Vernunftsatz” (KrV, A 309 / B 365;
KrV, A 648 / B 676)"® zu entwickeln. In der For-
schung wird zwischen einer epistemisch-metho-
dischen, einer metaphysisch-ontologischen und
einer heuristisch-pragmatischen Argumentation
fiir den transzendentalen Status der Vernunft-
begriffe unterschieden': Die transzendentalen
Vernunftbegriffe sind in der metaphysisch-on-

6 Siehe dazu die Kritik von Willaschek (2018, S. 103-
106, 116-119), Anderson (2015, S. 281-283) und Massimi
(2017, S. 63-72).

7 Der ,eigenthiimliche Grundsatz der Vernunft tiber-
haupt (im logischen Gebrauche)” (KrV, A 307 / B 364)
bestehe darin, ,zu dem bedingten Erkenntnisse des Ver-
standes das Unbedingte zu finden, womit die Einheit
desselben vollendet wird” (KrV, A 307 / B 364).

® Der transzendentale Grundsatz der reinen Vernunft
als , oberste[s] Prinzip der reinen Vernunft” (KrV, A 308 /
B 365) hingegen besagt: ,[W]enn das Bedingte gegeben
ist, so sei auch die ganze Reihe einander untergeordneter
Bedingungen, die mithin selbst unbedingt ist, gegeben”
(KrV, A 307-308 / B 364). Dabei handle es sich um einen
synthetischen bzw. transzendentalen Grundsatz, da sich
das Bedingte nicht nur wie im analytischen Grundsatz
auf eine Bedingung beziehe, sondern ,aufs Unbedingte”
(KrV, A 308 / B 364). Transzendental ist der Grundsatz
der Vernunft, wenn er ,die systematische Einheit nicht
blof3 subjectiv=" und logisch=, als Methode, sondern
objectiv nothwendig machen wiirde” (KrV, A 648 /
B 676).

19 Siehe dazu Meer (2019, S. 176), Zocher (1958, S. 58),
Grier (2001, S. 263) und Wartenberg (1992, S. 232).



Hble TIOHATUS pa3yMa JIeTUTMIUPOBAaHBI B MeTa-
(pMB3MIeCKO-OHTOIIOTMYECKOT apryMeHTauy Ha
OCHOBE €€ OTHOIIEeHMS K MOOBEIeHHBIM 1100 3TU
uznen 6oobpaxaemvim npedmemam (A 570 / B 698;
KanT, 20064, c. 857) win K «aHaJIOry cXxeMme 4yB-
cTBeHHOCTM» (A 665 / B 693; Kant, 2006a, c. 851).
TakuM oOpaszom mpomcxoanT OOBEKTMBIPOBa-
HVe ¥ TUIIOCTa3VpoBaHue IIOHSATUI pasyMa. DTa
cTparervs apryMeHTalnM OOHapy KMBaeTCs IIpe-
VIMYIIIeCTBEHHO BO BTOpom 4actu «lIpustoxkenms
K TPpaHCIeHJeHTaJIbHOM OuajleKTuke» (A 673 /
B 701; Kanr, 20064, c. 859), a Takke y>e B KOHIIe
nieppoit yacti (A 664—665 / B 692—693; Kawnr,
2006a, c. 849)*. TpaHcleHIeHTaIbHbIE TPVHIIV-
ITBI VI TPAHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHBIE VJIeN B SIIVICTEMO-Me-
TOHOJIOTMYECKOV apryMeHTallUy SBJISIOTCS  yC-
JIOBVIEM JIOTMYEeCKMX MaKCUM, TaK KaK B IIepPBYIO
oueperb MOCPEICTBOM VX BO3MOXKHBI ITOCTIE[THIIE
(cm.: A 650—651 / B 678 —679; Kanr, 20064, c. 833;
a takxe A 307—308 / B 364; Kaut, 2006a, c. 471;
C OIJISZIKOV Ha IpMHIMII crierindmkanmm A 656 /
B 684; KanT, 2006a, c. 839 —841; Ha IpUHIIIII TOMO-
redHHocT A 653—654 / B 681—682; KanT, 20064,
c. 835—837; ma npuHITUI HenrpepbIBHOCTU A 657 /
B 685; Kant, 20064, c. 841; Bo BTOopot yactu «l Ipu-
JIOKEHMs» CM. B ToM umciie: A 671 / B 699; Kanr,
2006a, c. 857)*. TTonck yciioBuit 00yCIIOBJIEHHOTO
pacimpsieT TO3HaHME B 3BPUCTIYECKO-TIparma-
TUYeCKOV apryMeHTalluV, TUIOTeTUYeCcK! IIpesl-
ios1arasi, YTo 3TU YCJIOBYMSL CYILIECTBYIOT. DTO pac-
IIVIpeHNe, B CBOIO O4Yepelb, CO3[1aeT HOBbIE VeN,
KOTOpPBIE MOT'YT OBITH IOATBEP)KIEHBI PaCCyIKOM.
OrnpaBraHHO, CJI€I0BAaTeIPHO, TPAHCIIEH/IEHTaTh-
HOe yIoTpeOJieHVe MPUHINIIOB pasyMa ¥ uzien
pasyMa Ha OCHOBe VIX 3BPUCTMYECKMX ¥ IIparma-
TUYecKMX (PyHKLMII B IIpollecce MO3HAHMUS (CM.
B ToM umcie: A 663 / B 691; Kanr, 2006a, c. 847—
849)%. B Texcre KaHTa BCTpedaroTcs Bce TPU CTpa-
Terny apryMeHTallny, HOoCIeIHsl, OHAKO, SIBJIs-

206 stom cm.: (La Rocca, 2011; Rescher, 2000, p. 283 —328;
Pilot, 1995; Allison, 2004, p. 438; Wartenberg, 1992, p. 232).
200 stom cM.: (Caimi, 1995, S. 315; Zoller, 1984, S. 257 —
271; Klimmek, 2005, S. 64; Horstmann, 1997, S. 109 —130).
506 arom npexe Beero cm.: (Willaschek, 2018, p. 128 —130).

R. Meer

tologischen Argumentation aufgrund ihres Ver-
héltnisses zu eingebildeten Gegenstinden (KrV,
A 570 / B 698) bzw. zu einem ,Analogon von
einem Schema der Sinnlichkeit” (KrV, A 665 /
B 693) legitimiert, die unter diese Ideen subsu-
miert werden. Es kommt demnach zu einer Ob-
jektivierung bzw. Hypostasierung der Vernunft-
begriffe. Diese Argumentationsstrategie findet
sich tiberwiegend im zweiten Teil des Anhangs
zur ,Transzendentalen Dialektik” (KrV, A 673 /
B 701), aber auch schon am Ende des ersten Teils
(KrV, A 664-665 / B 692-693).° Die transzendenta-
len Prinzipien bzw. transzendentalen Ideen sind
in der epistemologisch-methodischen Argumen-
tation den logischen Maximen vorausgesetzt,
da durch diese die letzteren allererst ermdoglicht
werden (siehe KrV, A 650-651 / B 678-679; aber
auch A 307-308 / B 364; mit Blick auf das Prin-
zip der Spezifikation A 656 / B 684; auf das Prin-
zip der Homogenitdt A 653-654 / B 681-682; auf
das Prinzip der Kontinuitdt A 657 / B 685; im
zweiten Teil des Anhangs u. a. A 671 / B 699).*!
Durch die Suche nach den Bedingungen des Be-
dingten wird in der heuristisch-pragmatischen
Argumentation die Erkenntnis erweitert und
dabei hypothetisch angenommen, dass diese Be-
dingungen existieren. Durch diese Erweiterung
werden wiederum neue Einsichten erzeugt, die
durch den Verstand bestitigt werden kénnen.
Gerechtfertigt ist der transzendentale Gebrauch
der Vernunftprinzipien bzw. -ideen demnach
durch ihre heuristische und pragmatische Funk-
tion im Prozess der Erkenntnis (u. a. KrV, A 663 /
B 691).>> Alle drei Argumentationsstrategien fin-
den sich in Kants Text wieder — die letztere bil-

2 Siehe dazu La Rocca (2011), Rescher (2000, S. 283-328),
Pilot (1995), Allison (2004, S. 438) und Wartenberg (1992,
S. 232).

# Siehe dazu Caimi (1995, S. 315), Zoller (1984, S. 257-
271), Klimmek (2005, S. 64) und Horstmann (1997,
S. 109-130).

2 Siehe dazu vor allem die Ausfithrungen von Willa-
schek (2018, S. 128-130).
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eTcsl HanbosTee yAauHOV U JIydllle BCero corsiacy-
eTCsl C Pa3/IMYHBIMM MeCTaMI B TeKCTe, KaK IOoKa-
JKeT ITOCJIe Ty IOV aHaJINS.

2. TpaHcHeHOeHTaIbHbIe 3aKOHOMEPHOCTM
TeopeTuveckon ¢pmrocodpmmn

KaHT B pamMKax cBoeit TeopeTruecKkom prsioco-
v Ha IpMMepe aCTPOHOMMUML VI TEOPUN [IBVIKe-
HUS SKCIUIMLIVIPYeT [IBe pasIMdHble 3aKOHOMep-
HOCTW: aCTPOHOMMS VI TeOpUs IBVKEeHMs CITy KaT
emy B § 38 «[Iponeromen» 1151 JIernTUMaIy KOH-
CTUTYTUBHBIX IIPUHIINIIOB 1, CJIe[I0BaTeIbHO, 1JIs
oTBeTa Ha BoIpoc «Kak BO3MOXHO UMCTOe ecTe-
cTBO3HaHME?». 3rech KaHT pasBuBaeT OCHOBHYIO
MBICJIb TPAHCIIEHIEHTAJIBHOIO MjIeaIn3Ma U SM-
IIVIPVYECKOr0 peain3Ma, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOW pac-
CYIIOK He uepIiaeT CBOV 3aKOHBI (4 priori) u3 Ipu-
porpbl, a mpennuceiBaeT nx e (AA 04, S. 320; Kanr,
1994, c. 80) 1 TeM caMbIM rapaHTHpyeT HayKy,
IIOCTOBEPHOCTh KOTOpOM anoamkTrdHa (AA 04,
S. 469; KanT, 19947, c. 249).

Ho B TO Xe BpeMsI aCTpPOHOMUSL 1 TeOpWsl [IBU-
JKeHUs CJIyXaT B nepsovi 4dactu «lIpusioxkeHms
K TpaHCLIEH[eHTa/IbHOM AMaIeKTVKe» I 3KC-
IUIMKALUY PeryIsSsTUBHBIX HpuHUOMIOB. Ha mx
npumepe KaHT BbICTpamBaeT, B CBOIO OYepesb,
00OIOTHBIE OTHOIIEHVS MeXAY JaHHBIMU CITyda-
AMV I OOIIMMM 3aKOHAMV, TapaHTUPYs YIIOps-
JIOYEHHYIO B COOTBETCTBUM C IIPUHLMIIAMW Iie-
JIOCTHOCTB TTo3HaHMs (AA 04, S. 467, KanT, 19947,
c. 248—-249).

Konnueckoe ceueHme obOpasyeT mpm 35TOM
B 000MX IIpuMepax reoMeTpuvecKoe OCHOBAHME
VI COEIMHUTEITBHOE 3BeHO B OOBSICHEHVIV KOHKPeT-
HBIX crielndryecKrx 3aKOHOMePHOCTEVA.

2.1. Acmponomus
Kak Hayka B cobcmBentom cmoicae

CornacHo Kanry, 3Be3/ipl 11 HeOecHbIe Tejla, Ha-
OimrorlaeMble B KOCMOCE, COCTaBJISIOT ITpefIMeT WC-
crlefopaHMs  acTpoHoMmym. OHa mM3ydaeT opOu-

det allerdings die erfolgversprechendste und am
besten mit verschiedenen Passagen zu vereinba-
rende, wie die folgende Analyse zeigen wird.

2. Transzendentale Gesetzmafligkeiten
der theoretischen Philosophie

Kant expliziert im Rahmen seiner theoreti-
schen Philosophie anhand eines Beispiels aus
der Astronomie und Bewegungslehre zwei dif-
ferente Gesetzmafligkeiten: Die Astronomie und
Bewegungslehre dient ihm in § 38 der Prolego-
mena zur Legitimation konstitutiver Prinzipien
und damit zur Beantwortung der Frage Wie ist
reine Naturwissenschaft moglich? An ihr entwickelt
Kant den zentralen Gedanken des transzenden-
talen Idealismus und empirischen Realismus,
nach dem der Verstand seine Gesetze (a prio-
ri) nicht aus der Natur schopft, sondern sie die-
ser vorschreibt (Prol, AA 04, S. 320) und damit
die apodiktische Gewissheit der Wissenschaft
(MAdN, AA 04, S. 469) sichert.

Die Astronomie und Bewegungslehre dient
aber gleichzeitig im ersten Teil des Anhangs zur
,Iranszendentalen Dialektik” zur Explikation
regulativer Prinzipien. An ihr entwickelt Kant
wiederum das reziproke Verhiltnis zwischen
gegebenen Fillen und allgemeinen Gesetzen,
wodurch ein nach Prinzipien geordnetes Ganzes
der Erkenntnis (MAdN, AA 04, S. 467) gewéahr-
leistet wird.

Der Kegelschnitt bildet dabei in beiden Bei-
spielen die geometrische Basis und das verbin-
dende Glied in der Erlduterung der jeweils spe-
zifischen Gesetzmaéfiigkeiten.

2.1. Die Astronomie
als eigentliche Wissenschaft

Nach Kant bilden die im Weltall beobacht-
baren Gestirne und Himmelskorper die For-
schungsgegenstiande der Astronomie. Diese un-
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ThI IUIaHeT, Bpalaromyxcs Bokpyr CorHila, 1 mx
cnenyduryaeckre csorictBa. Kak Takosas acTpoHO-
MWl HapsiIly ¢ MeXaHMKOVI, IVIOIITPUKOV, TUIpOCTa-
TUKOVI, TUAPABIIVKOV, KaTOITVIKOV V1 [Ip. SIBJISIETCS
YacThIO MPUKIIAIHON MaTeMaTuKWM VI (PU3MKIL.
C TOuKM 3peHVIs METOIOJIOT VI OTAe/IbHBIE HaOIIIO-
TleHVIsl CBA3aHbI TPV 3TOM € (PU3MUeCKVIMI 3aKOHa-
MW, TaKVIMM KaK 3aKOH TsiroTeHs (AA 16, S. 789).
AcTpoHOMMSI — 3TO «HayKa SMIVpHdecKas»
(AA 20, S. 259; KanT, 1994e, c. 378), Tak Kak OHa,
C OIHOV CTOPOHBI, OIVpPAETCS Ha CrucTeMaTude-
CKYIO paMKy alpVOPHBIX HOHATUV Y IIPUHIIN-
OB, a C APYIroyl — MMeeT 3MIIMPUYECKNiI IIpel-
MeT viccienoBanmst. OcHOBaHME STUX IVICIIAILIVIH
HaXOAWTCs, TakKMM OOpasoM, B «3aKOHE B3auM-
Horo nputsbkeHUs» (AA 04, S. 321; KanT, 1994x,
c. 81), c mOMOIIIBIO KOTOPOTO OIVICHIBAETCS IBVIKe-
Hue wiaHeT. OTHOBpeMeHHO acTPOHOMMS COfep-
KUT TaKKe SMIMPUYeCKyIo 4acTh, rouemy KaHt
VI CUMTAET, UTO OHa, KpOMe BCero ITpoUero, 3aBycCH-
Ma OT TeXHI4ecKoro mporpecca rejieckona (AA 01,
S. 252—253; Kant, 19940, c. 144 —143)*.
AcTpoHOMMSI He TOJIBKO oODecrieumBaeT IIpW-
KJIa/lHOe IIO3HaHMe COIVIaCHO IIPUHIIMIIAM pa-
3yMa, HO U VIMEeeT «4VCTYIO YacTh, YTOOBI Ha Hell
MoTIJIa OCHOBBIBAThCS allOAMKTIMUeCKas I0CTOBep-
HocTh» (AA 04, S. 469; Kaurt, 19945, c. 250) Bcex
OOBSICHEHUTI IIPUPOMBL: CIIeOBaTeIbHO, aCTPOHO-
Mus, B ominane oT xumum (AA 04, S. 468; Kanr,
199471, c. 249) u B errie OoJIbINIEeN CTEIEHM OT dM-
nupudeckon ricuxostoruu (AA 04, S. 471; Kawr,
19945, c. 253), obpasyeT Tak Ha3bIBaeMyIO «Hay-
Ky O IIpupoe B cOOCTBEHHOM cMEbICiIe» (AA 04,
S. 469; Kant, 19947, c. 250). ITox Hayxovt o Ipupo-
Ile B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICJIe IIOHVIMaeTCst HayKa, KO-
TOpasi MCcilelyeT CBOVI IIpeMeT «Bcelleslo Ha OC-
HOBe aIlpMOPHBEIX NpuHOUIOB» (AA 04, S. 468;
Kanr, 19947, c. 249), n ee «I0OCTOBEPHOCTb... aIlo-
nukTruyHa» (Tam xe). B Hayke o mpupoze B HecoO-
CTBEHHOM CMBICJIe IIpeaMeT MCCiIeloBaHMs, Ha-
IIPOTUB, VICCTIETYeTCs «Ha OCHOBE 3aKOHOB OITBITa»
(Tam >xe), 1 mO3HaHME CONEPXKUT IIOITOMY «IUIIIb

2006 atom cm. Takxke: (De Bianchi, 2015).
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tersucht die Umlaufbahnen der Planeten um die
Sonne und deren spezifische Eigenschaften. Als
solche ist die Astronomie neben Mechanik, Di-
optrik, Hydrostatik, Hydraulik, Katoptrik etc.
eine Teildisziplin der angewandten Mathematik
bzw. Physik. Methodisch gesehen werden dabei
einzelne Beobachtungen mit physikalischen Ge-
setzen wie der Gravitation verkniipft (Refl 3343,
3344, AA 16, S. 789).

Die Astronomie ist eine ,,empirische Wissen-
schaft” (FM, AA 20, S. 259), da sie sowohl durch
einen systematischen Rahmen apriorischer Be-
griffe und Prinzipien gesttitzt wird als auch ei-
nen empirischen Forschungsgegenstand hat. Die
Grundlage dieser Disziplinen liege demnach
in dem ,Gesetz der wechselseitigen Attracti-
on” (Prol, AA 04, S. 321), mit dem die Planeten-
bewegungen beschrieben werden. Gleichzeitig
enthélt die Astronomie aber auch einen empiri-
schen Teil, weshalb Kant feststellt, dass sie u. a.
vom technischen Fortschritt des Teleskops ab-
héngig ist (NTH, AA 01, S. 252-253).%

Die Astronomie habe damit neben einer an-
gewandten Vernunfterkenntnis
,reinen Teil, auf dem sich die apodiktische Ge-
wifsheit” (MAdN, AA 04, S. 469) aller tibrigen Na-
turerkldarungen griindet: Sie bilde daher im Ge-
gensatz zur Chemie (MAdN, AA 04, S. 468) und
noch mehr im Gegensatz zur empirischen Psy-
chologie (MAdN, AA 04, S. 471) eine sogenan-
nte ,eigentliche Naturwissenschaft” (MAdAN,
AA 04, S. 469). Unter einer eigentlichen Natur-
wissenschaft ist eine Lehre zu verstehen, in
welcher der Untersuchungsgegenstand ,génz-
lich nach Principien a priori” (MAdN, AA 04,
S. 468) behandelt werde und deren ,Gewifsheit
apodiktisch” (ebd.) sei. In einer uneigentlichen
Naturwissenschaft hingegen werde der Unter-

auch einen

suchungsgegenstand ,nach Erfahrungsgeset-
zen behandelt” (ebd.)) und die Erkenntnis ent-

% Fiir einen Uberblick siehe auch De Bianchi (2015,
5.178).
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SMIVPUYECKYIO IOCTOBEPHOCTD. .. [M] ecTh 3HaHVe
JIVIIIE B HeCOOCTBEHHOM cMBICiIe» (AA 04, S. 468;
Kant, 19947, c. 249; cp.: AA 29, S. 99)%.

B § 38 «IIposeromen» KaHT 9BHO yKa3bIBaeT Ha
Ty UMCTYIO YacTb aCTPOHOMMM, KOTOpasi yTBepKaa-
eT ee KaK HayKy O IIpMpofie B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICITe
HaJl HayKOV1 O IIpUpojie He B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICITE,
KOI/la OH pacKpbIBaeT CBA3b MeXy KOHCTPYKIIVS-
MM OKPY>KHOCTeVI, SJUIUIICOB, ITapados1, TuIiepOoI
V1 PUBIYECKOV aCTPOHOMUEVL.

Kax okpy»XHOCTB, 3JJIUIIC, Hapabosia, TaK 1 I'-
repbosia B34THI M3 AuddepeHIIaIbHBIX paspe-
30B KOHYCa ¥ MOT'YT OBITh OUepUeHBI CIIeTYIOIVIM
obpasom (Maor, 1989, S. 93):

Puc. 1

Ecrim koHYC IlepecekaeT ILTOCKOCTB, KOTOpast
napajulejlbHa TOBEPXHOCTM OCHOBaHWS, TO 3TO
OoKpyXHOCTb (7). C Ipyrovt CTOpOHBI, eCjIN YTIoJl
TafieHNs B KOHIUECKOM CeUeHMV M3MEeHSeTCs, 3TO
IPVBOONT K 27UInIICy (b), Tapadorie (¢) v rumepOo-
71e (d). Takvm obGpasoM, Bce yeThIpe KprBble Haxo-
AATCS B HEIIPePHIBHOM COOTHOIIIEHUM JIPYT C IIpY-
TOM ¥ MOTYT OBITh IIOJIyUeHBI ITyTeM HeIlpepbIB-
HOM JecpopMarimnm.

% O0 oTHOIIIEHNM K KaHTOBCKOW KJIACCMPUKAIIUM ecTe-
CTBEHHBIX HayK B «MeTadn3nyecKmx HadaIax eCTeCTBO3-
HaHMs» 1 «KpuTyke 4mcToro pasyma» cM., B YaCTHOCTVL:
(Van den Berg, 2011), a Taxoke (Plaass, 1965; Watkins, 1998,
p. 568). O6 m3MeHeHMM 3HAYEHWS STOV KIacCUMKaLN
B «MeTtadmsmdecKmx HagalaX eCTeCTBO3HAHIS» 10 OTHO-
mreHnto K «[Iporsreromenam» cm.: (Pollok, 2001, S. 61 —62).

halte daher ,blos empirische Gewifsheit [...], ist
ein nur uneigentlich so genanntes Wissen” (ebd.;
vgl. V-Phys/Mron, AA 29, S. 99).%

In § 38 der Prolegomena weist Kant diesen
reinen Teil der Astronomie, der sie tiber die un-
eigentliche Naturwissenschaft als eigentliche
etabliert, explizit auf, wenn er den Zusammen-
hang zwischen der Konstruktion von Kreisen,
Ellipsen, Parabeln sowie Hyperbeln und der
physischen Astronomie aufdeckt.

Sowohl der Kreis, die Ellipse, die Parabel als
auch die Hyperbel stammen dabei aus differen-
ten Schnitten des Kegels und lassen sich wie
folgt skizzieren:

O
Y

<

Abbildung 1: Maor, 1989, S. 93

Wird der Kegel vermittelst einer Ebene, die
parallel zur Grundfldche verlduft, geschnitten,
dann handelt es sich um einen Kreis (a). Wird
hingegen der Einfallswinkel im Kegelschnitt
verdndert, fiihrt dies zur Ellipse (b), zur Parabel
(c) und zur Hyperbel (d). Alle vier Kurven stehen
somit in einem kontinuierlichen Verhiltnis zu-
einander und konnen durch eine kontinuierliche
Deformation gewonnen werden.

# Zum Verhdltnis der kantischen Klassifikation der
Naturwissenschaft in den Metaphysischen Anfangsgriin-
den der Naturwissenschaft und der Kritik der reinen Ver-
nunft siehe insbesondere Van den Berg (2011, S. 7-26),
aber auch Plaass (1965) und Watkins (1998, S. 568). Zur
Bedeutungsverschiebung dieser Klassifikation der Meta-
physischen Anfangsgriinde der Naturwissenschaft gegen-
tiber den Prolegomena siehe Pollok (2001, S. 61-62).
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OcHoBbiBasicb Ha 3ToM, KaHT oTMewaeT, uTO
IBe JIMHWMY, «IIepeceKarolye Opyr apyra, a Tak-
xe Kpyr» (AA 04, S. 320; KanT, 1994k, c. 81), Ha-
CTOJIBKO 3aKOHOMEPHBI, «4UTO IIPSIMOYTOJIbHUK,
[TocTpoenHBIN| 13 OTPe3KOB OMHOV JIMHWM, pa-
BEH IIPSIMOYTOJIBHVIKY 13 OTpPe3KoB Apyron» (Tam
xe). IIpsamoyeosvHukx — 3TO TeoMeTpudecKast pu-
rypa, IIpecTaBsIsIoIast 0COOBITI cJIyyant napaie-
A02pamma. B aToM cityyae IpOTUBOIOIOXKHBIE X0p-
0bl IIPOXOMST HapauIeIbHO IPYT IPYTY.

R. Meer

Kant stellt darauf aufbauend fest, dass zwei
Linien, ,die sich einander und zugleich den Cir-
kel schneiden” (Prol, AA 04, S. 320), so regelma-
3ig sind, ,,dafs das Rectangel aus den Stticken ei-
ner jeden Linie dem der andern gleich ist” (Prol,
AA 04, S. 320). Ein Rektangel ist eine geometri-
sche Figur, die einen speziellen Fall eines Paral-
lelogramms darstellt. In einem solchen verlaufen
die jeweils gegentiberliegenden Sehnen parallel
zueinander.

Puc. 2

ITpu sTOM OOO3HaueHHasl 3leCh 3aKOHOMeEp-
HOCTb B XOpAax IpsIMOyTOJIbHVMKA, KaK CUMTaeT
KaHT, 3aBUCUT TOJIBKO OT YCJIOBUS, KOTOpOe 3a-
JIOKWJT «PacCyIOK, caM KOHCTPympysl purypy Io
cBouM HoHsATUAM» (AA 04, S. 321; Kant, 1994x,
c. 81). I[IpyunHy 3TOro Hy>XHO MCKaTh «B paBeH-
crBe paguycos» (Tam xe) B kpyre. To ecTrs BBUIY
PaBHBIX Pa/INycoB () B KauyecTBe yCJIOBMS IIOCTPO-
eHVs KpyTa IIpsSIMOYTOJIbHVK VIMeeT I10 IBe I1apajl-
J1eJIbHbIe CTOPOHBI 11 He COIIePXKUT He3aBVUCHIMO OT
paccyzKa IpyamHY 3TOroO 3aKoHa™.

Jaxxe ecy1it OKPY>KHOCTD (1) KaK cedeHVe KOHY-
ca Oynet mpespariieHa B aunric (b), mapadory (c)
U runepboiy (d), oKaXXeTcsi, UTO «IIPAMOYTOJIbHU-
KM M3 MX YacTeVl XOTs 1 He paBHBI, HO Bcerya Ha-
XO[ISATCSL B PaBHOM COOTHOIIEHMV MeXly coOov»

%O craTyce MaTeMaTUKI 1, COOTBETCTBEHHO, T€OMeTPIN
KaK CVHTeTH4YecKo-apuopHon Hayke cM.: (Posy, 1992).
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Abbildung 2: Autor

Dabei liegt die hier skizzierte RegelmafSigkeit
in den Sehnen des Rektangels, so Kant, allein
an der Bedingung, die ,der Verstand der Con-
struction dieser Figur zum Grunde” (Prol, AA 04,
S. 321) gelegt hat. Der Grund dafiir ist demnach
in ,,der Gleichheit der Halbmesser” (ebd.) im Zir-
kel zu suchen. D. h., das Rektangel weist auf-
grund der gleichen Radien (r) als Konstruktions-
bedingung des Kreises jeweils zwei parallel ver-
laufende Seiten auf und enthilt nicht unabhén-
gig vom Verstand den Grund dieses Gesetzes.”

Selbst wenn der Zirkel (a) als Kegelschnitt zu
einer Ellipse (b), einer Parabel (c) und einer Hy-
perbel (d) erweitert werde, zeige sich, dass die
,Rectangel aus ihren Theilen zwar nicht gleich
sind, aber doch immer in gleichen Verhiltnissen

% Zum Status der Mathematik bzw. der Geometrie als
synthetisch-apriorische Wissenschaft siehe Posy (1992).
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(Tam xe). XoTst 3TU cedeHMsI He OOHApPYXMUBAIOT,
KaK KpYI, COBEpIIeHHO WIeHTUYHBIe PpaauycChl,
BCe JKe OHM PaBHBI B IBYX KpariHMX TOUKaX.

W maske eciiv MBI OT 3TUX CeYeHMV KOHYca Ile-
pexoauM K OCHOBaM (pU314ecKovi acTpOHOMUM, TO
«0OHapyXMBaeM pacIIpOCTPaHSIOMINUIICA Ha BCIO
MaTepuaIbHYyIO IIPUPOJIY 3aKOH B3aVIMHOI'O IIPU-
TsokeHMs» (Tam xe). OHO «yMeHBIIIaeTcs 0OpaTHO
IIPOIIOPIIVIOHAILHO KBa/lpaTy PacCTOSIHUI OT Ka-
KOOV TOUKW IIPUTSDKEHVISI B TOVI XXKe Mepe, B KaKOu
BO3pacTaloT cdepuyeckiie IOBEPXHOCTM, B KOTO-
PBIX 3Ta cwila pacipocTpaHsieTcs» (Tam xe). Kanr,
TaK/M 00pa3oM, pOopMy/IMpyeT MaTeMaT9ecKu
M3II0KeHHBIVI HpIoTOHOM B «MaremaTnecKmx Ha-
yajlax HaTypasibHOM pritocodnm» IPUHLINIT Ts-
rotenusi (G), KOTOPBIVI BO3HMKaeT M3-3a COOTHO-
ImeHms (1) ABYX Macc (m; ¥ my):

m xm
G= 1 2.

2
r

3aKOH NPUTSKeHMs OCHOBaH, TaKM 00pa3oM,
«Ha OTHOIIEHUW CdeprIecKnX IIOBEepXHOCTEN
pasmuHbIX pagnycos» (Tam xe). [To sTont mpran-
He He TOJIBKO BCe BO3MOXKHBIE OpOMTBHI HeOeCHBIX
TeJT MOXKHO 11300pa3suTh B BUJIe KOHIYECKIX cede-
HWVI, HO "I COOTBETCTBYIOIIe OTHOIIEHISI MEXITY
HuMM Or1arofaps 3aKOHY IIPUTSDKeHMs KakK 3aKo-
HY VX «0OpaTHOV IIPONOPIVIOHAIBHOCTY KBajIpa-
Ty PacCTOSTHUVI» MOTYT MBICJIUTBCS «IIPUTOIHBIM
[1] mis Tomt mym mHOV cucTeMbl Mupa» (AA 04,
S. 321; Kanrt, 1994, c. 82).

Taxmum obpasom, KaHT Ha mpumMepe acTpoHO-
MUM ¥ Teopumn IBvoKeHUs B «lIposeromenax»
yKasblBaeT Ha Ilepexof] OT KOHCTPYKIWI Kpy-
ra, 3JUIMIICA, Hapaboiibl M IUIepOoiIEl, 0Opasy-
IOIINX pa3IMdHble pa3pe3bl KOHyca, K dusmde-
ckont actrpoHoMmm. [lo 3ToOV mpuUMHe OH CcYMTa-
€T, YTO IIPOVICXOXK/IeHVIe BCETO MOopsIKa B IIPUPO-
7ie B paMKaxX aCTPOHOMMUM CBsI3aHO C TeOMeTpuert
U, CJIeIoBaTeJIbHO, C PacCyIKOM, KOTOPBIV SIBJIS-
€TCsI IIPUYVHO eIVHCTBA BCeX KOHCTPYKTVBHBIX
nmenicteuii?. KaHT menaeT orcrona BBIBOL, YTO OMNM-

7006 stom cMm.: (Friedman, 19926, p. 97—135; Kitcher,
1992; Posy, 1992).
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gegen einander stehen” (ebd.). Zwar weisen die-
se Kegelschnitte nicht wie der Kreis lauter idente
Radien auf, allerdings gleichen sich jene an den
beiden dufieren Punkten.

Und selbst wenn von diesen Kegelschnitten
zu den Grundlehren der physischen Astrono-
mie tibergegangen werde, so ,zeigt sich ein {iber
die ganze materielle Natur verbreitetes physi-
sches Gesetz der wechselseitigen Attraction”
(ebd.). Diese nehme ,umgekehrt mit dem Qua-
drat der Entfernungen von jedem anziehenden
Punkt eben so ab[], wie die Kugelfldchen, in die
sich diese Kraft verbreitet, zunehmen” (ebd.).
Kant formuliert damit das von Newton in den
Philosophiae Naturalis Principia Mathematica ma-
thematisch dargestellte Prinzip der Gravitation
(G), das sich aufgrund des Verhiltnisses (r) zwei-
er Massen (m; und my) ergibt:

my Xm
G= 1 2

2
r

Das Gesetz der Attraktion beruhe demnach
~blos auf dem Verhiltnisse der Kugelflachen von
verschiedenen Halbmessern” (ebd.). Aus diesem
Grund konnen nicht nur alle moglichen Bahnen
der Himmelskorper in Kegelschnitten dargestellt
werden, sondern auch die jeweiligen Verhaltnis-
se untereinander allein durch das ,Gesetz der
Attraction als das des umgekehrten Quadratver-
hiltnisses der Entfernungen zu einem Weltsys-
tem als schicklich erdacht werden” (ebd.).

Kant weist damit im Beispiel der Astrono-
mie und Bewegungslehre der Prolegomena einen
Ubergang von der Konstruktion des Kreises, der
Ellipse, der Parabel und der Hyperbel, die ver-
schiedene Schnitte des Kegels bilden, zur phy-
sischen Astronomie auf. Aus diesem Grund ist
er der Ansicht, den Ursprung aller Ordnung in
der Natur im Rahmen der Astronomie auf die
Geometrie und damit den Verstand, welcher der
Grund der Einheit aller Konstruktionshandlun-
gen sei, zurtickgefiihrt zu haben.” Kant zieht da-

% Siehe dazu Friedman (1992b, S. 97-135), Kitcher (1992,
S.109-131), Posy (1992, S. 293-313).



caHHBII HEIOTOHOM 11 «pacIpoCcTpaHAIOMINIICS Ha
BCIO MaTepUaJIbHYIO IIPVPOAY 3aKOH BCEMVIPHOIO
nputskeHns» (AA 04, S. 321; KanT, 1994x, c. 81)
MOYKHO OOBSICHUTD 13 KOHCTPYKTVBHBIX JEVICTBUT
paccynKa ¥ IO3HaTh anpropu®. ACTpoHOMMS 00-
HapyX1BaeT, TaKiM 00pa3oM, YMCTYIO YacThb, KO-
TOpasi COAEPXXUT allpVOpHBbIe IIPUHIIMUIIEI BCEro
IIpoyero OObsSCHeHMs IIPUPOIBl U yTBepXK/IaeT-
cst B yxe «MeTadumsiueckrx Hadasl eCTeCTBO3Ha-
HMs» KaK «HayKa B cCOOCTBeHHOM cMbIcTie» (AA 04,
S. 470; KanT, 19947, c. 250).

2.2. Acmponomus
KAaK payuonasvioe yuerue o npupooe

B «IIpuoxennu K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV I/a-
nekTuKe» B «KpuTuke umcToro pasyma» KaHT cHo-
Ba VCCIIeyeT IIpUMep M3 acTPOHOMUM ¥ TeOpUN
IOBVDKEHVIS, HO TIOI COBEpIIIeHHO IPYTMM YIJIOM:
371eCh €ro LIeJIbI0 4BJIsieTCS He BBIAeJINTD YMCTYIO
YJacTh aCTPOHOMMI, VICIIONIb3YS TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
Hble ITOHSTHUS YMCTOrO PaccyiiKa, 1, cJiefoBaTelb-
HO, peKOHCTPYMPOBaTh ee KaK HayKy B COOCTBEeH-
HOM CMBICJIE, & C TIOMOIIIBIO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO-
IO IIOHSATHS Pa3yMa BbIIEJINTE «CUCTEMAaTUYHOCTh
IO3HaHM, T. €. CB43b IIO3HAHWV COITIACHO OJHOMY
npuHIMIy» (A 645 / B 673; Kaut, 2006a, c. 827),
VJIVL «COBOKYITHOCTD ITO3HAHMVS, YIOPSAOYeHHYIO
coobpasHo mpuHIiMiam» (AA 04, S. 467, Kawur,
19947, c. 248 —249). ITonoGHBIM 00pa3om 310 cpop-
MYJIMPOBaHO B «IpaHCIIeHAeHTaJIbHOM YUYeHUN
o Metone»: «[lox cucTeMon Xe g pasyMmero eIvH-
CTBO MHOTOOOpa3HBIX ITO3HAHMT, 00beIVTHEHHBIX
ortHOV Mzteev» (A 832 / B 860; Kant, 20064, c. 1043).
Ha ocHoOBe 3TOro egmHCTBa MHOTOOOPA3HOrO IT0-
3HaHIS aCTPOHOMMS KaK «palliOHaJIbHOe yUeHle
o npupore» (AA 04, S. 468; Kant, 1994x; c. 249),
T107], KOTOpOe TIoNaaloT TakKe ¥ TaK Ha3bIBaeMble
HayK! He B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICJIe, OTJITYAeTCS OT
TOJIBKO «MCTOpUYEeCK[oro] yueHMs O Ipupore»
(AA 04, S. 468; Kanr, 19947; c. 249), TO ecThb OT Onn-
CaHVS IIPUPOLIBI VI €CTECTBEHHOV VICTOPUTA

206 stom cm.: (Pollok, 2001, S. 51; Koriako, 1999, S. 289).
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raus die Konsequenz, dass das von Newton be-
schriebene und ,iiber die ganze materielle Na-
tur verbreitete Gesetz der wechselseitigen At-
traktion” (ebd) aus Konstruktionshandlungen
des Verstandes erkladrt und a priori erkannt wer-
den kann.” Die Astronomie weise damit einen
reinen Teil auf, der die Prinzipien a priori aller
tibrigen Naturerkldrungen enthalte, und etablie-
re sich im Sinne der Metaphysischen Anfangsgriin-
de der Naturwissenschaft als ,eigentliche Wissen-
schaft” (MAdN, AA 04, S. 470).

2.2. Die Astronomie
als rationale Naturlehre

Im ,,Anhang zur transzendentalen Dialektik”
der Kritik der reinen Vernunft entwickelt Kant das
Beispiel aus der Astronomie und Bewegungs-
lehre erneut, allerdings unter vollig anderen
Vorzeichen: Ziel ist es dabei nicht, anhand der
transzendentalen Begriffe des Verstandes den
reinen Teil der Astronomie zu explizieren und
sie damit als eigentliche Wissenschaft zu rekon-
struieren, sondern anhand der transzendental-
en Begriffe der Vernunft das ,Systematische der
Erkenntnis, d. i. der Zusammenhang derselben
aus einem Prinzip” (KrV, A 645 / B 673) bzw.
»ein nach Principien geordnetes Ganze[s] der
Erkenntnifs” (MAdN, AA 04, S. 467) zu explizie-
ren. In diesem Sinne heifst es in der ,Transzen-
dentalen Methodenlehre”: ,Ich verstehe aber
unter einem Systeme die Einheit der mannig-
faltigen Erkenntnisse unter einer Idee” (KrV,
A 832 / B 860). Auf der Basis dieser Einheit der
mannigfaltigen Erkenntnis wird die Astrono-
mie als ,rationale Naturlehre” (MAdN, AA 04,
S. 468) — unter die auch die sogenannten unei-
gentlichen Wissenschaften fallen — gegentiber
der blofs ,historische[n] Naturlehre” (ebd.), d. i.
der Naturbeschreibung und Naturgeschichte,
unterscheidbar.

7 Siehe dazu Pollok (2001, S. 51), Koriako (1999, S. 289).
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EnyHcTBO MHOr0OOpa3sHOro Mo3HaHMS yTBepXK-
JaeTcs B KadecTse mjeu B IepBoit yacTu «l Ipuio-
JKeHVIs1» Ha OCHOBE «TMIIOTETIYEeCKOro yIroTpelsie-
HUA pasyma» (A 647 / B 675; Kaurt, 2006a, c. 829),
TO €CTb IIPUHIIUIIOB OIHOPOTHOCTU (eIMHCTBA),
crieridmKanmy  (MHOXKECTBEHHOCTV) 1 Hellpe-
peiBHOCTM (poxacTBa). CrcTeMaTMUYHOCTH IIO3Ha-
HVS B TUIIOTETYECKOM YIIOTpeOsIeHM pasyMa He
ABJIETCs, pasyMeeTcs, ApXVIMeI0BOVI TOUKOVI OIIO-
PPBL a caMa TIOIUMHSeTCS MCTOPUYECKOMY V3MeHe-
HWIO 1 pa3BuUTHIO. KaHT MyUTIOCTprpyeT 3TO C Tou-
KM 3peHVs aCTPOHOMMY CJIeTyOIIM 0OpasoM:

[TosTomy, HampuMep, ecrv ABVDKEeHVE IDIA-
HeT [JaHO HaM Ha OCHOBaHWM (ellle He BIIOJIHE
IIOZITBEPIKIIEHHOI'0) OITbITa KaK KPYroBOe M MBI
HaXOOMM B HeM pasjIndmsi, TO IIpeirioiara-
eM STV pa3Ivuamsl B TOM, YTO MOXeT, VI3MEeHSs
KpPyT Ha OCHOBaHWM IIOCTOSIHHOTO 3aKOHa, IIpo-
BECTM €ro uepe3 Bce OeCKOHeuYHOe MHOXKeCTBO
IIPOMEXYTOUYHBIX 3B€HbEB K OIHOV W3 3TUX OT-
KJIOHSIOIIVIXCSL OpOWT, T.e. MBI IIpedIioyiaraeM,
YTO [IBVDKEHNS IUIaHeT, He OIMCHIBAoIIVie Kpy-
ra, JOJDKHBI Oosiee Wi MeHee HPUOJIVDKATHCS
K CBOVICTBaM KpyTa 1 00pa3yoT arumiic. KomeTsr
OoOHapy>XMBaloT ellle OosIbIliee pas/Iarie B CBOVIX
opOmTax, TaK KaK OHM (HaCKOJIBKO ITPOCTMPAETCS
HabJIrofieHMe) Take He BO3BpaIIlalOTCs Hasazl 1o
KPYTOBBIM JIMHMSIM, OTHAKO MBI IIPUICHIBAEM
VIM ITapaboIIT9eCcKmL Iy Th, KOTOPBIVI BCe XKe POJI-
CTBEHEH 3JUINIICY, VI eCJIV JJTVHHAS OCh JUINIICA
O4YeHb PaACTSHYyTa, TO BO BCeX HAIMX Habrome-
HUSAX SJUINIITUYECKUI IIyTh HeJb3sl OTINYIUTD
oT napabosaeckoro (A 662—663 / B 690—691;
Kanrt, 20064, c. 847).

Konyc oOpasyeT 00beIMHSIOITy 10 TeOMeTpide-
CKYIO OCHOBY B M3J10)keHHOV KaHTOM Teopmt nBu-
JKeHW11 HeOeCHBIX TeJl, IBVDKYIIVIXCS TI0 OKPY KHO-
ctu (a), awmmcy (b) u mapadore (). Kak 1 xoHMUe-
CKVIe Ce9eHIs], pa3IMIHble KOHIIEIIIIVIN [IBVDKEHVIS
IJIAHET HaXOJISTCS B HEIPEPBIBHOM B3anMOIeVi-
cTBUM (cM. puc. 1 1 2). DTa HelIpepbIBHOCTD MeX/Ty
KPVIBBIMVI, B CBOIO OY€epe/Ib, SIBJISeTCS ITPEITIOChI-
KOV TeOPUY HeIIPePhIBHOI'O IIporpecca B ICTOPUN
acTpoHOMMY, KOTOpyIo KaHT pasBuBaeT ciremyro-
M o0pasom.
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Die Einheit der mannigfaltigen Erkenntnis
unter einer Idee wird im ersten Teil des Anhangs
anhand des ,hypothetischen Gebrauchs der Ver-
nunft” (KrV, A 647 / B 675), d. h. den Prinzipi-
en der Homogenitdt (Einheit), der Spezifikation
(Vielheit) und der Kontinuitét (Verwandtschaft),
legitimiert. Das im hypothetischen Vernunftge-
brauch Systematische der Erkenntnis ist dabei
allerdings kein archimedischer Punkt, sondern
unterliegt selbst einem historischen Wandel bzw.
einer Entwicklung. Kant veranschaulicht diesen
mit Blick auf die Astronomie wie folgt:

Daher, wenn uns z. B. durch eine (noch nicht
vollig berichtigte) Erfahrung der Lauf der Pla-
neten als kreisformig gegeben ist, und wir fin-
den Verschiedenheiten: so vermuthen wir sie in
demjenigen, was den Cirkel nach einem bestan-
digen Gesetze durch alle unendliche Zwischen-
grade zu einem dieser abweichenden Umldufe
abandern kann, d. i. die Bewegungen der Plane-
ten, die nicht Cirkel sind, werden etwa dessen
Eigenschaften mehr oder weniger nahe kom-
men, und fallen auf die Ellipse. Die Kometen
zeigen eine noch grofiere Verschiedenheit ih-
rer Bahnen, da sie (soweit Beobachtung reicht)
nicht einmal im Kreise zurtickkehren, allein wir
rathen auf einen parabolischen Lauf, der doch
mit der Ellipsis verwandt ist und, wenn die lan-
ge Achse der letzteren sehr weit gestreckt ist,
in allen unseren Beobachtungen von ihr nicht
unterschieden werden kann (KrV, A 662-663 /
B 690-691).

Der Kegel bildet in der von Kant dargestell-
ten Theorie der Bewegungen der Himmelskor-
per — als Kreis (a), Ellipse (b) und Parabel (c) —
die verbindende geometrische Basis. Als Kegel-
schnitte stehen die verschiedenen Konzepte der
Planetenbewegung in einem kontinuierlichen
Zusammenhang (s. Abbildung 1 und 2). Diese
Kontinuitdt zwischen den Kurven ist wiederum
die Voraussetzung fiir eine Theorie des kontinu-
ierlichen Fortschritts in der Geschichte der Ast-
ronomie, die Kant wie folgt entwickelt:



HawmBHBIVI, HETIOITHBIV 11 «ellle He BIIOJTHE TTO1-
TBepXXIeHHBI» (A 662 / B 690; KanT, 20064, c. 847)
OITBIT YYWT, YTO IUTAHETHI ABVIKYTCS IO OKPYKHO-
cTu. 31ech peub UAeT O TOUKe 3PeHMs], TIOIydmB-
IIIeTl pacIpocTpaHeHNe HadlMHasl cO IIIKOJIbI M-
daropernies, [Trorremes 1 fo KonepHuka u riepe-
JKMBLIEN [JaXke TIepexor, OT TeOLIeHTPUYECKO K re-
JIVIOLIEHTPUYEeCKOV KapTyHe Mupa.

Ho ecimm oOHapyXmBaroTcs HECOOTBETCTBUS
B HaOJIIOIIeHMM ABVDKEHMS 110 OKPY>KHOCTW, TO TI0
3aKOHY CPOZCTBA IIPEMIIOIaraeTcs, YTO IIaHETEI
IOBVDKYTCS. He IO OKPY>KHOCTH, a IO TPaeKTOPUN
armIicoB. ITpyanHy MOXHO YBUIIETH B TOM, YTO
IUIIIC «Dosiee MM MeHee IpubIVoKaeTcs» (Tam
Ke) K CBOVICTBaM KpyTa, a KpyT Os1aromaps «becko-
HEYHOMY MHOYKECTBY ITPOMEXYTOYHBIX 3BE€HBEB»
(Tam xe), To ecTh Omaromapsl HelpepbIBHOMY IIe-
pexomy, MoXeT ObITh M3MeHeH 0 aruinmca. C Ha-
YYHO-MCTOPUYECKOVI TOUKM 3peHMs 37ech pedb
uaeT o Bo33peHMsx Keriepa, corslacHO KOTOpbIM
IUTAaHeTHI ABVDKYTC BOKpYT CoJTHIIA IO JUIAIITH-
yecKrM opOvTaM (epBeivt 3akoH Kerrepa).

JIBIDKeHMe KOMeT IIOKasbIBaeT ellle OoJiblliee
paszHooOpasye 1Mx opouT (OTHOCUTEIBHO KPYTo-
BOT'O JIBVDKEHVISI) TI0 CPaBHEHMIO C IUIaHeTaMIL: Ha-
CKOJIBKO TIO3BOJISIIOT yTBEpPXKIIATh HaOJIIOIeHMs,
OKas3bIBaeTCs, UTO KOMETHI «IaXe He BO3Bpallla-
IOTCS1 Hasza/, 110 KpyroBbIM JiHMAM» (Tam xe). To
3TOVI IIpUYMHE, OTBJIeKasCh OT IBVDKEHMS IUIa-
HeT, 13 CPOJICTBa JUINIICa C ITapaOosIoN IMIIOTeTH-
YeCK JIeJlaeTcs BBIBOJ, O IapadoIiecKoit opon-
Te KoMeT. Ecjivt JyIMHHAas oCch 2JUIMIICA PacTSHYTa
OueHb J1aJIeKO, TO ee TPV HabJIIoeH MY HeBO3MOX-
HO OTJIYUTH OT ITapaboITbL.

IToHMMaHMe TOro, YTO IUIAHETHI IBVIKYTCS BO-
kpyr CorHIla 110 rapabosmrdeckon opoure, Ob1I0
1oy 4eHo, 1o csioBaM Kanra, Garomaps rumore-
TUYeCKOMY yTIoTpeOrieHmIo pasyma. O IBvokeHUNn
IUIaHeT JlejIaeTcsl 3aK/II0ueHVe Ha Bcex Tpex CTa-
omsax popMmUpoBaHIS TeOpUY, HaUMHAS C «MHO-
r[ux] ciryuaes ocobenn[oro]» (A 646 / B 674; Kanr,
2006a, c. 829) B obacTt BO3SMOXXHOTO ombITa. [1o
MHeHMI0 KaHTa, mpm 3TOM mpoBepsieTcs, 0Obsic-
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Eine naive, unvollstindige und ,noch nicht
vollig berichtigte” (KrV, A 662 / B 690) Erfahrung
lehre, dass Planeten sich kreisférmig bewegen.
Dabei handelt es sich um eine Auffassung, die
tiber die Schule der Pythagoreer, Ptolemaios bis
hin zu Kopernikus Geltung hatte — sie {iberdau-
erte sogar den Wandel vom geozentrischen zum
heliozentrischen Weltbild.

Finden sich aber Unstimmigkeiten in der Be-
obachtung der Kreisbewegung, werde dem Ge-
setz der Verwandtschaft nach vermutet, dass
sich die Planeten nicht in Form von Kreisen, son-
dern in Form von Ellipsen bewegen. Der Grund
sei darin zu sehen, dass die Ellipse den Eigen-
schaften des Zirkels ,mehr oder weniger nahe
komme” (ebd.) und der Zirkel durch ,unendli-
che Zwischengrade” (ebd.), d. i. einen kontinu-
ierlichen Ubergang, zu einer Ellipse abgedndert
werden konne. Wissenschaftshistorisch betrach-
tet handelt es sich dabei um die Auffassung Kep-
lers, nach der sich Planeten auf Ellipsenbahnen
um die Sonne bewegen, wie das erste keplersche
Gesetz festlegt.

Die Bewegung der Kometen weist gegentiber
der Kreisbewegung eine noch groflere Verschie-
denheit ihrer Bahnen auf als die Planeten: So-
weit die Beobachtung reiche, zeige sich namlich,
dass die Kometen ,nicht einmal im Kreise zu-
rickkehren” (ebd.). Aus diesem Grund werde,
tiber die Bewegung der Planeten hinausgehend,
aus der Verwandtschaft der Ellipse mit der Pa-
rabel hypothetisch auf einen parabolischen Lauf
der Kometen geschlossen. Wird die lange Achse
der Ellipse sehr weit gestreckt, dann kann diese
in der Beobachtung von der Parabel nicht unter-
schieden werden.

Die Erkenntnis, dass sich die Planeten in ei-
nem parabolischen Lauf um die Sonne bewegen,
wurde, so Kant, aufgrund des hypothetischen
Vernunftgebrauchs gewonnen. Auf die Plane-
tenbewegungen werde in allen drei Stadien der
Theorienbildung ausgehend von ,mehrere[n] be-
sondere[n] Fillen” (KrV, A 646 / B 674) im Feld
moglicher Erfahrung geschlossen. Gepriift wird
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HVUMEBI JIV OHV VICXOS W3 BCeoOIlero Ipasuia.
Ecimt 3T0 Tak, TO «MBI 3aKjI04aeM K BCeOOIITHOCTM
IpaBila, a 3aTeM OT BCeOOIITHOCTH ITpaBla — KO
BCEeM CITydasiM, JaXke TeM, KOTOpble caMu I1o cebe
He naHbD (A 647 / B 675; Kanr, 2006a, c. 829). Tem
caMbIM TeOpUM JABVKeHMs IIaHeT, TO eCTh COOT-
BETCTBEHHO TeOPUV BVIKEHWS IO OKPY’KHOCTH,
UINIICY U Tapaborsie, 00pasyIoT focus imaginarius,
OT KOTOPOTO BejleTcsl HabIofieHme, 11 MOXKHO I10-
IIBITaTHCS OOBIACHUTD JII000E OTKIJIOHEHME, VICXOI S
I3 TOTO Xe ITPUHITNIIA.

HetoToH, y koToporo KaHT 3ammMcTBOBasI tep-
MWH focus imaginarius, orpenessieT STVM IIOHITH-
eM Boobpaskaemoe MeCTO IIpeMeTa Ha OCV 3peHMs
CTOSINEro Iiepes] 3epKajioM cyObeKTa BOCITpWS-
TUSL, XOTSI IIpefIMeT HaXOIWUTCS T03aI M COOKY
otT cyobekTa (Newton, 1730, p. 14; Hetoron, 1954,
c. 20—21). DTO MOXHO HPOMJUIIOCTPUPOBATL Ha
npumMepe ¢urypsl 9 us «Ontukm» Hetorona (Tam
xe, c. 21):

dabei, ob diese aus einer allgemeinen Regel er-
klarbar sind, so Kant. Wenn dem so sei, werde
,auf die Allgemeinheit der Regel, aus dieser aber
nachher auf alle Fille, die auch an sich nicht ge-
geben sind, geschlossen” (KrV, A 647 / B 675).
Damit bilden die Theorien zur Planetenbewe-
gung, d. i. der Kreis, die Ellipse und die Para-
bel, jeweils einen focus imaginarius, von dem aus
die Beobachtung ausgedehnt und jede Abwei-
chung aus demselben Prinzip zu erkldren ver-
sucht werden kann.

Newton, von dem Kant den Terminus focus
imaginarius entlehnt, bestimmt mit dem Begriff
einen scheinbaren Ort eines Gegenstandes auf
der Sehachse eines vor einem Spiegel stehenden
Wahrnehmungssubjekts, obwohl sich der Gegen-
stand hinter oder seitlich neben dem Subjekt be-
findet (Newton, 1730, S. 14). Dies lésst sich anhand
der Figur 9 aus Newtons Opticks verdeutlichen:

Puc. 3

Ha 51071 cxeMme 00BEKT (A), KOTOPBITI HAXOIUT-
cs1 3a ciHont Habmonarend (E, F, G), Oyner sunen
Ormaromaps orpaxkenuio (B, C, D) B 3epkarte (1, n).
Ho npemmer Oyner kasaTbesl I71a3y HaXOHSIIVIM-
Cs He Ha CBOeM HacTosIeM Mecrte (A), a 3a 3ep-
KasioM B nosunuu (a). Jlyun AB, AC, AD, xoro-
Ppble IIPEJIOMIISIFOTCSI B 3€PKaJIbHOV ITOBEPXHOCTM
n uayT naseie 10 E, F, G, roe o nonajaroT Ha
I71a3 HabJIIofaTesIsl, CO3IaioT IIO3TOMY B IJIa3y BU-
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Abbildung 3: Newton, 1730, S. 14

In dieser Skizze wird der Gegenstand (A), der
im Riicken der Beobachterin bzw. des Beobach-
ters (E, F, G) liegt, durch eine Reflexion (B, C, D)
in einem Spiegel (m, n) erblickt. Der Gegenstand
erscheint dem Auge aber nicht an seinem eigent-
lichen Ort (A), sondern hinter dem Spiegel auf
der Position (a) liegend. Die Strahlen AB, AC,
AD, die in der Spiegelfldche gebrochen werden
und weiter zu E, F, G gehen, wo sie in das Auge



IVIMOCTB, OyZITO OHM ITPUIIUIN Ha OOBEKT, Haxozs-
mmvics B mosunmm (a) (Newton, 1730, p. 14; Heto-
ToH, 1954, c. 20—21). To ecTh IIpeIMeTHI B OTpake-
HUM 3epKayla BUAATCS HaOIIomaresIo Tak, OyaTo
ObI OHM IIPOUCXOHOSAT WIIM «OyATO OBI VICXOHST»
(A 644 / B 672; KanT, 2006a, c. 827) ot jyrexarrero
103111 «ITpeiMeTa, KOTOPHIVI BHe 00JIacTy SMITN-
pUYecKy BO3MOXHOro no3HaHms» (Tam xe)?. ITpu
9TOM peub MJIeT O TPAHCIIEH/IEHTAJTBHOV KaXKVIMO-
CTM, IIOCKOJIBKY OHa ODOpasyeT «ecTeCcTBeHH[yIO]
u Hen30exH[y1o] mTro3uro» (A 298 / B 354; Kanr,
2006a, c. 459—461) n BeIIOIHAET MMMaHEHTHYIO
PyHKIMIO B CHCTeMe pasyMa.

CooTBeTCTByIOIIME TeOpUM [BVDKEHMUS Ijla-
HeT — [BVDKEHWS II0 OKPY>KHOCTY, JUINIICY, TV-
riepbote 1 T. I.— aOCOTIOTHO IO aHaJIormy oOpa-
3yIOT TakKue IIpeaMeThl 3a 3epKaIbHOV IIOBEepX-
HOCTBIO, TO €CTb OHV He SIBJISIOTCS IIpeIMeTaMu
B 0071aCTV BO3MOXKHOTO OITbITa. Teopwvt ABVIKeHMS
IUIaHeT KaK TaKOBble 00pasyIoT mien™ 1, cjiel1oBa-
TeJIBHO, SIBJISIIOTCS He KOHCTUTYTUBHBIMY, a Pery-
JIATVBHBIMY IIpVHOUIIAMI. B KadecTBe peryiis-
TUBHBIX IPVHIIVIIOB OHM OKa3bIBAIOT BIIVISHIIE Ha
IIPOBOIVIMOe HabJIIofaTesieM vccileloBaHme B 00-
JIACTY BO3MOYKHOTO OIThITa. OHM HEOOXOIVIMBI ISt
TOrO, YTOOBI AaTh CUCTEMaTUYeCKyI0 paMKy IJIs
SMIIMPUYECKNIX VICCIIEIOBAaHMUI B OOJIacTM BO3-
MOKHOI'O OITbITa, OCHOBBIBAIOIIIMXCS Ha OCHOBO-
IIOJIOKeHMsIX paccyaka. Kak TakoBble OHU He 3a-
MEHSIOT, CJIe[IOBAaTeIbHO, TEOPUIO TpaHCIIeH/IeH-

%O MecTe 11 TeHe3VCe ITOV aHAJIOIMY B KAHTOBCKOM pac-
cyxngeamn cm.: (Grier, 2001, p. 37—38; Massimi, 2017;
Meer, 2019, S. 216 —230).

% B nepson yacti «IIprmtokeHnst K TpaHCLIEHIEHTaIIb-
HOW OnayieKTuke» KaHT moMmMo moen od aCcTpOHOMMM
paspabarbIBaeT TakKMe ey pasyMa, KaK 4mcTas 3eMJId,
4IMCTas BOMA, YMCTHIV BO3AYX, a TAKXKe CTYIIeHUYaTyIO CU-
cremy co3maamit. [TlosToMy TIOHATHE VeV B y3KOM CMBIC-
Jle, IIOJI, KOTOPoOe II0IaaloT IIOHATH: bora, Mypa v gy,
HeoOXOIMMO OTINYaTh OT IIOHATIS VIen B OoJiee IIpo-
KOM CMEICIIe, TI0f, KOTOPOe 3[1eCh IIOIBOIATCS YKa3aHHbIe
KoHIenTs! (cM.: McLaughlin, 2014, S. 557). Bo B3aumo-
3aMEeHSEeMOCTV IIPUMEPOB IS ITOHATUS VIEN B paMKax
nepsont yactu «I[IpmmoxkeHusa K TpaHCIEHAEeHTaIbHOM
IVajieKTVKe» OOHapyXXMBaeTcs, YTO 3TO He TO coleprKa-
HVIe VJIeVl, KOTOPOe CO3[aeT CUCTeMaTIYecKoe eIMHCTBO,
a IToJIyYeHHas C IIOMOIIIBIO STMX IIOHATUV PedIIeKCBHAS
Touka 3peHus (Massimi, 2017, S. 64).
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treffen, erzeugen namlich im Auge den Schein,
als seien sie von einem an (a) sich befindenden
Objekt hergekommen (Newton, 1730, S. 14). Das
heifit, die Gegenstdnde im Spiegelbild scheinen
der Betrachterin bzw. dem Betrachter, als ob
sie von einem dahinterliegenden ,Gegenstand
selbst, der aufser dem Felde empirischmoglicher
Erkenntnis” (KrV, A 644 / B 672) liegt, herkom-
men wiirden bzw. , ausgeflossen waren” (ebd.).?®
Dabei handelt es sich um einen transzendenta-
len Schein — da dieser eine ,natiirliche[] und
unvermeidliche[] Ilusion” (KrV, A 298 / B 354)
bilde und im System der Vernunft eine imma-
nente Funktion erfiille.

Die jeweiligen Theorien der Planetenbewe-
gung — als Kreis, Ellipse, Hyperbel etc. — bilden
ganz im Sinne der Analogie solche Gegenstan-
de hinter der Spiegelfldche, d. h., sie sind nicht
Gegenstdnde im Feld moglicher Erfahrung. Als
solche bilden die Theorien der Planetenbewe-
gungen Ideen” und sind daher nicht konstitu-
tive, sondern regulative Prinzipien. Als regula-
tive Prinzipien haben sie jedoch einen Einfluss
auf die von der Betrachterin bzw. vom Betrach-
ter durchgefiihrte Forschung im Feld moglicher
Erfahrung. Sie sind nétig, um einen systemati-
schen Rahmen fiir die auf den Grundsitzen des
Verstandes basierende empirische Forschung im
Feld moglicher Erfahrung abzugeben. Als solche
ersetzen sie demnach nicht die von Kant in der

% Zur Stellung und Genese dieser Analogie im
kantischen Denken siehe Grier (2001, S. 37-38), Massimi
(2017, S. 63-84), Meer (2019, S. 216-230).

# Im ersten Teil des Anhangs zur ,Transzendentalen
Dialektik” entwickelt Kant neben den Ideen der
Astronomie auch Vernunftideen wie reine Erde, reines
Wasser, reine Luft sowie die Stufenleiter der Geschopfe.
Es ist daher ein Ideenbegriff im engeren Sinne, unter
den die Begriffe Gott, Welt und Seele fallen, von einem
Ideenbegriff im weiteren Sinne zu unterscheiden, unter
den die hier genannten Konzepte zu subsumieren sind
(vgl. McLaughlin, 2014, S. 557). In der Austauschbarkeit
der Beispiele fiir den Ideenbegriff im Rahmen des ersten
Teils des Anhangs zur ,Transzendentalen Dialektik”
zeigt sich, dass es nicht der jeweilige Inhalt der Ideen
ist, der die systematische Einheit schafft, sondern der
durch diese Begriffe erschlossene reflexive Standpunkt
(Massimi, 2017, S. 64).
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TaJIBHOTO OIIpeiesieHNsl IIpeMeTa, pa3padoTaH-
Hyto Kanrom B «I'paHcrieHeHTaIbHOVI aHAJIUTY-
Ke», a [TOIIOJTHSIIOT ee.

Vcxonst 3 paHee M3JI0KEHHOT'O IIporpecca co-
OTBeTCTBYIOLIVX Teopum, KaHT rasiee passuBaeT
HpuMep o IwtaHeTax n3 «[IpuoxkeHNs» CIreyo-
M obpasom:

Taxk MBI, PYKOBOACTBYSCH VIIOMSIHYTBIMU
MIPVHLNIIAMY, IPVIXOOVM K eIMHCTBY pofa 3TMX
opburt 1o nx purype (Gestalt), a Tem cambIM Tak-
Ke V1 K e[IMHCTBY IIPUYMHBI BCeX 3aKOHOB VIX IBU-
JKeHM (K TSTOTEHMIO); OTCIOa MBI 3aTeM pacIIv-
psieM CBOM 3aBOeBaHVIS M CTapaeMcsl OOBSCHUTD
TaKXe BCe Pa3sHOBUIHOCTYU ¥ KaXXyIIyecs: OTKIIO-
HeHWS OT 3TVX IIPABWI, VICXOJIS M3 TOTO XKe CaMo-
TO IPUHIINIIA; HAaKOHeLl, IIPUCOeNVHSIeM aaxe
GosIbIIIe TOTO, YTO OIBIT KOTJa-JIN00 MOXeT IT0fI-
TBEPAUTH, a VIMEHHO COIVIACHO IIpaBWIaM pPOf-
CTBa MBI MBICTIM [IJT KOMET JIaKe IuIepoosde-
CKMe OpOWTBI, ABUTasdCh 110 KOTOPLIM 3TN Hebec-
Hble TeJla COBePIIIeHHO ITOKU/IAIOT Hallly COJTHeY-
HYIO CUCTeMY U, IlepexofIs OT COJIHIIA K COJIHILY,
OOBEeIVHSIOT B CBOEM [IBVDKeHM Dojiee OTIaIeH-
HbIe YacTy 6e3rpaHYHOrO Il HaC MUPO3IaHs,
CBSI3aHHOTO OJTHOVI M TOVI XK€ JABVDKYIIEN CUJIOV

(A 663 / B 691; Kart, 2006a, c. 847).

PyKoBOICTBYSICh TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHBIMI IIPVIH-
IMIIaMy OJHOPOAHOCTY, cHenmduKauuy u He-
IIPepbIBHOCTY, BO3MOXKHO, JaXke eCJIit pedb UJIeT
0 BBIBOZIAX, [1aJIEKO BBIXOMSAIINX 3a PaMKM OIIbITa,
HPUNTH K «€OVMHCTBY pofa 3TUX [[JIaHeTapHbIX]
opburt 1o ux durype (Gestalt) » (A 663 / B 691;
Kanrt, 2006a, c. 847) 11 K «eAMHCTBY IPUYMHBI BCeX
3aKOHOB VX ABVDKeHUN (K TAroTeHmo) » (Tam xe),
C TIOMOIIIBIO KOTOPbIX HBIOTOH pa3BrBaeT 3aKOHBI
Kertepa. Ilo muenuio KanTa, o 3akoHy TArore-
HU KaK focus imaginarius MOTyT MBICIIUTBCS JaXke
runepOonyecKie TpaekTopun Komet (d). B Ta-
KMX TUIIepOosIMuecKx opOrTax KOMeT TeJjla Iijla-
HeT BOCIIPMHVMAIOTCS, B CBOIO Oodepeflb, TaK, Kak
Oy[ITO OHM TIOKMJIAIOT COJTHEUHYIO CUICTEMY U TIe-
peMelaoTcs OT COJIHIIa K coytHILy. ITpu aToM oHI
YXOIISIT B HeM3BeCTHhIE CYICTEMBI MPOB, KOTOPEIE,
OIHAKO, «CBsA3aHbI OITHOVI VI TOVI )K€ [IBVIXKYILIE CVi-
sovi» (TaM >ke) 1 OObeAMHSIOT ee B CBOeVT opouTe.

,Iranszendentalen Analytik” entwickelte Theo-
rie der transzendentalen Bestimmung des Ge-
genstandes, sondern ergédnzen sie.

Ausgehend von dem bereits skizzierten Fort-
schritt der jeweiligen Theorien fithrt Kant das
Planetenbeispiel des Anhangs wie folgt weiter
aus:

So kommen wir nach Anleitung jener Prin-
cipien auf Einheit der Gattungen dieser Bahnen
in ihrer Gestalt, dadurch aber weiter auf Einheit
der Ursache aller Gesetze ihrer Bewegung (die
Gravitation); von da wir nachher unsere Erobe-
rungen ausdehnen und auch alle Varietdten und
scheinbare Abweichungen von jenen Regeln
aus demselben Princip zu erkldren suchen, end-
lich gar mehr hinzufiigen, als Erfahrung jemals
bestédtigen kann, namlich uns nach den Regeln
der Verwandtschaft selbst hyperbolische Ko-
metenbahnen zu denken, in welchen diese Kor-
per ganz und gar unsere Sonnenwelt verlassen
und, indem sie von Sonne zu Sonne gehen, die
entfernteren Theile eines fiir uns unbegrenzten
Weltsystems, das durch eine und dieselbe be-
wegende Kraft zusammenhéangt, in ihrem Laufe
vereinigen (KrV, A 663 / B 691).

Aufgrund der Anleitung der transzendenta-
len Prinzipien der Homogenitit, der Spezifikati-
on und der Kontinuitit konne, auch wenn es sich
um Schliisse handle, welche die Erfragung weit
tiberschreiten, auf die ,Einheit der Gattungen
dieser [Planenten-|Bahnen in ihrer Gestalt” (KrV,
A 663 / B 691) sowie auf ,die Einheit der Ursa-
che aller Gesetze ihrer Bewegung (Gravitati-
on)” (ebd.) geschlossen werden, mit denen New-
ton die keplerschen Gesetze herleitet. Anhand
des Gesetzes der Gravitation als focus imaginari-
us konnen, so Kant, sogar hyperbolische Kome-
tenbahnen (d) gedacht werden. In solchen hy-
perbolischen Kometenbahnen werden die Plane-
tenkorper wiederum so aufgefasst, als ob sie das
Sonnensystem verlassen und von Sonne zu Son-
ne ziehen. Dabei gehen sie in unbekannte Welt-
systeme, die allerdings ,durch eine und diesel-
be bewegende Kraft zusammenhang[en]” (ebd.),
und vereinigen diese in ihrem Laufe.
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Taxum oOpasoM, acTpoHOMMS IIperioaraer
HEeYTO IleJloe, YIOPsIOYeHHOe IO IIPUHIIUIIAM,
Jlake ecJIV OHO He SIBJISIeTCsI IIpeIMeTOM B 00s1acTm
BO3MOXKHOTO orbITa. KoHyc B mpumMepe m3 «[ Tpu-
JIOKeHMS K TPaHCILIeHJIeHTaJIbHOM [IVaIeKTIKe»
OJINIIETBOPSIET TaKOe CrCTeMaTUecKoe eIMTHCTBO.
briaromapst 3ToMy eaMHCTBY MOXXHO MBICTIUTD He-
IIPEPBIBHBIN TIepexXo, MeXAy OKPYKHOCTBIO, 3JI-
JIVITICOM, TUITepOOsIoN M Tapabosiot 1, CirenoBa-
TeJIBHO, MICTOPUYeCKOe pa3BUTHe B pa3/IMYHBIX Te-
OpWsIX OBVDKEeHVISI HeOeCHBIX TeJl.

2.3. ActpoHOMMA
KaK paliOHa/IbHOe y4eHWe O IIpupose
¥ HayKa B COOCTBeHHOM CMBbICJIe

W nna paccmoTpenms Borpoca «Kak BO3MOX-
HO YIICTOE eCTeCTBO3HAaHMe?», U1 [IJIs pacCy KAeH s
«O perynsaTMBHOM yHoOTpeOIeHnM MAeu UMCTOro
pasyMa» B riepBom 9acTu «[IpusioxkeHns K TpaHc-
lleHJIeHTaJIbHOM JnasieKTuke» KaHT mcronesyer
OZIVIH ¥ TOT e IIpUMep M3 aCTPOHOMUM ¥ TeOpUM
nevokeHUs. B § 38, mcxonsd w3 mpuMepa KoHMYe-
CKMX CEUYeHWV, OH 3KCIUIMIVIPyeT UYNCTYIO 4acThb
aCTPOHOMMM M KOHCTUTYTUBHYIO (PYHKIIMIO pac-
Cy/Ka, XapaKTepHM3yIOIIlyl0 aCTPOHOMIIO KaK Ha-
YKy B COOCTBEHHOM CMEICIIe B Ayxe «MeTtadmsu-
YecKIx Havyal eCTeCTBO3HaHMs». B «([IpuioxkeHnn
K TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOM [asieKTvKe» KaHT ¢ 1o-
MOIIIBIO TOrO JKe IpuMepa M3 acTPOHOMWUU W Te-
opuM JBVDKeHMs ONVICHIBaeT CHCTeMaTUYHOCTb
B nosHaHUM (A 646 / B 674; Kanr, 2006a, c. 827—
829) 1 Teopuio pasBUTHS TEOPUN aCTPOHOMIIUeE-
CKMX IIpepriosioxkeHmit. Ecimt reomerpusi KoHy-
ca B § 38 xapakTepusyeT acCTpPOHOMMIO KaK HayKy
B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICJIe, TO 3TO Ta ke MaTeMaTVKa,
Oraromapst KoTopovt B «[ IpryioxkeHVM K TpaHCIeH-
IeHTaJIBHOM [VaJIeKTVKe» acTPOHOMMS OOOCHO-
BBbIBaeTCs KaK paliioHaIbHOe yueHMe O IIpUpofIe.

IIp 3TOM B MCCIeIOBaHMSX OCIIAPUBAIOTCS
KJIaccuduKaIlvs y4eHms O IIpUpoe 1 pejieBaHT-
HOCTb Wjey pasyma. B wacTtHOCTWM, kxameeopuue-
ckas unmepnpemayus, npemioxeHHas M. Opu-
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Die Astronomie setzt demnach ein nach Prin-
zipien geordnetes Ganzes voraus, auch wenn
dieses nicht einen Gegenstand im Feld moglicher
Erfahrung bildet. Der Kegel steht im Beispiel des
»~Anhangs zur transzendentalen Dialektik” da-
bei fiir diese systematische Einheit. Durch die-
se kann ein kontinuierlicher Ubergang zwischen
dem Kreis, der Ellipse, der Hyperbel und der Pa-
rabel gedacht werden und damit eine historische
Entwicklung in den verschiedenen Theorien der
Himmelsbewegungen.

2.3. Die Astronomie als rationale
Naturlehre und eigentliche Wissenschaft

Kant greift sowohl in der Frage Wie ist reine
Naturwissenschaft méglich? als auch in der Erorter-
ung ,Von dem regulativen Gebrauch der Idee der
reinen Vernunft” im ersten Teil des ,Anhangs
zur transzendentalen Dialektik” auf ein und
dasselbe Beispiel aus der Astronomie und Be-
wegungslehre zurtick. In § 38 expliziert er aus-
gehend von dem Beispiel der Kegelschnitte den
reinen Teil der Astronomie und die konstitutive
Funktion des Verstandes, die diese als eigentli-
che Wissenschaft im Sinne der Metaphysischen
Anfangsgriinde der Naturwissenschaft auszeichnet.
Im Anhang zur ,Transzendentalen Dialektik”
beschreibt Kant mit demselben Beispiel aus der
Astronomie und Bewegungslehre das Systema-
tische der Erkenntnis (KrV, A 646 / B 674) und
eine Theorie der Theorieentwicklung astrono-
mischer Grundannahmen. Zeichnet die Geome-
trie des Kegels in § 38 die Astronomie als eigent-
liche Wissenschaft aus, so ist es dieselbe Mathe-
matik, durch die im ,, Anhang zur transzenden-
talen Dialektik” die Astronomie als rationale
Naturlehre etabliert wird.

Die Klassifikation der Naturlehre und die
Relevanz von Vernunftideen ist dabei in der For-
schung umstritten. Insbesondere die kategorische
Interpretation, wie sie von M. Friedman vorgelegt
wurde, stellt alle GesetzmafSigkeiten, die in Form
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JIMaHOM, CTaBUT BCe 3aKOHOMEPHOCTV, KOTOpbIe
3agBJIeHbl B pOpMe HeoOXO[VMOCTY, B KOCBEeH-
HOe OTHOITIeHMEe K OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMSAM PacCy/i-
ka'. CrcTeMaTMYHOCTD, CJI€0BaTeIIbHO, SIBIISET-
CsI JIVIIITb  TOTIOJTHUTEIBHBIM  BCITOMOTaTeIbHBIM
CPeACTBOM [1JIs 3aKOHOB OIThITa, He MIMEIOIIIVIM Ca-
MOCTOSITeJIBHOrO 0bocHoBaHHOro craryca. OnHa-
KO 3TO IIPUBOIUT K TOMY, UTO HEBO3MOXKHO COXpPa-
HUTH IIEHTpaJIbHOe KaHTOBCKOE pasjiMueHue 3
«MeTacusmuecknx Hadajl eCTeCTBO3HAHWS» Hay-
KM B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICJIe V1 HayKM B HeCOOCTBeH-
HOM cMBIcsIe’. Hamprmep, ecyiv 3aKOHOMEPHOCTB
B XVIMUM CBOOUTCS K OCHOBOITOJIOKEHVISIM pac-
Cy[Ka, TO U caMa HayKa B HecOOCTBEHHOM CMBIC-
Jle JOJDKHa HaXOIWUThCs (KOCBEHHO) B OTHOIIEHUN
K Hayke B COOCTBEHHOM cMblIciTe. Bostee Toro, ve-
papxu4ecKy OpraHm30BaHHOE pasindre MeXITy
paIoHaIbHOVI HayKOV ¥ HayKOW B COOCTBEHHOM
CMBICITE CTAaHOBUTCS COMHUTENIBHBIM®. B ormosn-
LMK K TOJIKOBaHMIO DpriyiMaHa B TaK Ha3bIBA@MOVL
cucmemamuyueckou uHmepnpemayuu TTPUBOISATCI
apryMeHTBI B TIOJIb3Y TOr'O, YTO B3aMMOCBSI3b I10-
HSTUN — B VI€papXVV HAY YHBIX CY>KIEHUI 1 B VX
OpuOIVDKeHUN K Maealy — obpasyeT coOCTBeH-
HBIVI ICTOYHVK HeOOXOIMIMOCTY 3aKOHOB ¥ ITO3TO-
My JIOJDKHA OBITh SKCIUIMIMpPOBaHA He3aBUCHMO
OT OCHOBOMOJIOXKeHMVI paccyaka‘. OHaKko ecyIu 3a-
KOHOMEPHOCTDH PalliOHAJIBHOTO €CTeCTBO3HAHVIS
OCHOBBIBAETCSI JIIITH Ha CBSI3M HAY YHBIX TIOHSATU
VI CYXXIAEHVVI, OCYIIIECTBIISIEMOVI C IIOMOIIIBIO OCHO-
BOITOJIOKEH ST pa3yMa, 3TO IIPUBOAUT K TOMY, YTO
OCTaeTcs HepeIleHHbIM, KaK CBS3b C IIOC/IeyIO-
ITVIMI BBIBOJIaMM Y3aKOHMBaeT HeoOXOIMMOCTh
3Tux 3akoHOB’. ITo 3TOV mpuYMHe 371ech MbI Cile-
JlyeM TpeTbeMy TOJIKOBaHWIO — U0eaAbHOll uHmep-
npemayuu, COr;IaCHO KOTOPOVI M1V, TT0JTy YeHHbIe

1 O6 srom cMm.: (Friedman, 1992a; 19926, p. 165—201;
19928).

2Kpuruky storo cm.: (Kitcher, 1994, p. 258).

*B wactHocTH, cM.: (Meer, 2018, p. 342 —359).

* B pasmnuHBIX BapmaHTax 00 3ToM HMIIyT Byxpmaib
(Buchdahl, 1966; 1971), Kutuep (Kitcher, 1986, p. 215),
Pamr (Rush, 2000, p. 847), I'antep (Guyer, 2003, p. 287), Bar
nen bepr (Van den Berg, 2011, p. 11—16).

>0O06 stom cm.: (McNulty, 2015, p. 3).
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einer Notwendigkeit vorgetragen werden, in ein
indirektes Verhiltnis zu den Grundsatzen des
Verstandes.! Systematizitdt ist folglich nur ein
zusidtzliches Hilfsmittel fiir Erfahrungsgeset-
ze, das keinen eigenstdndig begriindeten Status
aufweist. Dies fiihrt allerdings dazu, dass die
fur Kant in den Metaphysischen Anfangsgriinden
der Naturwissenschaft zentrale Differenzierung
zwischen eigentlicher und uneigentlicher Wis-
senschaft nicht aufrechtzuhalten ist.? Wird zum
Beispiel die Gesetzmaifiigkeit der Chemie auf die
Grundsitze des Verstandes zurtiickgefiihrt, muss
auch die uneigentliche Wissenschaft selbst (indi-
rekt) in einem Verhdltnis zur eigentlichen Wis-
senschaft stehen. Zudem wird die hierarchisch
organisierte Unterscheidung zwischen rational-
er Wissenschaft und eigentlicher Wissenschaft
fragwiirdig.’ In Opposition zu Friedmans Les-
art wird in der sogenannten systematischen Inter-
pretation daftir argumentiert, dass der Zusam-
menhang von Begriffen — in einer Hierarchie
von wissenschaftlichen Urteilen und deren An-
ndherung an ein Ideal — eine eigene Quelle fiir
die Notwendigkeit von Gesetzen bildet und da-
her unabhidngig von den Grundsétzen des Ver-
standes zu explizieren ist.* Beruht die Gesetzma-
Bigkeit rationaler Naturwissenschaft allerdings
lediglich auf dem Zusammenhang von wissen-
schaftlichen Begriffen und Urteilen, der durch
den Grundsatz der Vernunft geleistet wird, dann
fithrt dies dazu, dass es offenbleibt, wie der Zu-
sammenhang mit Folgeschliissen die Notwen-
digkeit dieser Gesetze legitimiert.” Aus diesem
Grund wird hier einer dritten Lesart gefolgt —
der ideellen Interpretation, nach der die tiber die
transzendentalen Grundsédtze der Vernunft ge-

! Siehe dazu Friedman (1992a, S. 161-199; 1992b, S. 165-
201; 1992c, S. 73-102).

2 Siehe dazu die Kritik von Kitcher (1994, S. 258).

® Insbesondere Meer (2018, S. 342-359).

* In unterschiedlichen Ausfithrungen entwickeln dies
Buchdahl (1966, S. 209-226; 1971, S. 24-46), Kitcher (1986,
S. 215), Rush (2000, S. 847), Guyer (2003, S. 287), Van den
Berg (2011, S. 11-16).

5 Siehe dazu McNulty (2015, S. 3).



C TIOMOIIIBIO TPAHCIIEHIEHTAIBHBIX OCHOBOIIOJIO-
KEHWUVT pasyMa, IIPVIMEHSIOTCS allOfVIKTIYeCKU
B CMBICJIe «KakK OyITo» 1 00pa3yroT cOOCTBeHHBIN
VICTOYHVIK aITPVOPHOV 3aKOHOMEPHOCTI®.

Ha ocHoOBaHMM 3TOro TOJIKOBAHWMS CTAHOBIT-
cs sicHo, uto KaHT npmsHaer B pamkax «Kputmkm
YYCTOrO pasyMa» JiBe HECBOIVIMbIE IPYT K APYTy
TpaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHble 3aKOHOMEPHOCTL: C OIHO
CTOPOHBI, KBIM(PUKALIVIO KOHKPETHOTO CIIydasi
T1071, TAHHBIV 3aKOH — OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHVIe PacCy/l-
Ka (A 154-158 / B 193—197; Kawnrt, 20064, c. 275—
279), c npyrovt — 3BpUCTUYECKOe BbIBe[leHVe JJaH-
HBIX CJTy4JaeB Ha OCHOBE ellle He JAaHHOTO IIpaBiJIa
I TIPEIBOCXMIIIEHVIE BO3MOXKHBIX CJIy4YaeB B COOT-
BETCTBUM C 3TUM 3aKOHOM — OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVIE
pasyma (A 648 / B 676; Kaut, 2006a, c. 829—831;
A 649 / B 677, KanT, 20064, c. 831—833; A 666 /
B 694; Kanr, 20064, c. 851).

OMnmpuyeckas HayKa, Takas KaK acTpPOHO-
MWsl, BKJTFOUaeT B ce0s 1 TO, M IpyTroe: BO-TIEPBBIX,
KOHCTUTYTVBHBIE OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMSI pacCyzKa,
HallpaB/IeHHble Ha O0JIaCTh BO3MOXKHOI'O OITBITa
1 00ecIredmBaroIIyie CBI3HOCTh TIO3HAHIS ITOCPe/T-
CTBOM IIPUYVH ¥ CJIEACTBUIL; BO-BTOPBIX, PeTyJIsi-
TVBHBIE OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHVSI pasyMa, He Hallpas-
JIEHHBle HeITOCPeJCTBEHHO Ha 00JIacTh BO3MOX-
HOTO OITBITA, HO (POPMUPYIOLITVe MaKCVMBI VICCTIe-
IIOBAHMS I OCYIIECTBIISIONINE CUCTEMATIYECKYIO
CBSI3b COIVIACHO OIIpelleJIeHHOMY IIPVHIIVITY.

PerynsTvBHBIE TIPUHIINAIIB, TakuM oOpasoMm,
00OCHOBBIBAIOT aCTPOHOMMIO KaK pallViOHaIbHOe
y4eHUe O IpUpoze, a KOHCTUTYTUBHBIE IIPVHITN-
161 0OOOCHOBBIBAIOT ee KaK HayKy O IIpUpozie B cO0-
CTBEHHOM CMBICJTE.

3. O cooTHOLIeHUM PeryJIaTUBHBIX
¥ KOHCTUTYTUBHBIX IPUHIIMIIOB

C momomiplo mpuMepa M3 aCTPOHOMUM U Te-
opuu ApvokeHns, npusoguMoro Kanrtom B § 38
«[Iponieromen» n B niepBont yactu «l IprtoxeHns

® D10 mpemiaraioT, B dactHocTi, Makuantit (McNulty,
2015, p. 4—7), a raxcke Maccumm (Massimi, 2014), Xernmen
(Henschen, 2014) 1 Yorkuuc (Watkins, 2014).
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wonnenen Ideen im Sinne eines Als-Ob apodik-
tisch angewandt werden und eine eigene Quelle
fiir apriorische Gesetzmafigkeit bilden.®

Basierend auf dieser Lesart wird deutlich,
dass Kant zwei nicht aufeinander reduzierba-
re transzendentale Gesetzmafligkeiten im Rah-
men der Kritik der reinen Vernunft anerkennt: ei-
nerseits die Subsumtion eines bestimmten Fal-
les unter ein gegebenes Gesetz — der Grundsatz
des Verstandes (KrV, A 154-158 / B 193-197) — ,
andererseits das heuristische SchliefSen von ge-
gebenen Fallen auf eine noch nicht gegebene Re-
gel und die Antizipation von moglichen Fillen
unter diesem Gesetz — der Grundsatz der Ver-
nunft (KrV, A 648 / B 676; KrV, A 649 / B 677, KrV,
A 666 / B 694).

Eine empirische Wissenschaft wie die Astro-
nomie umfasst dabei beide: Erstens die konsti-
tutiven Grundséatze des Verstandes, die auf das
Feld moglicher Erfahrungen gerichtet sind und
eine Verkniipfung der Erkenntnis durch Griin-
de und Folgen leisten. Zweitens die regulativen
Grundsidtze der Vernunft, die nicht unmittel-
bar auf das Feld moglicher Erfahrungen gerich-
tet sind, sondern Maximen des Forschens bilden
und einen systematischen Zusammenhang nach
einem Prinzip leisten.

Die regulativen Prinzipien etablieren die As-
tronomie damit als rationale Naturlehre und die
konstitutiven Prinzipien etablieren sie als eigent-
liche Naturwissenschaft.

3. Zum Verhiltnis von regulativen
und konstitutiven Prinzipien

Anhand des Beispiels aus der Astronomie
und Bewegungslehre, wie es in § 38 der Prole-
gomena und dem ersten Teil des ,Anhangs zur
transzendentalen Dialektik” von Kant entwickelt

¢ Diese wird insbesondere von McNulty (2015, S. 4-7),
aber auch vonMassimi (2014, S. 491-508), Henschen (2014,
S. 20-29) und Watkins (2014, S. 471-490) vorgeschlagen.
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K TPaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOV IMaJIeKTVIKe», TTOJTy9aoT
BBIpaKeHIe [IBe COBEpIIeHHO pa3Hble TpaHCIIeH-
JleHTaJIbHble 3aKOHOMEePHOCTU — 00e, OTHaKo, Ka-
caroTcsl BOIIpOca O cTaTyce ecTecTBosHaHMs. Obpa-
Iag BHMMaHMe Ha «AHTMHOMUIO YVCTOIO pasy-
Ma», B KoTopor KaHT mpuBoguT ellle OOVH Hpu-
Mep 3 aCTPOHOMM, 3TO OTHOIIIEHVIE MOXKHO pac-
CMOTpeTb Oortee yIiIyO/IeHHO: B 3aKITIOYMTEITBHBIX
PpasMBIIUIEHNSIX 00 «AHTUTETMKE YVCTOrO pasy-
Ma» KaHT ykaspIBaeT Ha TpakKTaT rocrofvHa Me-
paHa, B KOTOpPOM TOT M3JIaraeT CIIOp «IBYX W3-
BECTHBIX aCTPOHOMOB, BOZHMKIINIL W3... 3aTPyH-
HeHMs B BbIOOpe TOUKM 3peHUs» (A 461 / B 489;
Kanrt, 2006a, c. 611), momo6HOro TOMy, 113 KOTOPOTrO
BO3HMKJIO IIPOTMBOCTOSHVIE B UeTBEPTOV aHTVHO-
MMM, @ UMEHHO — OJIVIH U3 3TUX aCTPOHOMOB IIPU-
111eJ1 K BBIBOJTY, uTo JIyHa BpaliiaeTcsi BOKPYT CBOeV
ocy, IIOTOMYy YTO OHa oOpallleHa K 3eMJle Bceraa
OIHOV ¥ TOV X€ CTOPOHOV, a APyrov Ha OCHOBa-
HUM TOro Xe dpaKTa IpuIIiesI K BEIBOMY, 4To JIyHa
He BpalliaeTcs BOKpyT cBoeit ocu (Tam xe). B aTom
IprMepe HY>XHO OCOOeHHO BBIJIeJIUTE JBa acIiek-
Ta: BO-TIEPBBIX, B HeM 3aK/Il04eHa KOHTPaIuK-
umsi — JlyHa BpaliaeTcsi BOKpYT COOCTBEHHOV OCH
versus JlyHa He BpalllaeTcsi BOKPYT COOCTBEHHO
OCM — B CMJIY OITHOTO U TOI'O e JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBa.
W Tesuc, v aHTUTE3NC Oy YeHbl Ha OCHOBe ITpesl-
rojlaraeMoro ¢akTa, 4To JIyHa nocrosiHHO 0oOpa-
IIIeHa K 3eMJIe OIHOVI M TOV XKe CTOpOoHON. Takum
oOpa3oM, oba IIperioararoT, 4YTo ¢ 3eMIM HUKOT-
ma He OyzeT BUIHO OOpaTHOV CTOPOHEBI JIyHBI.
Bo-BTOpBIX, Criop acmponomol, Kak m3siaraeT ero
MepaH, HokasblBaeT, uTO 00a BbIBOA 3HAUVIMBIL.

7 DTOT «CTpaHHBIV KOHTpacT» (A 459 / B 487; Kart, 2006a,
c. 609) ectp TO, uTo KanT mMueHTMUIIIPYET B UeTBep-
TOVI aHTMHOMMI: VIMEHHO TaM W3 OJHOIO W TOTO e ap-
ryMeHTa, M0O BCe MpOIIIefiIliee BpeMsi 3aKiIfodaeT B cebe
Pz, BceX YCIIOBUTL, B Te3VCe BBIBOIUTCS OBITVIE TIEPBOCY-
II[eCTBa, a B aHTUTE3VICE C TOVI JK€ CTPOTOCThIO — HeDObITHe
ero. «CHavasIa MBI IIPUIIUIM K MBIC/IV, YTO HeOOXOIMMOe
CYIIIECTBO €CTh, TaK KaK BCe IIPOIIeIlee BpeMs COMIep-
KT B ce0e psif1 BceX YCIIOBIVE VI TEM CaMBbIM, CJIe[0BaTelIb-
HO, TaKke M Oe3ycioBHOe (HeoOxommmoe). Termepn xe
MBI IIPUIIUIV K MBICITM, YTO HEOOXOIMMOrO CyIIlecTBa HeT
VIMEHHO IIOTOMY, YTO BCe IIPOLIEJIIIee BpeMs COLEPIKUT
B ceDe psp Bcex yctoBui (KOTOpEIe, CTajIo OBITh, Bce 00-
yciosiieHsl) » (A 459 / B 487; Kant, 2006a, c. 609 —611).
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wird, expliziert dieser zwei vollig unterschiedli-
che transzendentale Gesetzméfsigkeiten — beide
betreffen allerdings die Frage nach dem Status
von Naturwissenschaft. Mit Blick auf die , Anti-
nomie der reinen Vernunft”, in der Kant ein wei-
teres Beispiel aus der Astronomie anfiihrt, kann
dieses Verhiltnis vertiefend entwickelt werden:
Kant weist in den abschliefenden Uberlegun-
gen zur ,Antithetik der reinen Vernunft” auf
eine Abhandlung des Herrn Mairan hin, in der
dieser einen Streit ,,zweier beriihmter Astrono-
men” (KrV, A 461 / B 489) skizziert, der ,,aus dhn-
lichen Schwierigkeiten tiber die Wahl des Stand-
punktes entsprang” (ebd.), wie jener Widerstreit
in der vierten Antinomie: Der eine schlofs nam-
lich so: der Mond dreht sich um seine Achse, da-
rum weil er der Erde bestindig dieselbe Seite
zukehrt; der andere: der Mond dreht sich nicht
um seine Achse, eben darum weil er der Erde
bestandig dieselbe Seite zukehrt (ebd.). An die-
sem Beispiel sind zwei Aspekte besonders her-
vorzuheben: Erstens wird darin eine Kontradik-
tion — der Mond dreht sich um die eigene Achse
versus der Mond dreht sich nicht um die eigene
Achse — aus ein und demselben Beweisgrund
erschlossen. Sowohl Thesis als auch Antithesis
sind aufgrund des vorausgesetzten Faktums,
dass der Mond der Erde bestdandig dieselbe Sei-
te zuwendet, gewonnen. Beide gehen also davon
aus, dass von der Erde aus niemals die Riicksei-
te des Mondes gesehen werden kann.” Zweitens
erweist der Streit der Astronomen, wie Mairan
ihn skizziert, dass beide Schliisse ihre Geltung

7 Dieser ,seltsame[] Kontrast” (KrV, A 459 / B 487) ist
es auch, den Kant in der vierten Antinomie identifiziert:
Dort wird ebenfalls aus demselben Beweisgrund —
weil die ganze verflossene Zeit die Reihe aller
Bedingungen in sich fasst — in der Thesis auf das
Dasein eines Urwesens und in der Antithesis auf das
Nichtsein desselben geschlossen. , Erst hiefs es: es ist ein
nothwendiges Wesen, weil die ganze vergangene Zeit
die Reihe aller Bedingungen und hiemit also auch das
Unbedingte (Nothwendige) in sich fafst. Nun heifst es:
es ist kein nothwendiges Wesen, eben darum weil die
ganze verflossene Zeit die Reihe aller Bedingungen (die
mithin insgesammt wiederum bedingt sind) in sich faft”
(KrV, A 459 / B 487).



B dopmynmposke KanTa: «oba BeIBOma Obly1v ITpa-
BUJIBHBL B 3aBUCHMOCTY OT TOUKM 3peHwus, 130u-
paeMov 115t HaOIrofeHMs 3a OBvoKeHVeM JIyHbI»
(Tam xe). Takmm oOpasoM, rcxois 13 00ycII0BIIeH-
HOTO yIia 3peHms Ha JlyHy, Toro, Kak oHa JaHa
¢ 3eMJIn1, Ha OCHOBaHMW TOro dakTa, uto JIyHa 11o-
CTOSTHHO 06pa1_uaeTcs1 K IIOCJIeIHEV OIHOW M TOW
JKe CTOPOHOV, /ieJjlaeTcsl BBIBOJI, YTO OHa He MOXeT
BpalllaTbCsl BOKPYT codcTeHHOM ocn. Ho mexons
13 abCOIIOTHOTrO yIyla 3peHus Ha JIyHy 1 Ha 3em-
JII0, KaK OHa JlaHa, HarpumMep, ¢ CosiHIla, Ha OCHO-
Be Toro ¢pakra, uto JIyHa mocTossHHO oOpaIlaeT-
csI K 3emMJie OHOVI 1 TOVI JKe CTOPOHOVI, HAIIPOTUB,
HeoOXOIIVIMO cJiesIaTh BBIBO, O TOM, YTO OHa Bpa-
IjaeTcs BOKpYT cobcteHHOM ocn. [Tpu aTom JlyHe
HeOOXOIVIMO [IJIsI OFJHOrO 00OpOTa BOKPYT CBOE
OCH CTOJIBKO K€, CKOJIBKO ¥ I OIHOTO 0bopoTa
BOKpPYT 3emIu (0Kos10 27 [1HeV 11 7 4acoB), IO3TOMY
OHa oOparriaeTcs K 3emsie IIOCTOSIHHO OTHOV 11 TOM
JKe CTOpOHOTI®.

CrienoBaTeIbHO, B 3aBUCVIMOCTYI OT TOUKM 3pe-
HV151, OCHOBBIBASICh Ha OJTHOM V1 TOM JKe JIOKa3aTeIb-
CTBe, MOYKHO CITpaBelJIBO BBIBECTH KaK Te3NC, TaK
I aHTUTE3NC, He TToTazias TPy 3TOM B aHaJIUTHYe-
CKYIO OIIIO3MIINIO, B KOTOPOW TE3VC M aHTUTE3NC
00pasyIoT KOHTpaIUKTOpHOe ImpoTrBopedne. Obe
TOUKM 3peHs, CKopee, IIPeICTaBIIsAI0T cobom ana-
nexTdecKkyto (A 504 / B 532; Kaurt, 2006a, c. 665)

8 3mech HYKHO IIOAYEPKHYTB, YTO B aCTPOHOMWYECKOM
TIpyMepe 13 aHTMHOMUY pedb UIeT 00 aHasmoruu. B aTom
CMBICTIe KaHTOBCKas KOHIIeMIIMA JIByX TO4eK 3peHms (C
3emsn n ¢ CosHIla) He BhIJIePXKMBaeT CTPOroyl KOCMOJIO-
rmgeckort Tiposepkn. [TomoOHEINT TpyMep TaKoVl CCTe-
MBI, KpOMe TOro, cofiepxxuTcs B «l'ocymapcerse» [arona,
rie rosoputcsi: «Ho TOT, KTO Tak TOBOpUT, IIpuBesl Obl
ITyTIVIBBIVI ¥ ellle Oojlee OCTPOYMHEBIVI TIpUIMep: BOJI-
YOK BeCh IEJIVIKOM CTOUT U OTHOBPEMEHHO JIBVDKeTCS —
OH BpalllaeTcsl, HO OCTpHe ero yIupaercsi B OJHO MeCTO.
Mo>xHO ITpMBecTH U Jpyrie IIpUMephbl IIpeIMeToB, CoBep-
IIAOIMX KpyroBpalleHne, He MeHssl Mecta. Ho Mel oT-
OpocuM Bce 3TO, IIOTOMY UTO B 3TUX CITydasx IPeIMeTHI
TpeOBIBalOT Ha MecTe U JIBVDKYTCS He B OJTHOM W TOM Xe
oTHomIeHM. MBI cKasasm Obl, UTO Y HUX MMeeTcs IIpsi-
MM3Ha M OKPYIJIOCTb: B IIPSIMOM HaIlpaBJIeHMV OHMU CTOSIT,
HM B KaKyI0 CTOPOHY He OTKJIOHSISICh, a 110 KPYT'y OHU Bpa-
matorcsi» (ITmaron, 1994, c. 209 (436d)). Ecymm B ipumepe
Kanra oo JlyHa, To y ItaToHa 3T0 KOHYC, KOTOPBIV OLle-
HMBaeTCd Ha OCHOBE JBYX PaCXOSIIXCS Y He CBOAVIMBIX
TIPYT K JIPYTY TOUeK OTCueTa.

R. Meer

haben. Kant formuliert: ,Beide Schliisse waren
richtig, nachdem man den Standpunkt nahm,
aus dem man die Mondbewegung beobachten
wollte” (ebd.). Demnach wird aus einer beding-
ten Perspektive auf den Mond, wie sie ausgehend
von der Erde gegeben ist, aufgrund des Faktums,
dass der Mond dieser bestédndig die gleiche Seite
zuwendet, darauf geschlossen, dass er sich nicht
um die eigene Achse drehen konne. Aus einer
absoluten Perspektive auf Mond und Erde aber,
wie sie etwa von der Sonne aus gegeben ist, muss
hingegen aufgrund des Faktums, dass der Mond
der Erde bestdandig die gleiche Seite zuwendet,
darauf geschlossen werden, dass er sich um die
eigene Achse dreht. Der Mond braucht dabei fiir
eine Drehung um die eigene Achse genauso lang
(ca. 27 Tage und 7 Stunden) wie fiir eine Umdre-
hung um die Erde, weshalb er der Erde bestan-
dig dieselbe Seite zuwendet.?

Je nach Standpunkt ldsst sich folglich aus
demselben Beweisgrund in giiltiger Weise so-
wohl auf die Thesis als auch auf die Antithesis
schliefien, ohne dabei in eine analytische Oppo-
sition zu geraten, in der Thesis und Antithesis ei-
nen kontradiktorischen Widerstreit bilden. Beide
Standpunkte stellen vielmehr eine dialektische

8 Betont sei hier, dass es sich im Astronomie-Beispiel der
Antinomie um eine Analogie handelt. In diesem Sinne
hélt Kants Konzept zweier Standpunkte (von der Erde
und von der Sonne aus) einer strikten kosmologischen
Priifung nicht stand. Ein systematisch dhnlich gelagertes
Beispiel findet sich u. a. in Platons Politeia, wenn es heif3t:
,Also auch wenn derjenige, der dieses sagte, noch mehr
scherzen und witzig bemerken wiirde, dafs die Kreisel
ja mit allen ihren Teilen gleichzeitig stillstehen und sich
bewegen, wenn sie, ihre Spitze auf demselben Punkte
festaufsetzend, sich umdrehen, oder daff auch etwas
anderes, das auf derselben Stelle im Kreise herumgeht,
dies tue, so wiirden wir es nicht gelten lassen, weil in
diesem Falle dergleichen Dinge nicht in bezug auf die
ndmlichen Teile an sich ruhig bleiben und in Bewegung
sind; sondern wir wiirden sagen, sie haben Gerades und
Rundes an sich, und mit dem Geraden stehen sie still —
da sie sich ja nach keiner Seite hin neigen —, mit dem
Runden aber drehen sie sich im Kreise” (Platon, 1994,
436d). — Ist es im Beispiel Kants der Mond, so ist es bei
Platon der Kegel, der aufgrund zweier divergierender
und nicht aufeinander reduzierbarer Standpunkte
bewertet wird.
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OIIIO3UITNIO, B KOTOPOV KaK 00Yc.1081eHHbITL Y201
3penus ¢ 3eMiIn, TakK U abcoAmHblll Y204 3peHuUs
¢ CorHITa MOT'YT CyIIlecTBOBaTh OOK 0 OOK’.

Taxvm obOpasoM, cnop acmporomo8 ocCHOBaH Ha
JIOXKHOVI TIPeIIIOChIIIKe, a IMEHHO Ha OTCYTCTBUU
nvddepeHIalM COOTBETCTBYIOIIVIX TOYEK 3pe-
Hys. Kak mosmiims Tesmca, Tak v OIS aHTH-
Te3lca B CBOVIX allarOrM4ecKyX JOKa3aTeIbCTBaX
He CTPOSTCS Ha «BeCKOM JIoKa3aTesibcTee» (A 501 /
B 529; Kanrt, 20064, c. 661), TOCKOJIBKY «IIpeaMeT X
ciopa — Hu4To» (Tam xe). Ommbka Kpoetcs: He
B OJTHOM W3 3TUX ABYX yIJIOB 3pe€HMs, a B TOM VI
MHOM cMelleH oOomx. KaHTOBckas KpuTHKa
metaphysica specialis, TO €CTb 11 paIiIOHaIBHOV KOC-
MOJIOTV, I PallVIOHAIBHOV TICVIXOJIOTUV, U paliy-
OHAJIBHOVI TeOJIOT MM, HallpaBjleHa MIMEeHHO Ha Ta-
Koe CMellleH1e, KOTOpoe C TOYKW 3peHMs JIOTVKM
obHapy>XuBaeTcs B opMe JIOTMYeCcKOV OIIVOKM
ydeTBepeHMs TepMMHOB (cM.: AA 09, S. 134—135;
Kanr, 1994r, c. 387). B Takov jrormyeckor oroke
cperiHee MOHATHME OepeTcsl TO 13 OOYCIIOBIIEHHO-
rO, TO U3 JIOTMYeCKOV IIepCIIeKTUBBI, [I03TOMY Bbl-
BOJI, COCTOMUT W3 YeThIpeX, a He M3 TpeX IOHSATUN
(cm.: A 491 / B 519; Kanrt, 2006a, c. 649—651; A 369;
Kawnr, 20060, c. 463 —465).

9 KaHT J1es1aeT BBIBO O TOM, UTO, KaK ¥ B 9TOVI aHAJIOTVI,
B YeTBEPTOV aHTMHOMWI «00a IIpOoTMBOpedale OpyT
IOPYyTy IIOJIOKEHMsS MOTYT OBITh MCTVHHBIMU B pasjind-
HbIX oTHOIIeHMsIX» (A 560 / B 588; Kanr, 2006, c. 727):
«BelIllyl 9yBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHVIMAEMOI'0 MyIpa COBEpPIIIeH-
HO CJIy4aiiHbl, CTajIo ObITh, MMEIOT BCera JIMIIb SMIIV-
pvdecKyt 00yCIIOBJIEHHOE CYIIIeCTBOBAHIE, HO IS BCETO
Ppsa MMeeTCs TaKKe HeOIMIIMPUIecKoe yCIIOBHe, T. e. Oe3-
yCIIOBHO HeobXxommmoe cylrectso» (A 560 / B 588; Kamnr,
20064, c. 727 —729). Takum obpasom KanTt obocHOBBIBA-
€T, «4TO COBepIIIeHHas CJIy9aHOCTb BCeX Bellle IIpupo-
IIBI VI BCeX MX (3MIMPUYecKnX) yctosuin» (A 562 / B 590;
Kant, 2006a, c. 731), KoTopast SBIIsieTCS IPENIIOChIIKO
BCSIYECKOTO 3MIIVIPUYIECKOrO MCCIIeIOBaHMS IPUPOLIBL,
«BIIOJIHE COIJIACYeTCs C IIPOM3BOJIBHBIM IIOIIyIIeHVeM
HeOOXOIVIMOro, XOTS M YMCTO YMOIIOCTUIaeMOro [VH-
TeJUTUTOEIPHOIO], YCIIOBUS; CIeIOBaTeIbHO, HUKAKOTO
HAaCTOSAIIETO IIPOTMBOpEUNs MeXIy STUMU yTBepXKIe-
HusiMu HeT» (Tam xe). B To Bpemst kak KaHT Tem cambIM
VIMEeeT B BUIY pasIndeHMe TeOpeTUdecKor W IIpak-
TdecKon dwmiiocodmn, B HACTOSIIEM WCCIIENOBAHUN
OCHOBHOE BHVIMaHVe y/eIIsieTcs pasiiminio MeX1y pery-
JIATVMBHBIMI VI KOHCTUTYTVBHBIMI IIPUHIIUIIAMI B pac-
CMOTPEHMY IPUPOLIBL.

(KrV, A 504 / B 532) Opposition dar, in der so-
wohl die bedingte Perspektive von der Erde aus als
auch die absolute Perspektive von der Sonne aus
nebeneinander bestehen kénnen.’

Der Streit der Astronomen basiert demnach auf
einer falschen Voraussetzung, namlich der feh-
lenden Differenzierung der jeweiligen Stand-
punkte. Sowohl die Thesis-Position als auch die
Antithesis-Position bauen in ihren apagogischen
Beweisen nicht auf ,ttichtige Beweisgriinde”
(KrV, A 501 / B 529), da sie um ,Nichts streiten”
(ebd.). Der Fehler liege nicht in einer dieser bei-
den Perspektiven, sondern in der wie auch im-
mer gearteten Vermengung beider. Kants Kri-
tik an der metaphysica specialis, d. i. {iber die ra-
tionale Kosmologie hinausgehend auch die rati-
onale Psychologie und die rationale Theologie,
richtet sich genau auf eine solche Vermengung,
die sich logisch betrachtet in Form eines Quater-
nio-Terminorum-Fehlschlusses (Log, AA 09, S. 134-
135) wiederfindet. In einem solchen logischen
Fehlschluss werde der Mittelbegriff einmal aus
der bedingten und einmal aus der logischen
Perspektive genommen, weshalb der Schluss
aus vier und nicht drei Begriffen bestehe (KrV,
A 491 / B 519; KrV, A 369).

? Wie in dieser Analogie, so schliefit Kant, kénnen auch
,alle beide[n] einander widerstreitende[n] Sitze” (KrV,
A 560 / B 588) in der vierten Antinomie ,in verschie-
dener Beziehung zugleich wahr sein” (ebd.): Die , Dinge
der Sinnenwelt durchaus zufillig [sein], mithin auch im-
mer nur empirischbedingte Existenz haben, gleichwohl,
von der ganzen Reihe, auch eine nichtempirische Bedin-
gung, d. i. ein unbedingtnotwendiges Wesen stattfin-
de[n]” (ebd.). Kant begriindet auf diese Weise, ,,daf8 die
durchgangige Zufélligkeit aller Naturdinge, und aller
ihrer (empirischen) Bedingungen” (KrV, A 562 / B 590),
welche die Voraussetzung aller empirischen Natur-
forschung bildet, ,ganz wohl mit der willkiirlichen
Voraussetzung einer notwendigen, ob zwar blofs intelli-
gibelen Bedingung zusammen bestehen konne, also kein
wahrer Widerspruch zwischen diesen Behauptungen
anzutreffen sei” (ebd.). Wahrend Kant hierbei bereits die
Differenzierung zwischen theoretischer und praktischer
Philosophie im Blick hat, steht in der vorliegenden Un-
tersuchung die Unterscheidung zwischen regulativen
und konstitutiven Prinzipien in der Naturbetrachtung
im Mittelpunkt.
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PexoHcTpynpoBaHHBIE BbIllle Ha OcHOBe § 38
n niepsont yactu «[IpmjiokeHnsi K TpaHCIeH IeH-
TaJILHOVI [IViaJIeKTVKe» (POpMbI 3aKOHOMEpPHOCTeV,
TO eCTh KOHCTUTYTVBHBIE V1 PeryJIsTUBHbIE ITPUH-
LMIIBL paccyJKa ¥ pasyMma, He oOpas3ylOT TaKylo
KOHTPaIMKTOPHYIO 3aKOHOMepHOCTh. CKopee, OHI
IIpeJICTaBISIOT COOOV KOMILJIeMeHTapHbIe 3JleMeH-
ThI aCTPOHOMMM KaK HayKW, CO3[IaHHOV Ha OCHOBe
TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHbBIX ITPUHIINATIOB.

3.1. O6aacmb B03M0KHO20 onvlima,
uau o Bpawenun 3emau

Wccnemosanme npupopabl, comnacHo Kawnry,
OrpaHMUYMBAETCSL TOUKOV 3peHus OOyCIIOBJIeH-
Horo (3emrrevt). Tem He MeHee IJISI TOTO, YTOOBI
VICXOMSL M3 3TOVI OOYCJIOBJIEHHOVI TOUKWM 3peHMs
IMeTh BO3MOXXHOCTB 3aHMMAaTbCd HayKoM B COO-
CTBEHHOM CMBICJIe, a He 3aBVCeTh MCKJIIOUMTelIb-
HO OT 3aKOHOB OIIbITa C OIHOV JIMIIb SMINPU-
geckom mocToBepHOCTHIO (AA 04, S. 468, Kanr,
19947, c. 249), TpebyeTcs, Kak 3To HasbiBaeT KaHT
B «[Ipemamciosun» Ko BropoMy msgaHuio «Kpu-
TUKW YMCTOTO pasyMa», HepeMeHd, VIJIVI USMeHeHUe
8 cnocobe muiusenus (B XVIL Kant, 2006a, c. 17;
B XIX; Kanrt, 2006a, c. 21): TojIpKO KOrja mpe-
MeTBI [IO3HaHMS OepyTcs He KaK BeIy caMu II0
cebe, a Kak sIBJIEHWUS, «TO He TOJIBKO BO3MOXKHO,
HO ¥ HeOoOXOHMMO, YTOOBI SMINMPUUYECKOMY IIO-
3HAHMIO IIPeIMEeTOB IIpeIIecTBOBaJI HEKOTO-
pble moHATHA a priori» (A 129; KarT, 20060, c. 183;
A 166; Kaut, 20060, c. 229; B XVIIL; KauTt, 2006a,
c. 19). MicxomHov TOUKOVI KPUTUKM pasyMa sIBJIs-
IOTCS, CJIeIIOBATEITPHO, He «CBOVICTBA ITPEIMETOB»
(B XVIL; Kant, 20064, c. 19), a «Ha1ma critocoOOHOCTb
cosepuanus» (TaMm xe) — He IIpefMeT, a ycJIoBue
BO3MOYKHOCTY OITBITA.

2toT nobopom 6 cnocobe MviuiseHUSA, B CBOIO
ouepenb, SKCIUIMIVIPYeTCS Ha IIpUIMepe acTpo-
HoMum". OH COOTBETCTBYeT, KaKk oTMedaeT KaHT

10O noppobHOV MHTepmperaumn Imaccaxa B XVI cm.:
(Schonecker, Schulting, Strobach, 2011, S. 498—506;
Lemanski, 2012; Brandt, 2007, S. 236 —244).
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Die obig anhand von § 38 und dem ersten Teil
des Anhangs zur ,Transzendentalen Dialektik”
rekonstruierten Formen von Gesetzmafligkeiten,
d. h. die konstitutiven und regulativen Verstan-
des- und Vernunftprinzipien, bilden keine sol-
che kontradiktorische Gesetzmafigkeit. Sie stel-
len vielmehr komplementierende Elemente einer
sich anhand von transzendentalen Prinzipien
als Wissenschaft etablierenden Astronomie dar.

3.1. Das Feld moglicher Erfahrung
oder die Erdrotation

Die Naturforschung ist nach Kant beschrankt
auf den Standpunkt des Bedingten (der Erde).
Um allerdings ausgehend von diesem beding-
ten Standpunkt eigentliche Wissenschaft be-
treiben zu konnen und nicht ausschliefslich auf
Erfahrungsgesetze mit blofler empirischer Ge-
wissheit angewiesen zu sein (MAdN, AA 04,
S. 468), braucht es die von Kant in der ,Vorre-
de der zweiten Auflage” der Kritik der reinen Ver-
nunft sogenannte Uminderung bzw. Verinderung
der Denkart (KrV, B XVI; KrV, B XIX): Nur wenn
die Gegenstdnde der Erkenntnis nicht als Din-
ge an sich selbst, sondern als Erscheinungen ge-
nommen werden, ,ist es nicht allein moglich,
sondern auch notwendig, dafs gewisse Begriffe
a priori vor der empirischen Erkenntnis der Ge-
genstdnde vorhergehen” (KrV, A 129; KrV, A 166;
KrV, B XVII). Ausgangspunkt der Vernunftkri-
tik sei demnach nicht die , Beschaffenheit der
Gegenstande” (KrV, B XVII), sondern die ,Be-
schaffenheit unseres Anschauungsvermogens”
(ebd.) — nicht der Gegenstand, sondern die Be-
dingung der Moglichkeit von Erfahrung.

Diese Wende der Denkungsart wird wiederum
beispielhaft an der Astronomie expliziert.!” Sie

10" Fiir eine textnahe Interpretation der Passage B XVI sie-
he Schonecker, Schulting und Strobach (2011, S. 498-506),
Lemanski (2012, S. 448-471), Brandt (2007, S. 236-244).
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Bo BTOpoM « IpenviciioBum» K «KpuTuke 4mcToro
pasyMav, «rlepBoHadaIbHO MbICTIN» (B XVI; KanrT,
20064, c. 17) Konepnauxa:

[TosToMy cremoBasio OBI cfeIaTh IIOMBITKY
BBISICHUTD, HEe Pa3pelyM IV MBI 3a7iaun MeTadu-
3UKM Goslee ycremHo, ecyv OyjieM MCXOIUTE U3
ITPEIITIOJIOKEH s, UTO TIPEIMETHI JOJDKHBI CO00-
pa30BaThCA C HAIlIVIM ITIO3HAaHVIEM, — a 3TO JIydIlle
coriacyeTcs ¢ TpebyeMor BO3SMOKHOCTBIO ITO3Ha-
HWS a priori, KOTOpoe JTO0JDKHO yCTaHOBUTH HEUTO
O IIperIMeTax IIpeskyie, YeM OHV HaM OYyT IJaHBbL.
37eck TIOBTOpPsieTCS TO XKe, UTO C IepBOHavasIb-
HBIMI MEBICTISIMU KoTlepHUKa: Korja oKas3ajioch,
YTO TMITOTEe3a O BpaIlleHWV BCeX 3Be3] BOKPYT Ha-
OmmrofiaTesisi HEJOCTAaTOYHO XOPOIIO OOBICHSET
IBVDKeHVs] HeOeCHBIX TeJl, TO OH ITOIBITAJICS yCTa-
HOBUTB, He JOCTUIHET JIX OH OOJIBIIero ycrexa
IIpY JIOMYITIeHWW, YITO JBVDKETCsl HabiIrormaTess,
a 3Be3[Ibl, HaIIPOTVB, HAXOATCS B COCTOSTHIN TT0-
xog (B XVI; Kart, 2006a, c. 17 —19, ncpasieHo
B COOTBETCTBUV C OPUTMHAIIOM. — Ped.).

KanTt, Takmm obpasom, cceutaercs B «lIpenm-
cstoBUM» K «KpuUTHKe YncToro pasyMa» Ha COUM-
HeHve KonepHamika 1543 1. «O BparreHmsax Hebec-
HBIX cpep», B KOTOPOM TOT BBICKa3bIBaeT MHEHIIE,
uro He 3ewmis, a CosiHIle HaxOOWUTCA B lIeHTpe
IJTAHETHOVI CUCTEMBI, a 3eMJIsi — OfHa U3 IVIaHeT,
Bpararomiyxcs Bokpyr Cornila. KaHT ccputaeTcs,
pasyMeeTcs], IIpy 5TOM Ha «IIepBOHaYasIbHbIe MbIC-
m» (B XV Kanrt, 2006a, c. 17)" Korrepauka, Ko-
TOPBIVI, CJIeAlysl aHAJIOTMV, OCTaBWI B COCTOSTHU
roKos1 3Be3npbl (Harmpumep, CorHIlE) 1 cocperio-
TOUYMJI BHMMAaHMe Ha JIBVDKEHWUM 3eMIIV: IBVIKe-
Hie HeOeCHBIX CBETVII CBOIUTCS, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
K IBVDKeHVII0 Habrroareris. TakviM oOpa3om, XOTs
CorHile ABVDKETCS COIVIACHO 3PEHMIO, OHO BCe JKe
CTOUT Ha MeCTe, ¥ XOTs HaO/IIofaromye CTosT Ha
MecTe COIJIaCHO 3peHMI0, OHU BCe JKe BpallaloTcs

"B mzmarsO0m B 1781 1. V. @. XapTkHOXOM «KpuTmke um-
CTOTO pasyMa» yIoTpeOirieTcs: (popMyJIMpoBKa «IIepBo-
HaYaJIbHBIMU MBICTIAMI». b. DpAMaH, oflHaKo, B CBOeM
visganvm «KpuTtukm uncroro pasyma» 1878 r. nepeesbl-
BaeT ee B «II€pPBOHAYAJIBHOV MBICIIBIO». boJlee feTaibHbIN
aHasm3 nsMeHeHun cM.: (Schonecker, Schulting, Strobach,
2011, S. 502—505). 3mech McnoIB3yeTCca (POPMYIPOBKA
aKaIeMIUYeCcKOro M3IaHIs.
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entspricht, so Kant in der zweiten Vorrede der
Kritik der reinen Vernunft, den ,ersten Gedanken”
(KrV, B XVI) des Kopernikus:

Man versuche es daher einmal, ob wir nicht
in den Aufgaben der Metaphysik damit besser
fortkommen, daff wir annehmen, die Gegen-
stinde miissen sich nach unserem Erkenntnifs
richten, welches so schon besser mit der verlang-
ten Moglichkeit einer Erkenntnifs derselben a
priori zusammenstimmt, die tiber Gegenstdande,
ehe sie uns gegeben werden, etwas festsetzen
soll. Es ist hiemit eben so, als mit den ersten Ge-
danken des Copernicus bewandt, der, nachdem
es mit der Erklarung der Himmelsbewegun-
gen nicht gut fort wollte, wenn er annahm, das
ganze Sternheer drehe sich um den Zuschauer,
versuchte, ob es nicht besser gelingen mochte,
wenn er den Zuschauer sich drehen und dage-
gen die Sterne in Ruhe liefs (KrV, B XVI).

Kant nimmt damit in der Vorrede der Kritik
der reinen Vernunft auf Kopernikus’ De revoluti-
onibus orbium coelestium libri von 1543 Bezug, in
dem dieser die Auffassung vertritt, dass nicht
die Erde, sondern die Sonne im Mittelpunkt des
Planetensystems steht und die Erde einer der
um die Sonne kreisenden Planeten ist. Kant re-
kurriert dabei allerdings explizit auf die ,ersten
Gedanken” (KrV, B XVI)"' des Kopernikus, nach
denen dieser — der Analogie folgend — die Ster-
ne (z. B. die Sonne) in Ruhe gelassen und die Be-
wegung in der Erde lokalisiert habe: Die Bewe-
gung des Sternheeres wird demnach auf die
Bewegung der Zuschauerin bzw. des Zuschau-
ers zurtickgefiihrt. Obwohl sich also die Sonne
dem Augenschein nach bewegt, steht sie doch
still und obwohl die Betrachtenden dem Augen-
schein nach stillstehen, drehen sie sich doch auf-

' In der von F. Hartknoch herausgegebenen Kritik der
reinen Vernunft von 1781 heifit es ,,den ersten Gedan-
ken”. B. Erdmann revidiert diese Formulierung allerd-
ings 1878 in seiner Ausgabe der Kritik der reinen Vernunft
zu ,,dem ersten Gedanken”. Fiir eine detaillierte Analyse
hierzu siehe Schonecker, Schulting und Strobach (2011,
S. 502-505). Hier wird dem Wortlaut der Akademieaus-
gabe gefolgt.



v3-3a BpamleHs 3emsn. [lepponadasibHas MBICIIb
KorniepHuka cocTouT B TOM, UTO acTPOHOMMYECKN
MOXXHO OOHapy>KMUTb TOJIBKO TO JIBVDKEHVe 3Be3f,
KOTOpOe IIpOM3BOAMTCSA HaOIomaTesieM Or1aro-
mapsi cooctBeHHOMY nBvokeHMIo. Tak KomepHuk
BIIVIChIBaeT B e[IVHYIO IVIaHeTHYIO CUCTeMY JIBOVI-
CTBEHHOCTH COOCTBEHHOTO VI Uy KOTO JIBVIKEHIS .
Cdopmynuposannas KaHtom «rumoresa»
(B 22; Kanr, 20064, c. 75—77) B «KpnuTnke ancToro
pasyMa» MO aHaJIOTMV C IIepBOHAYaJIbHBIMV MBbIC-
nammn KomepHuka HNpuInceIBaeT K TOMY Xe pa-
3yMy [OBOVICTBEHHOCTb (MEXy SIBJIEHVSIMU W1 Be-
IIfaMy caMVMM 110 ceDe), 13 KOTOpOVl BHYTPUCH-
CTEeMHO BO3HMKaeT AuddepeHIInalyid MO3HAHMS
u mpocroro wmbiieHus (B XXV Kant, 2006a,
c. 27—29). I'lo anasormm c Metomom KomepHuka
«KpuTnka umcToro pasyma» 3aHMMaeTcsl, CJIeo-
BaTeJIbHO, He CTOJIBKO «IIpeIMeTaM, CKOJIIBKO BVI-
JlaMy Halllero nosHaHus mpeameTos» (B 25; KanT,
2006a, c. 79) — >5TO HO3BOJISIET, B CBOIO OuYeperb,
YCTaHOBUTH allpUOpPHBIe YCJIOBUS JJId ITO3HaAHMS
KOHKPETHBIX IIPeIMEeTOB ¥ HOCTUYb TEM CaMbIM
arnoAVKTIYEeCKO JIOCTOBEPHOCTL.

3.2. Ilpeomem 3a 3epKaavHOil
noBepxHOCmMbI0, UAU O 2eAUOUEHINPUIME

BocripuasaToe KanTowm mipenronoxeHue o IIpe-
VIMyIIECTBEHHOM JBVDKeHUM 3eMJIM 110 OTHOIIe-
HUIO K JBVDKEHVIO VIHBIX TeJI IIPUBOAUT K TOMY,
uTO HabJIIO/IaTes b yoKe He MOXeT 3aHMMaThb Oesyc-
JIOBHYIO TOUKY 3peHMsl B CO3epliaHMM IIPUPOJIbL.
C stum daxrtom KanT cumraercss B «IpaHciieH-
JleHTaJIbHOV aHaJINTIKe», pa3BuBasi BOIIPOC O BO3-
MOXXHOCTV €CTeCTBO3HaHMsI MCXOs He OT Oesyc-
j0BHOVI ToUKM 3peHus (0T CoHIla), a TOJIBKO OT

2B sToM cMblciie «[IpenyciioBrie KO BTOPOMY M3HaHMIO»
VIHTEePIIPETUPYEeTCs He B TepMEHEBTIYeCKOM IIPOYTEHIVL,
T7le Ha ITePBbIV IUIaH BBICTYIIaeT IIpobsieMa CBOOOLIBI 11 He-
00XOIMMOCTH, M He VCKITIOYNTEIBHO C TOYKIM 3pEHNS Te-
OpWVL IO3HAHV Ha OCHOBE pa3jINyeHVIs SIBJIEHIS U Bl
camont o cebe wim ke cyObeKTa M 00BbeKTa, a CKopee
B Hay4YHO-TEOPETIMUYECKOM 1 Hay4YHO-METOHOIOrMYeCKOM
wiaHe. O0 5TOM pasfesleHIM ¥ COOTBETCTBYIOIINX KOH-
KpeTHBIX Toukax 3peHns cM.: (Lemanski, 2016, S. 453).
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grund der Erdrotation. Der erste Gedanke des
Kopernikus besteht demnach darin, dass nur
diejenige Bewegung der Sterne astronomisch
erkannt werden kann, die von der Betrachterin
bzw. vom Betrachter durch Eigenbewegung er-
zeugt wird. Damit schreibt Kopernikus in ein
einheitliches Planetensystem eine Dualitdt von
Eigen- und Fremdbewegung ein."?

Die von Kant in Analogie zu den ersten Ge-
danken des Kopernikus versuchte , Hypothese”
(KrV, B 22) der Kritik der reinen Vernunft schreibt
parallel dazu in die Vernunft eine Dualitat
ein — jene zwischen Erscheinungen und Din-
gen an sich — aus der systemintern die Differen-
zierung von Erkennen und bloflem Denken (KrV,
B XXVI) entsteht. In Analogie zur Methode des
Kopernikus handelt die Kritik der reinen Vernunft
demnach nicht von ,Gegenstdnden, sondern [...]
unserer Erkenntnisart von Gegenstanden” (KrV,
B 25) — diese erlaube es wiederum, apriorische
Bedingungen vor der Erkenntnis konkreter Ge-
genstdnde festzulegen und dadurch apodikti-
sche Gewissheit zu erlangen.

3.2. Der Gegenstand hinter
der Spiegelfliche oder die Heliozentrik

Die von Kant rezipierte Annahme der Ei-
genbewegung der Erde vor der Fremdbewe-
gung fuhrt dazu, dass die Beobachterin bzw.
der Beobachter nicht mehr einen unbedingten
Standpunkt in der Naturbetrachtung einneh-
men kann. Diesem Faktum trdgt Kant in der
,Iranszendentalen Analytik” Rechnung, indem
er die Frage nach der Moglichkeit von Naturwis-
senschaft nicht ausgehend von einem unbeding-

2 In diesem Sinne wird die B-Vorrede weder in einer
hermeneutischen Lesart interpretiert, in der das Prob-
lempaar Freiheit und Notwendigkeit im Vordergrund
steht, noch ausschliefllich erkenntnistheoretisch an-
hand der Unterscheidung von Erscheinung und Ding
an sich bzw. Subjekt und Objekt, sondern vielmehr wis-
senschaftstheoretisch bzw. -methodologisch. Zu dieser
Gliederung und den jeweiligen konkreten Positionen
dazu siehe Lemanski (2016, S. 453).
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o0yciIoBJIeHHO TOukKM 3peHms (oT 3ewsin). Ha
3TOVI OCHOBE OCYIIIECTBIIEHHBIVI KOIIePHVKAHCKT
ITOBOPOT B CIIOCOOE MBIIIIEHVIS, KOHEYHO, TI03BO-
JIseT aIllPVOPHO OIIpeNeINTh IIpeIMeThl IT03Ha-
HMSL — II0 VIX BO3MOXXHOCTY, a HayKy OODOCHOBAaTh
KaK HayKy B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICITE, TO €CTh C arlo-
IOVIKTYeCKOVI JJOCTOBEPHOCTBIO.

XOTsl pasyM ¢ ODJISIZAKONM Ha OOJIacTh BO3MOX-
HOTO OIIbITa He MOXET 3aHATh TOUKY 3peHms Oe3-
YCJIOBHOTO, OHa €My Bce e 340aHa: TaK Kak siBJIe-
HVSI COCTaBJISIIOT TOJIBKO SMITMPUYecKVe CHUHTe-
3Bl V1 TIOTOMY JIaHBI TOJIBKO B OOJIaCTV BO3MOXKHO-
TO OIIBITa, 3TO IPUBOAUT K TOMY, UTO C OOYCJIOB-
JIEHHBIM He JJaH OJTHOBPEMEHHO CHHTe3 SMIIVPU-
YeCKMX YCJIOBUVI, a JIUIIb TOJIBKO 3a/IaH. I'To sTomit
NpUYMHe He BCce YCJIOBMA (KaK aOcoJIIOTHas To-
TaJIBHOCTB PSJIOB) y>Ke JJaHbI C OOyCJIOBJIEHHBIM,
a TOJIBKO 3a/JaHBI KaK «perpecc B psiIy BceX YCIIo-
BuT» (A 498 / B 526; Kant, 2006a, c. 657).

DTa 3a0aHHOCMb, B CBOIO OdYepeb, OTKpBIBa-
€T BO3MOXKHOCTB BKJIIOUeHUs 0e3yCJIOBHOTO B VIC-
CJlefioBaHVe IIPVIPOABI B XOfe «TMIIOTETIIEeCKO-
ro ynorpebienus pasyma» (A 647 / B 675; Kanr,
2006a, c. 829) B dopme cOOCTBEHHOV 3aKOHOMEP-
HocTn. B dpopme «xak OyaTo» Ipm 3TOM JIej1aeT-
Csl 3aKJIIOUeHMe II0 HeCKOJIBKMM OCOOBIM CiTyda-
SIM B 00JIaCTM BO3MOXKHOI'O OIIBITa OO0 OOIITHOCTM
IpaBula ¥ 3 HEero CHOBa 000 Bcex ciIydasx, Jaxe
O TeX, KOTOpble He JIaHBbI B 00JIaCTV BO3MOXKHOTO
ombiTa (Tam xe). Takum oOpa3oM, Ha OCHOBe KO-
ITEPHMKAHCKOTO ITOBOPOTa B CIIOCOOE MBIIIITIEHVIS
TUTIOTETIYECKN, VICXO/IS M3 CO3/IaBaeMbIX OCHOBO-
TIOJIOKEHMSIMYL PacCyAKa IIPeIMeTOB, 3aKJTI0YaeT-
cs1 K 6e3yCIIOBHOMY, UTOOBI, ICXOMs U3 HETro, 3aHO-
BO OIlpeiesINTh JaHHbBIe ciTydan. «PasyM mpemrio-
JlaTaeT PacCyIOYHble IIO3HAHWS, IIPVIMeHseMble
IIpeXIie BCero K OMBITY, VI UITIeT B HUX eIUHCTBO
COIVIaCHO MIesM, Mylllee TOpasIo JaJiblile TOro,
YTO MOXET JOCTaBUTH OIIBIT» (A 662 / B 690; KaHT,
20064, c. 847). TakuM oOpa3oM, yros 3peHUs OT
CorHila, ocTaBasich B paMKax mmpuMepa Kanra n3
«AHTVHOMMM YVCTOTO pasyMa», U ero cremudn-
JecKas TOYKa 3peHVsl, OTIMYAOIAsICS OT 3€MHOTA,
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ten Standpunkt (der Sonne), sondern nur von
einem bedingten Standpunkt (der Erde) entwi-
ckelt. Die auf dieser Basis vollzogene kopernika-
nische Wende der Denkungsart ermdoglicht es al-
lerdings, die Gegenstdnde der Erkenntnis — ih-
rer Moglichkeit nach — a priori zu bestimmen
und Wissenschaft als eigentliche Wissenschaft,
d. i. mit apodiktischer Gewissheit, zu etablieren.

Obwohl die Vernunft mit Blick auf das Feld
moglicher Erfahrung nicht den Standpunkt des
Unbedingten einnehmen konne, sei ihr dieser
aber doch aufgegeben: Da die Erscheinungen nur
empirische Synthesen bilden und daher nur im
Felde moglicher Erfahrung gegeben seien, habe
dies zur Konsequenz, dass mit dem Bedingten
nicht gleich die Synthesis der empirischen Be-
dingungen mitgegeben, sondern blof3 aufgege-
ben sei. Aus diesem Grund seien nicht alle Be-
dingungen (als absolute Totalitit der Reihen)
schon mit dem Bedingten mitgegeben, sondern
nur als ,Regressus in der Reihe aller Bedingun-
gen [...] aufgegeben” (KrV, A 498 / B 526).

Dieses Aufgegebensein ertffnet wiederum die
Moglichkeit, das Unbedingte im Zuge des ,hy-
pothetischen Gebrauchs der Vernunft” (KrV,
A 647 / B 675) in Form einer eigenen Gesetz-
maéfigkeit in die Naturforschung zu integrieren.
In Form eines Als-Ob wird dabei von mehreren
besonderen Féllen im Feld moglicher Erfahrung
auf die Allgemeinheit der Regel und aus dieser
wieder auf alle Félle, auch jene, die nicht im Feld
moglicher Erfahrung gegeben sind, geschlossen
(ebd.). Damit wird auf der Basis der kopernika-
nischen Wende der Denkungsart hypothetisch
tiber die durch die Grundsitze des Verstandes
konstituierten = Gegenstdnde hinausgehend
auf ein Unbedingtes geschlossen, um von dort
aus die gegebenen Félle erneut zu bestimmen.
~Die Vernunft setzt die Verstandeserkenntnisse
voraus, die zunéchst auf Erfahrung angewandt
werden, und sucht ihre Einheit nach Ideen, die
viel weiter geht als Erfahrung reichen kann”
(KrV, A 662 / B 690). In dieser Weise wird die Per-



B KPUTWYeCKOV (popMe MHTeTpUPYIOTCS B TPaHC-
1IeH IeHTaJIbHYI0 dpriocoduio (B CMbICTIe Mieallb-
HOVI MHTepIIpeTarnm).

s vicciienoBaHWUI TIPUPOABI 3a IperesiaMu
KOHCTUTYTUBHBIX JIEVICTBUM pacCyjiKa 3TOT yTOJI
3peHMs BaKeH [JIsl TOT0, YTOObI yUMTHIBATh Hayd-
Hble PYKOBOJISIIMe TIPVHIINIIBL ¥ VICTOPMYEeCKUT
IIpOrpecc, CBSI3aHHBIN C M3MEeHeHVeM 3TUX IIPVH-
1uIos. VI mevicTBUTeIbHO, MOCTIe IIpUMepa, Ipu-
BefIeHHOTO B «[ IpustoXkeHNN K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
HOVI IVaJieKTrKe», KaHT mcnornb3oBait 1 paspabo-
TaHHYIO TaM CUCTeMaTWKy, I KOHKPeTHBIV IIpu-
Mep aCTPOHOMMM VI TEOPU ABVKEHNS B HECKOJIb-
K1X paboTax 1o ¢pvtocodpum uctopmm®.

Takum oOpasom, B «/mee BceoOrert mcTo-
PUIL...» ellle 10 KOHKPETHOrO pasBUTUSA OeBamu
pyKk0B00suUX NPUHLYUNO0B TOBOPUTCS CIIeAyIOIIee:

ITocMOTpMM, yIacTcs JIV HaM HaWIT Iy TEBO-
HYIO HUTH TSI TAKOV VICTOPUW, VI IIPEJOCTaBUM
3aTeM IIPUpPOJie IIPOU3BECTH UeJI0BeKa, KOTOPHIN
ObUT OBl B COCTOSIHMM €e COUYMHUTH. Berp mopo-
mwia xe oHa Keruiepa, HeoxnmaHHBIM 00pazoM
ITOJTYMHMBIIIETO SKCIIEHTPUYECKre OpONTHI IUIa-
HET OIIpe/ieJIeHHBIM 3aKOHaM, a Takke HpioToHa,
OOBSICHUBIIIETO STU 3aKOHBI BCEOOIIET €CTeCTBeH-
Hom npuumHON (AA 08, S. 18; KanT, 19948, c. 83).

MaTepec KaHTa mpm >TOM He OTHOCUTCS
K VICTOPMKO-HAyYHOVI MeTOHOJIOTMW VIV W3JIO-
XeHMio (pakToB. Ero menp — cosmaHue «iyTe-
BoH [ovi] HUT [M] a priori» (AA 08, S. 30; Kanr,
19948, c. 121), KoTOpas IOJDKHA PelInTh [IBe 3a1a-
uy. C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, OHa JIOJDKHA JaTh KpuTe-
pum BEIOOPa, «dTOOBI C TIOMOIIIBIO Pa3yMa IiesIeco-

B KaaT mnddepeHimpyer cBoo GmIocodpuio MCTOPUN
KaK B TEOpeTVYeCKOM IUIaHe, B YacTHOCTU B «llgee Bce-
oO1iert MCTOpUM BO BCEMVPHO-IPaKIaHCKOM IUIaHe»
n B §82—84 «KpuTukm CriocOOHOCTM CYXXIeHMs», TaK
7 B IIPaKTIYIECKOM, B 9aCTHOCTY B paboTe «O mOropopke:
Moxet ObITh, 5TO ¥ BEPHO B TEOPW, HO HE TOITCS JII
IpaKTHKM» U B TpakTaTe «K Bearomy mupy» (Kleingeld,
1995, S. 11—12; Brandt, 2003, S. 125—126). IIpomexy-
TOYHOE IIOJIOKEHVE IIPY 3TOM 3aHMMaeT BTOPOV pas-
nen «Criopa daxyimbreToB». O KaHTOBCKOM pvtocodmm
ncropum cM. Take: (Angehrn, 2004; Sturm, 2009, S. 354 —
363; Yovel, 1989).
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spektive der Sonne — um im Beispiel Kants aus
der ,, Antinomie der reinen Vernunft” zu blei-
ben — und ihr spezifischer von der Erde unter-
schiedener Standpunkt in einer kritischen Form
in die Transzendentalphilosophie integriert (im
Sinne der ideellen Interpretation).

Diese Perspektive ist fuir die Naturforschung
tiber die Konstitutionshandlungen des Verstan-
des hinausgehend wichtig, um wissenschaftli-
che Leitprinzipien und den an den Wandel die-
ser Prinzipien gebundenen historischen Fort-
schritt miteinzubeziehen. Und tatsdchlich hat
Kant im Anschluss an das Beispiel im ,,Anhang
zur transzendentalen Dialektik” sowohl die dort
entwickelte Systematik als auch das konkrete
Beispiel der Astronomie und Bewegungslehre
im Rahmen mehrerer Arbeiten zur Philosophie
der Geschichte aufgegriffen."

So heifst es in der Idee zu einer allgemeinen Ge-
schichte noch vor der konkreten Entwicklung der
neun Leitsitze wie folgt:

Wir wollen sehen, ob es uns gelingen werde,
einen Leitfaden zu einer solchen Geschichte zu
finden, und wollen es dann der Natur iiberlas-
sen, den Mann hervorzubringen, der im Stande
ist, sie darnach abzufassen. So brachte sie einen
Kepler hervor, der die eccentrischen Bahnen der
Planeten auf eine unerwartete Weise bestimm-
ten Gesetzen unterwarf, und einen Newton, der
diese Gesetze aus einer allgemeinen Naturursa-
che erkldrte (InG, AA 08, S. 18).

Kants Interesse gilt dabei nicht der geschichts-
wissenschaftlichen Methodik oder der Darstel-
lung von Fakten. Sein Ziel ist vielmehr die Gene-

B Kant differenziert seine Philosophie der Geschichte
sowohl in theoretischer Hinsicht — insbesondere in der
Idee zu einer allgemeinen Geschichte in weltbiirgerlicher Ab-
sicht und den 8§ 82-84 der Kritik der Urteilskraft — als
auch in praktischer Hinsicht — insbesondere im Gemein-
spruch: Das mag in der Theorie richtig sein, taugt aber nicht

fiir die Praxis und Zum ewigen Frieden (Kleingeld, 1995,

S. 11-12; Brandt, 2003, S. 125-126). Eine Zwischenstel-
lung nimmt dabei der Zweite Abschnitt des Streits der
Fakultiten ein. Zu Kants Philosophie der Geschichte sie-
he u. a. Angehrn (2004, S. 328-351); Sturm (2009, S. 354-
363); Yovel (1989).
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00pa3HO MCIIOJIb30BaTh 3TY MacCy MCTOPUYECKOro
3HaHWs, TPy3 cCOTHM BepOmonos» (AA 07, S. 227;
KanT, 1994a, c. 257), mockosibKy mcTopvorpadmis
MHaJe 3a7J0XHYJIach ObI B «Tpy3e mcropum» (AA
08, S. 30; KanT, 19948, c. 121). C gpyrovi CTOpOHBI,
KaHT nmpu sTOM HamepeBaeTcsl 3TOV 1Ty TeBOHON
HUTBIO OTKPBITh «3aKOHOMepHBIVI Xxom» (AA 08,
S. 17, Kant, 19948, c. 81), 4TO0OBI OOHAPYXUTB, I1ie
OynmeT BUIHO «HEM3MEHHO IIOCTyIIaTeJIbHOe, XOTs
Y MefJIeHHOe, Pas3BUTHe... IlepBOHAYaJIbHBIX 3a-
natkoB» (AA 08, S. 17, KanT, 19948, c. 81) geroBe-
yeckoro poza. B dpumocodun ncropum peus mper,
CJleZloBaTesIbHO, O PeryJISITUBHBIX MesIX, KOTOpble
CJIy’KaT HaM «I1yTeBOIHOV HUTBIO, IIO3BOJISIONIEN
IIPEICTaBUTh OECIIOPSIOUHBIN arperar dejiopede-
CKVIX JIEVICTBWVI, II0 MEHBIIIEVI Mepe, B IIeJIOM KakK
cuctemy» (AA 08, S. 29; Kanr, 19948, c. 117). IToa-
ToMy B «/ee BceoOliert McTOpum» B JyXe IMUIIO-
Te3bl KonepHrka KaHT BbICKa3bIBaeTCs O «IIOIIBIT-
ke» (AA 08, S. 18, 29, 30, 31; KanTt, 19948, c. 83—
85, 117—121) v o «Bbibope» (AA 08, S. 30; KaHnr,
19948, c. 121) «ocobovi TOUKM 3peHns Ha Mup» (AA
08, S. 30; KanTt, 19948, c. 121). Tem cambIM OH fei1a-
€T aCTPOHOMMIO ITapa/iirMoVi, Ha KOTOPYIO OJIK-
Ha OpMEeHTMPOBaThcs prytocodris cTopmm™

B «Criope dakysipreToB», BO30OHOBIISS Mapail-
JIesIb MeXJy VICTOpUeVt 1 ABVDKeHVeM IUIaHeT, To-
BOPUTCS CIlefyIoIlee:

Ho, moxet ObITh, M Hallla HeBepHO M30paH-
Hasl TOYKa 3peHMs, C KOTOPOV Mbl CMOTPUM Ha
XOJ], YeJIOBEYECKIX [1eJI, OTUACTN SIBJIIETCS IIPU-
YVIHOVI TOT'O, UTO IIOCIIEAHII KaXKeTCsl HaM CTOJIb
HepasyMHbIM. [D1aHeTrl, ecyim HaOIOmaTh 3a
HIMUMM ¢ 3eMJIN, TO ABVDKYTCA Hasall, TO [IOKOSTCS,
TO IepeMelaioTcs Brepern. Eciam ke M3MeHUTH
TOYKY 3peHMs M HaOmromaTh 3a HyuMmuM ¢ ComH-
114, Y9TO JOCTYIIHO TOJIBKO PasyMy, TO OKaXKeT-
CsI, UTO OHM IIOCTOSIHHO PABHOMEPHO JIBVDKYTCS
B cooTBeTcTBUM C KOIIEpHMKOBOV IMIIOTE3O0M.

4 CpasbiBast acTpoHOMIIO 1 prutocoduro rcropnn, Kaut
CJIemyeT 3a Tpamuier], KOTopas WM3BeCTHa eMy B OCO-
6ennoctu 6aronaps JK.JLJI. me Broddony, paccyxmas-
IIIeMy, B CBOIO ouepenb, 00 3mmreHesnce 4eyioBevYecTBa
B Hapawienn ¢ acrporomuent (Dougherty, 1990, S. 261;
Brandt, 2007, S. 190; Motta, 2015, S. 470 —471).
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rierung eines , Leitfaden[s] a priori” (InG, AA 08,
S. 30), der zwei Aufgaben zu erfiillen hat: Er sol-
le einerseits Auswahlkriterien geben, ,um diese
Menge des historischen Wissens, die Fracht von
hundert Kameelen, durch die Vernunft zweck-
maéfiig zu benutzen” (Anth, AA 07, S. 227), da die
Historiographie ansonsten unter der ,Last der
Geschichte” (InG, AA 08, S. 30) ersticke. Ande-
rerseits beabsichtigt Kant mit diesem Leitfaden
einen ,regelmifsigen Gang” (InG, AA 08, S. 17)
zu entdecken, an dem die ,stetig fortgehende,
obgleich langsame Entwicklung der urspriingli-
chen Anlage” (ebd.) der menschlichen Gattung
sichtbar wird. Die Philosophie der Geschich-
te handelt daher von regulativen Ideen, die uns
»,zum Leitfaden dienen, ein sonst planloses Ag-
gregat menschlicher Handlungen wenigstens im
Grofien als ein System darzustellen” (InG, AA 08,
S. 29). Im Sinne der kopernikanischen Hypothe-
se spricht Kant daher in der Idee zu einer allgemei-
nen Geschichte von einem ,Versuch” (IaG, AA 08,
S. 18, 29, 30, 31) bzw. vom ,Wahlen” (laG, AA 08,
S. 30) eines , besonderen Gesichtspunktfes] der
Weltbetrachtung” (ebd.). Damit macht er die As-
tronomie zum Paradigma, an dem sich die Philo-
sophie der Geschichte zu orientieren habe."

Im Streit der Fakultiten heifst es, diese Paralle-
le zwischen Geschichte und Planetenbewegung
wieder aufnehmend, wie folgt:

Vielleicht liegt es auch an unserer unrecht
genommenen Wahl des Standpunkts, aus dem
wir den Lauf menschlicher Dinge ansehen,
daf3 dieser uns so widersinnisch scheint. Die
Planeten, von der Erde aus gesehen, sind bald
riickgangig, bald stillstehend, bald fortgangig.
Den Standpunkt aber von der Sonne aus ge-
nommen, welches nur die Vernunft thun kann,
gehen sie nach der Kopernikanischen Hypothe-
se bestdndig ihren regelmafsigen Gang fort. Es

4 Mit dieser Verbindung von Astronomie und Philoso-
phie der Geschichte folgt Kant einer Tradition, wie er sie
insbesondere iiber G.-L. L. de Buffon kennt, der eben-
falls die Epigenese der Menschheit in einer Parallele
zur Astronomie denkt (Dougherty, 1990, S. 261; Brandt,
2007, S. 190; Motta, 2015, S. 470-471).



Brpouem, HEKOTOpEBIe B I1€JIOM HEIJIyIIble JIIOMN
CKJIOHHBI YIIOPHO HacTaVBaTh Ha CBOeM OObsc-
HEeHWM SIBJIEHUT M Ha OJTHAXKIbI MU M30paHHOM
TOYKe 3peHWsI, XOTs ObI TPV TOM OHU VI BITafaIn
B THMXOBBI IIMKJIBI ¥ SOUIIMKITBL Y TOXOMVUIN 10
Hersertocreri. Ho B ToM-T0 11 Gea, 4To MBI HEe MO-
KeM CTaTh Ha TOUKY 3peHMs, C KOTOPOV BO3MOX-
HO IIpenBuIeHvie cBOOOIHBIX TTOCTYyIKOB (AA 07,
S. 83; Kanr, 1999, c. 196 —198).

Llenbio dustocodpmmt mcTopmm SIBIISIETCS, CIle-
ZIOBaTEJIBHO, TIOVICK ITOPSI/IKA B CTPYKTYPE, TO €CTh
TIepCITeKTMBBI, VICXOMS M3 KOTOPOW MCTOPUS pac-
cMaTpuBaeTcsl OocMbIcileHHee. [Ipym 3TOM cocros-
HVe, B KOTOPOM HaxOOUTCS «XOfI, YeJIOBeYeCKMX
nem» (AA 07, S. 83; Kant, 1999, c. 196),— Taxoe xe,
KaK y ABVDKEHMS IUIaHeT: eciiv «HaOJIomarh 3a
HyMM ¢ 3emi» (AA 07, S. 83; KanT, 1999, c. 196),
X OBVDKEHME KaKeTcs MCK/IIOUMTEILHO XaoTid-
HBIM, OHU «TO IBVDKYTCS Hazall, TO IIOKOSTCH, TO
HepeMeltiaroTcs Brepern» (AA 07, S. 83; Kant, 1999,
c. 196). Eciii, HampoTwB, «HabIogaTh 3a HUMU
¢ Comxna» (AA 07, S. 83; Kant, 1999, c. 196), oan
IIBVDKYTCSI, B COOTBeTCTBUM ¢ KomepHMKOBOV I'i-
TI0Te301, TIOCTOSTHHO paBHOMepHO. CrreoBaresib-
HO, ITpaBVJTbHAS TIePCIIEKTVIBA MOXKeT CHCTEMAT-
3UpoBaTh B KadecTBe 11eJ1IeCO00pasHOro 1 He4TO
TaKoe, YTO KaXKeTCs BPe[ITHbIM, KaK, HalIpuMep, BO-
VIHA Y CIIOp.

Taxmm obOpasom, KaHT paspabarsiBaer mcTO-
pUIO dYerioBeYecTBa HA OCHOBE PeTYIISTUBHBIX
IIPVHIINIIOB ¥ CO CCBUJIKOVI Ha aCTPOHOMMIO U Te-
oputo ABvkeHUs Kak B «Criope (aKyJIbTeTOB»,
Tak 1 B «/lgee BceoOIer MCTOPUM BO BCEMUP-
HO-TPa’KIaHCKOM IulaHe». Eciu B «[Ipmioxenvn
K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHON [MajleKTKe» OH HaMe-
yaeT TPpaHClLIeH/IeHTaJIbHOJIOTMYeCKyI0 CTPYKTY-
Py 3TOrO PeryIsiTMBHOIO YHOTpeOsIeHMs pasyMa,
TO B «Vee BceoOIIIel MCTOPUM...» OH ee M3JIara-
er. B «Cnope daxysbsreroB» KanT BHOBb 00Opa-
IIfaeTcs K 3TOV CTPYKTYpe, HO IPUXOOUT K OTPU-
1arorent prIocodro MCTOPUNM HO3UIINM, KOTAa
yTBepkaaeT: «Ho B ToM-TO 11 Oefia, UTO MBI HE MO-
JKeM CTaThb Ha TOYKY 3peHMsl, C KOTOPOW BO3MOX-
HO IIpefBUIeHVe CBOOOIHBIX IIOCTYIIKOB» (AA
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gefdllt aber einigen sonst nicht Unweisen, steif
auf ihrer Erklarungsart der Erscheinungen und
dem Standpunkte zu beharren, den sie einmal
genommen haben: sollten sie sich dartiber auch
in Tychonische Cyklen und Epicyklen bis zur
Ungereimtheit verwickeln. — Aber das ist eben
das Ungliick, daf wir uns in diesen Standpunkt,
wenn es die Vorhersagung freier Handlungen
angeht, zu versetzen nicht vermogend sind (SF,
AA07,S. 83).

Das Ziel einer Philosophie der Geschichte ist
demnach die Suche nach einer Ordnungsstruk-
tur, d. i. nach einer Perspektive, aus der die Ge-
schichte sinnvollerweise betrachtet werden
kann. Dabei sei es um den ,Lauf menschlicher
Dinge” (SF, AA 07, S. 83) ebenso bestellt wie um
die Bewegung der Planeten: Werden letztere von
der ,Erde aus gesehen” (SF, AA 07, S. 83), scheint
deren Bewegung lediglich chaotisch — ,bald
riickgangig, bald stillstehend, bald fortgangig”
(SE, AA 07, S. 83). Werde dagegen der ,Stand-
punkt [...] von der Sonne aus genommen” (SE,
AA 07, S. 83), gehen sie, der kopernikanischen
Hypothese folgend, bestandig ihren regelmaf3i-
gen Gang. Die richtige Perspektive konne also
auch das scheinbar Zweckwidrige wie den Krieg
und den Streit als zweckmaflig einordnen.

Kant entwickelt demnach sowohl im Streit der
Fakultiten als auch in der Idee zu einer allgemeinen
Geschichte in weltbiirgerlicher Absicht die Mensch-
heitsgeschichte anhand regulativer Prinzipi-
en und mit Bezug auf die Astronomie und Be-
wegungslehre. Wahrend er im ,Anhang zur
transzendentalen Dialektik” die transzendental-
logische Struktur dieses regulativen Vernunft-
gebrauchs skizziert, fithrt er diese in der Idee zu
einer allgemeinen Geschichte aus. Im Streit der Fa-
kultiten greift Kant diese Struktur wieder auf,
kommt aber zu einer die Philosophie der Ge-
schichte negierenden Position, wenn es heifst:
,Aber das ist eben das Ungliick, das wir uns in
diesen Standpunkt, wenn es die Vorhersagung
freier Handlungen angeht, zu versetzen nicht
vermogend sind” (SF, AA 07, S. 83). Wenn es
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07, S. 83; Kanr, 1999, c. 198). Ecyim Gb1 ObUTO BO3-
MOXKHO IIOCTaBUTH ce0si B TOUKY 3peHus HaOJIro-
natensi ¢ CojHIIa, TO BceoOIast MCTOpus YesIo-
BeYecTBa Haxodyslach Obl Ieper] IIa3aMM Tak JKe,
KaK 2JUIVIITUYeCcKrie OpOUTHI ABVDKEHMS IIJTaHeT.
Opnaxo B 1798 1. aT0 Kitaccudpuumpyerca Kan-
TOM KaK IO3MIIVs, KOTOPYIO YesIoBeK He MOXeT 3a-
HATb. [lo 3TON mpuymMHe vicTopms A1 YesoBeKa
BCerTIa VICTOPWS COOBITVIL, I HE MOXeT OBITh HU-
Kakoro Kerutepa, Hukakoro KonepHika, KoTopble
paspaboTait Obl KOHTMHYYM Pa3BUTMS CBOOOIIB,
VI Take He MOXKeT ObITh HMKakoro HeloToHa, KoTo-
PBIVI BBIUMCIINIT OBl HPaBCTBEHHOE TATOTEHVE KaK
npuanHy uctopum (Brandt, 2003, S. 125).

Hecmorpss ma 31y pasnmnunyio B 1780-x u
1790-x rr. OLleHKy BOIIpoca O BO3MOXXHOCTM Pu-
socopum mcropum, HaumHasg ¢ «[IpvioxkeHvs
K TpaHCLIeHJeHTaJIbHOV AVaIeKTUKe» ¥ 3aKaH-
uyBas «CriopoMm akysIbTeToB» 0OHapyXMBaeTCs
IIpeeMCTBEeHHOCTh B IIPUHILINIINAIIBHOV CTPYKTY-
pe Takom 3aKOHOMEpPHOCTM'. DTO BO3MOXKHO VIC-
KJIFOUMTEIIBHO TPV YCJIOBUM IIPUHATIS IIepBOHa-
YJaJIbHBIX MBICIIeNt KorepHIKa: TOIIBKO eCyIn MICXO-
IIVITH 113 COOCTBEHHOTO [IBVDKEH S 3eMJIV ITO OTHO-
IIIEHNIO K IBVDKEHVIO MHBIX HeOeCHBIX TeJI, MOX-
HO TUIIOTeTUYeCKM WM 3BPUCTUYECKU CyIUThb
0 Oe3ycIIOBHOVI TOUKe 3peHVis], KOTOpas 3aTeM B Ka-
4JecTBe BTOPOTO yIla 3peHMs JelaeT BO3MOXKHOV
CUICTeMaTMUYecKyo MeTapedIIeKCIIo.

Tospko Ha ocHOBe MzeN O BpallleHuu 3emIn
KomnepHuK cMOr rumoTeTndecKyt OOBsICHUTD [IBV-
xenne 3emyin BOKpyr CojIHIIa Kak ITOCTOSTHHOE
nponospkenue. Hosas kapTHa Mupa resvoleH-
TPpU3Ma, BO3MOXKHasI OJ1arofapsi 3TOMY, B CBOIO OUe-
penp I03BOJIsieT He BITYTHIBAThCS B «IVIXOBBI IIM-
KJIBI V1 arimkITel» (AA 07, S. 83; Kant, 1999, c. 198).
Tosbko KorIa «3Be3apl HaxosATCs B rokoe» (B XVT;
Kanr, 20064, c. 19), a 3emiist MBICIIUTCS B JIBVDKe-
HUV, MOXKHO JIOKa3aTh B KPUTMUIECKON (popMe ITo-
MVIMO TIEPBOTO ABVDKEHVS 11 BTOPOe — JIBVDKEHMe
3emtnt BokpyT CorrHiza'.

> O Bompoce HeIPEepBIBHOCTI (PUIOCOPUI MCTOPUN
B «Crope dakymbreToB» cM.: (Brandt, 2003, S. 127;
Cheneval, 2002, S. 401 —402; Kleingeld, 1995, S. 10—11).

6B 5TOV CBA3M MIMEIOTCS BO3PaKeHVSI KOJUIEKTMBY aBTO-
POB, KOTOpbIe IIBITAIOTCS IIOCTaBUTh (PparMeHT Tekcra B
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moglich wire, sich in den Standpunkt der Son-
ne zu versetzen, dann lige die Gesamtgeschich-
te der Menschheit so vor Augen wie die Ellipsen-
bewegung der Planetenbahnen. Dies wird aller-
dings von Kant 1798 als eine Perspektive klas-
sifiziert, die der Mensch nicht einnehmen kann.
Aus diesem Grund ist Geschichte fiir den Men-
schen stets Ereignisgeschichte und es konne we-
der einen Kepler noch einen Kopernikus geben,
die ein Kontinuum der Freiheitsentfaltung ent-
wickeln, und auch keinen Newton, der die mo-
ralische Gravitation als Ursache der Geschichte
berechnet (Brandt, 2003, S. 125).

Trotz dieser differenten Einschdtzung in den
1780er und 1790er Jahren beztiglich der Frage
nach der Moglichkeit einer Philosophie der Ge-
schichte findet sich eine Kontinuitdt ausgehend
vom ,Anhang zur transzendentalen Dialektik”
bis hin zum Streit der Fakultiten in der prinzipi-
ellen Struktur einer solchen Gesetzmifigkeit.”
Diese ist ausschliefslich unter der Akzeptanz der
ersten Gedanken des Kopernikus moglich: Nur
wenn die Eigenbewegung der Erde der Fremd-
bewegung der Sterne vorhergeht, kann hypo-
thetisch bzw. heuristisch auf einen unbedingten
Standpunkt geschlossen werden, der dann als
zweite Perspektive eine systematische Metare-
flexion ermoglicht.

Erst auf der Basis der Erdrotation kann Ko-
pernikus hypothetisch die Bewegung der Erde
um die Sonne als bestdndigen Fortgang erkla-
ren. Das dadurch ermoglichte neue Weltbild
der Heliozentrik erlaubt es wiederum, sich aus
den Verwicklungen in , Tychonische Cyklen und
Epicyklen” (SF, AA 07, S. 83) zu befreien. Nur
wenn ,die Sterne in Ruhe” (KrV, B XVI) gelas-
sen werden und die Erde in Bewegung gedacht
wird, kann tiber die erste Bewegung hinaus in
kritischer Form eine zweite Bewegung, jene der
Erde um die Sonne, argumentiert werden.'

15 Zur Frage der Kontinuitit der Philosophie der Ges-
chichte im Streit der Fakultiten siehe Brandt (2003, S. 127),
Cheneval (2002, S. 401-402), Kleingeld (1995, S. 10-11).

1 In dieser Hinsicht wird dem Autorenkollektiv wid-



Prtocodnst UICTOPUN B TEOPETUUECKOM ITIaHe,
CJIeJIOBATEIIbHO, He SIBJISIETCSI «CePbe3HOV JI0rMa-
Trdeckon ommokor» (Yovel, 1989, p. 155)7 — cko-
pee, yroi 3penmnsi abcormorHoro (CosHIIa) Kak pe-
T'YJISSTUBHBIV IPVHINUIT Hapsay C YIJIOM 3peHus
00yci10ByIeHHOro (3emielt) I03BOJIseT YTBEPOUTH
ecTecTBO3HaHMeE KaK PaIIOHAJIbHYIO HayKy M KaK
HayKy B coOCTBeHHOM cMmbiciie. Te, 10 MHeHMIO
KaHTa, KTO CKJIOHEH «yIIOpHO HacTamBaTh Ha CBO-
eM OO'BsICHEHMVI SIBJIEHWVI VI Ha OIHA KB IMV V3~
OpanHOM Touke 3peHUs» (AA 07, S. 83; Kant, 199,
c. 198), He 0OpeTyT HOHMMaHMSI, KOTOPOE BO3MOX-
Ho Oytaropapsi runorese Korepauxa.

4. Pe3rome 1 nnepcrieKTUBBI

OrrasikuBasgch OT IlepBOHAYaJIBHOVI MBICIIV
Konieprmka, To ecTb OT COOCTBEHHOTO [IBVDKEHMS
3emsIn ¥, CJIeOBaTeIbHO, OT YCTaHOBJIEHHBIX I10
aHaJIOrMM CyOBeKTUBHBIX YCJIOBUI BCETO HAIllero
onbiTa, KaHT NOJIHOCTBIO OCYIIIECTBIIET ITOBOPOT
B Crioco0e MBIITUIeHMS, He OTKa3bIBasiCh, OTHAKO,
OT IIePCIEeKTUBLI CHUCTeMAaTUYeCKO B3aVMOCBSI3M
Halero 3HaHMs. TakmMm 00pasoM, KpUTIYecKoe
MBITIJIEHVE O3HAJvaeT OCO3HaHWMe COOCTBEHHOM
TOYKM 3peHNs Ha 3eMle TIOCPeICTBOM 3aJaHHBIX
ycioBuit (PopM co3epliaHMs M IIOHSATUI paccyl-
Ka) " B TO ke BpeMsI MHTerpMpOBaHiie TUIIOTEeTH-
4yecKrM oOpa3om Toukm 3peHns oT CosHIIa U Ipu-
OOpeTeHHOVI TeM caMbIM CUCTEMaTIUeCKOVI CB3M
B caMomnoHMMaHwue. brarogapss Takomy paxypcy
CBOeVl TpaHCIleHAeHTaIbHOM duitocodpum Kant
HpesyiaraeT CUcTeMy, KPUTUYECKM ITPOTUBOIIO-
JIOKHYIO BO3pacTaroleyt pparMeHTalny 3HaHMs
VI CBSISAHHOVI C HeVI 1e30pMeHTalIvV: B HeVI COeIu-

XVI To7IbKO B KOHTEKCT TMIIOTe3bl O BpalleHUM 3eMiIn
(Schonecker, Schulting, Strobach, 2011, S. 505, 510), maxe
€CII  TEKCTOJIOTMYEeCKN OOmyMBIBaeT KOHTpapryMeH-
Thl. [TaHHBIVI aHAJIN3, VICXOIS M3 CUCTEMATUYEeCKOVI CBSI3V
MIPVIMEPOB aCTPOHOMWM B TeOpeTIdecKom drtocodmm
Kanra, paspaboTan apryMeHTHI B II0JIb3Y TOTO, YTO IIPU-
Mep B «I IpennciioBnm» OTHOCUTCS KaK K TMIIOTe3e Bpallie-
HIS 3eMJI, TaK ¥ K TeJIOIeHTPIYeCcKO TMIIOTe3e.

706 stom cM. Taxke: (Despland, 1973, p. 38; Medicus,
1902, S. 9; Weyand, 1963, S. 38).
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Die Philosophie der Geschichte in theoreti-
scher Hinsicht ist daher kein ,major dogmatic
error” (Yovel, 1989, S. 155)" — vielmehr ermog-
licht es die Perspektive des Absoluten (die Son-
ne) als ein regulatives Prinzip neben der Per-
spektive des Bedingten (die Erde), Naturwis-
senschaft als rationale und eigentliche Wissen-
schaft zu etablieren. Diejenige, so Kant, die steif
auf ,ihrer Erkldarungsart der Erscheinungen und
dem Standpunkt, den sie einmal eingenommen
haben, beharren” (SF, AA 07, S. 83), werden nicht
die Einsichten erlangen, welche die kopernika-
nische Hypothese ermoglicht.

4. Resiimee und Ausblick

Ausgehend vom ersten Gedanken des Ko-
pernikus, d. h. der Eigenbewegung der Erde
und den damit in Analogie gesetzten subjekti-
ven Bedingungen all unserer Erfahrung, voll-
zieht Kant eine Wende der Denkungsart, ohne
allerdings die Perspektive des systematischen
Zusammenhangs unseres Wissens aufzugeben.
Kritisches Denken bedeutet demnach, sich sei-
nes Standpunktes auf der Erde und den durch
diesen gegebenen Bedingungen (der Anschau-
ungsformen und der Verstandesbegriffe) be-
wusst zu sein, aber gleichzeitig in hypotheti-
scher Weise den Standpunkt der Sonne und den
dadurch gewonnenen systematischen Zusam-
menhang in das Selbstverstiandnis zu integrie-
ren. Kant offeriert mit diesen Perspektiven sei-
ner Transzendentalphilosophie ein System, das
der zunehmenden Fragmentierung des Wissens

ersprochen, das die Textpassage B XVI lediglich in den
Kontext der Erdrotationshypothese zu stellen versucht
(Schonecker, Schulting und Strobach, 2011, S. 505, 510),
wenn es auch textkritisch die Gegenargumente abwiegt.
Die vorliegende Analyse hat ausgehend vom syste-
matischen Zusammenhang der Astronomie-Beispiele in
Kants theoretischer Philosophie Argumente dafiir ent-
wickelt, dass das Beispiel in der Vorrede sowohl von
der Erdrotationshypothese als auch von der heliozen-
trischen Hypothese handelt.

7 Siehe dazu auch Despland (1973, S. 38), Medicus
(1902, S. 9), Weyand (1963, S. 38).
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HSIIOTCS [IBA SIBHO HECOBMECTVIMBIX acIleKTa: C Ofl-
HOVI CTOPOHBI, IIPUTs3aHMe Ha alloAMKTHUIecKoe
3HaHMe, a C APYror — BO3MOXXHOCTH MIMMaHEHT-
HOT'O TIOHVIMaHVS TOTO, KaK pa3palaThIBaeTCs CU-
CTeMaTM4ecKoe cosepliaHue IIpuponbl. Ilommmo
OOBEKTHOW CBSI3V MBIIIIJICHWS U KOHCTVITYTVIBHOVI
QYHKIIMM OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHUTI pacCyiaKa, MeTa-
pedpiiekcuBHas IepcrieKTiBa, Ha OCHOBE KOTOPOTI
JO/DKHO OBITh YIIOPAI0Y4eHO IO3HaHMe U VCXOAs
73 KOTOPOVI JOJDKHBI OBITH OYEBMIIHBI B3aVIMOCBSI-
31 B IIPVIPOJIe, COCTaBJISeT 1IeHTPAJIbHBIV PeryJIs-
TUB ero TpaHCleHaeHTaIbHO drstocodpum. [Tpu
3TOM OIIOCpeIOBaHHOE BIIVISIHIVE TpaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJIBHBIX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEH M pazyMa (O HOPOTHO-
ctu / criertdpmKany / HENIPepbIBHOCT) VI MIZIEN
pasyMa Ha 0OBeKTHI Mccile[IoBaHMs yKas3bIBaeT Ha
TO, YTO 3TO He IIPOCTO JIOTMIKO-IIPeIIVIChIBAIOIIIIIE,
a OOBeKTVMBHO-OIVICaTeIbHbIE ITPEIIOIIOKEH IS,
KaK IIpefIioyiaraeT 3SBPUCTIYECKM-TIparMaTide-
cKas crparerus aprymeHTarum. CieioBaTesIbHO,
C TIOMOIIIBIO IIPUHIINIIOB pasyMa, KOTOpble He sB-
JIIOTCS, OIHAKO, YCJIOBMSAMY BO3MOKHOCTM ITpe]I-
METOB, HEUTO BbICKa3bIBaeTCs O Ipupore. Takmm
obpasom, Kant mommmo «T'paHcrieHIeHTaIbHOM
aHaJINTUKI» pa3BuBaeT B «I'paHCIieHIeHTaIbHOM
IOVaJIeKTVKe» pacllVipeHHOe IIOHSTUe MpaHCleH-
deHma/bH020, 0OO3HAUAIOITee He ITPeIMeTHO-KOH-
CTVITyTVIBHbIe IIPMHLONIIBI, a B Oojlee  TOHKOM
CMBICJTE YCIIOBYISI BO3MOXKHOCTY OIIBITa, Oy1arofapsi
KOTOPBIM CTaHOBWUTCSI BO3MOXKHOVI ITPEXIIe BCETO
OpVieHTaI Vs,

DMImpryecKas HayKa, Takasi Kak aCTPOHOMMS,
II0 3TOVI IpUUMHEe BKJIIOYaeT B ceOs KaK KOHCTU-
TYTT/IBHBIG OCHOBOIIOJIOKEH A paccynKa, HallpaB-
JIeHHBIe Ha 00.1acmb 603M0KH020 onbima v odecrte-
YMBaOIIVe CBSI3b MIO3HAHMS C TIOMOIIBIO IIPUYVIH
41 CJ'Ie,I[CTBT/IV[, TaK "1 peI‘ynHTVIBHbIe OCHOBOIIOJIO-
JKeHUsI pa3yMa, HallpaB/IeHHbIe He IIPsIMO Ha 00-
JIaCTh BO3MOXKHOT'O OIIBITa, a 0OOpasyIoIiye Makcu-
Mbl uccae008anus.

Taxym obpaszoM, B TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOM -
mocodpvm KaHTa 3emsisi ocTtaeTcd HIpuBsi3aHHOV
Kk CoyHIly — 3Ta CBsi3b CO3aeT OpMeHTAIINIO, II0-
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und der damit verbundenen Orientierungslo-
sigkeit in kritischer Weise etwas entgegenzu-
stellen hat: Es werden darin zwei augenschein-
lich inkompatible Aspekte, einerseits der An-
spruch apodiktischen Wissens und andererseits
die Moglichkeit eines immanenten Verstdnd-
nisses der Entwicklung systematischer Betrach-
tung der Natur, miteinander verbunden. Uber
den Objektbezug des Denkens und die konsti-
tutive Funktion der Grundsétze des Verstandes
hinaus bildet eine metareflexive Perspektive, auf
die hin Erkenntnisse geordnet und von der aus
Zusammenhénge in der Natur deutlich werden
sollen, ein zentrales Regulativ seiner Transzen-
dentalphilosophie. Der mittelbare Einfluss der
transzendentalen Grundsdtze der Vernunft
(Homogenitdat / Spezifikation / Kontinuitét)
und der Vernunftideen auf die Objekte der For-
schung weist dabei auf, dass es sich nicht blof8
um logisch-praskriptive, sondern objektiv-de-
skriptive Annahmen handelt — wie es die heu-
ristisch-pragmatische Argumentationsstrategie
nahelegt. Durch die Vernunftprinzipien wird
folglich etwas tiber die Natur ausgesagt, ohne
dass diese aber Bedingungen der Moglichkeit
von Gegenstdnden sind. Kant entwickelt damit
neben der ,Transzendentalen Analytik” in der
,Iranszendentalen Dialektik” einen erweiterten
Begriff des Transzendentalen, der nicht gegen-
standskonstitutive Prinzipien bezeichnet, son-
dern in einem schwicheren Sinne Bedingungen
der Moglichkeit von Erfahrung, durch die aller-
erst eine Orientierung moglich wird.

Eine empirische Wissenschaft wie die Ast-
ronomie umfasst aus diesem Grund sowohl die
konstitutiven Grundsitze des Verstandes, die
auf das Feld mdglicher Erfahrung gerichtet sind
und eine Verkniipfung der Erkenntnis durch
Griinde und Folgen leisten, als auch die regu-
lativen Grundsitze der Vernunft, die nicht un-
mittelbar auf das Feld moglicher Erfahrungen

gerichtet sind, sondern Maximen des Forschens
bilden.



3BOJISieT KPUTWYECKV OIperesInTh, KyAa MbI IBU-
JKeMCsI, OTJINYUTD JIBVDKEHVEe BIIepel OT JIBVDKe-
HVS Ha3afl, a Bepx oT Hu3a. PasymeeTtcs, cBsi3b 000-
VIX OCTAeTCsI TIOCTOSTHHOV ITPO0IeMOVI MBIIIIIEHVIS
W, CJIeIOBATeILHO, COeMVMHSETCSI ¢ CuUcTeMaTiye-
CKMM Pa3BUTVEM TOIO, YeM B KOHKPETHBIX Tep-
MMHaxX MOXeT OBbITh TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHas prio-
copus. Takmm obpasom, Oraromaps crcTeMaTy-
YeCcKOMY ¥ IIOJTHOMY 11eJ1eCO00pasHOMY €IIVIHCTBY
dopMuUpyeTcs «IKoIa ¥ [1a’ke OCHOBA BO3MOXKHO-
CTV HanOOJIBIIIero yIoTpeOsIeHNsl UeJIoBeUecKOro
pasyma» (A 695 / B 723; Kanr, 20064, c. 883). Cierio-
BaTeJILHO, OHA BIIOJIHE 3aKOHHO I103BOJISIET OOOVITI
BuiMbluiAeHHbITL MUp 10eil, 9TOOBI TEM CaMBIM ellle
pa3 yBUIETh IpeaMeThl B 00JIacTyi BO3MOXKHOIO
OITHITa, a VIMEHHO TaK, KaK OHWU «JIeXaT 3a Halllei
civHOM» (A 644 / B 672, Kant, 20064, c. 827), a He
TaK, KaK OHM HaM SBJISIOTCS, KOrma «Haxoms[T]cs
repes HaIIVIMM IJ1a3aMi» (TaM ke) 71 TTO3HAIOTCSL.
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R. Meer

In Kants Transzendentalphilosophie bleibt
demnach die Erde an die Sonne gebunden —
diese Verbindung schafft Orientierung, ldsst in
kritischer Weise erkennen, wohin wir uns bewe-
gen, das Vorwérts vom Riickwarts und das Oben
vom Unten unterscheiden. Allerdings bleibt die
Verkettung beider eine stdndige Herausforde-
rung des Denkens und damit an eine systema-
tische Weiterentwicklung dessen, was Transzen-
dentalphilosophie im Konkreten sein konnte,
gebunden. Die systematische bzw. vollstandi-
ge zweckmadflige Einheit bildet demnach ,die
Schule und selbst die Grundlage der Moglich-
keit des grofiten Gebrauches der Menschenver-
nunft” (KrV, A 695 / B 723). Als solche erlaube
sie in rechtméfiiger Weise den Umweg tiber eine
fiktive Welt der Ideen, um damit die Gegenstan-
de im Feld moglicher Erfahrung noch einmal zu
sehen, und zwar so, wie sie uns ,,im Riicken lie-
gen” (KrV, A 644 / B 672) — also nicht, wie sie
uns erscheinen, wenn sie ,,uns vor Augen sind”
(ebd.) und erkannt werden.
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KAHTUMAHCKME ITOOXOObI
K PEITPOOYKIIMM YEJIOBEKA

JI. @. Muaaep'

B nocaeonue 200vt Habatodaemcs Benieck unmepeca K
Bonpocy o mom, 0o4xHbL A1 A100U Bochpousbodumscs. He-
Komopble 2060psAMm, UMo HKU3Hb CAUUKOM CYpoBa U xecno-
Ka, umobbl HABA3bIBaMb ee Hu 6 uem He noBuHHoMY UesoBe-
Kky. Ipyeue cuumatom, umo nododHvie HENPUANTHOCTU He
nodpuibarom Beaukyro u, 603M0KHO, YHUKAALHYIO YEHHOCHTD
uen0Beueckoil KusHU. B ucmopuueckom acnekme omcaexu-
Barue smux 63214008 6 Ouckyccusx mMoAbKO HAUUHACHICA.
Umo moeau Obl ckazams gpuaocogpol u umo oHu 2080puiu
0 ues0Beueckorl Ku3Hu camoil no cebe u ee yeHHoCMU, 00-
cmotionl BocnpousBodcmBa? 30ecy n04e3HO 00pamumsCs K
Kanmy, komopuiil MHO20 niicas 0 mom, npaduibHo UAU He-
npaBuAbHO C MOPAABHOT MOYUKY 3PEHUA NOCHIYNAON A100U,
PAsSMHOXAACH. S Bvi0Bueato u anasusupyo 06a ocHoBHbBIX
apeymenma: o0uH kacaemcs Bonpoca o mom, cobepuien-
Hble uAu HecobepuieHHbie 00a3anHocmu nombopcmbyrom
BocnpousBoocmBy, Opyeott — Moeym Au meseos0euteckue
uau, Hanpomub, scxamosoeuneckue Bseasdv. Kanma cna-
cmu Bocnpousboocmbo. Imu 08a apeymerma HeodX00UMbL
o1a nocmpoenus Bceeo paccyxoenus. S obHapyxubato,
umo, xoms apeymenmst Kanma npomu8 6ocnpousbodcmba
CUABHDBI, HeKOmopble U3 eeo padom, no-Budumomy, noodep-
sxubarom Bocnpousboocmbo kax 61ae0. O0Haxo ciedyem Au
npeonoaaeamy, 4mo abmop, 0axe CMpeMAUUtLCA K cucme-
MAMUMHOCMU, 004xeH 0bimb nociedobamesvhvim 6o Bcem
mbopuecmBe no xaxoomy Bonpocy, ocoberHo ecau 3mom Bo-
npoc He paccmampubaemcs HenocpedcmBenHo 8 00HoM npo-
usBederuu? 4 0eaaro 61600, umo Kanm ne 6 docmamounoil
Mepe cucmemamuyecku no00epkubas aHmuHaAmalusm Kax
00.16€ MOPAALHYIO NO3UUUIO 110 OMHOUAEHUIO K NPOHAMAAUS-
my. JIyuwuil nymo 044 coBpementvix 0ebamoB — 3mo paso-
Opambcs ¢ mott camotl Ou1eMmot, komopas nyeasa Kanma.

KatoueBote caoBa: anmunamaiusm, uesoBeueckoe
demopoxderue, Kanm, o0a3anHocmu 1o omHouleHuo x
Opyeum, 00A3aHHOCHIU 1O OMHOUWIEHUI0 K camomy cebe,
HecoBepuienHbll 0042, coBepuieHHblll 0042, SMuKa 0ermo-
POKOEH1LS, NPOHAMANUSM, T1eAC0A0RU.

! YauBepcuTeT Ammoka.

WMunms, 131029, Xapesina, Parn, CoHemnar,
Ob6pasosatenbHbiit cuti PampkiBa [asmy, yuactok Ne 2.
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KANTIAN APPROACHES TO HUMAN
REPRODUCTION: BOTH FAVOURABLE
AND UNFAVOURABLE

L. F. Miller!

Recent years have seen a surge of interest in the
question of whether humans should reproduce. Some
say human life is too punishing and cruel to impose
upon an innocent. Others hold that such harms do not
undermine the great and possibly unique value of hu-
man life. Tracing these outlooks historically in the de-
bate has barely begun. What might philosophers have
said, or what did they say, about human life itself and
its value to merit reproduction? Herein it is useful
to look to Kant, who wrote much on whether, by re-
producing, humans do wrong or right morally. Two
main arguments are put forward and assessed: one ex-
amining whether perfect or imperfect duties condone
reproduction, the other whether Kant’s teleological or,
in the opposite sense, his eschatological outlooks can
salvage reproduction. These two arguments are es-
sential for building the entire arqument. I find that,
although Kant’s arquments against reproducing are
strong, some of his writing seems to support reproduc-
tion as a good. Yet, must we assume an author, even
one who strove for systematicity, is consistent over an
entire life’s work on every issue, especially if it is not
handled directly in a single work? I conclude that Kant
does not sufficiently, systematically support anti-na-
talism as more moral than pro-natalism. It is best for
the current debate to grapple with the very dilemma
that daunted Kant.

Keywords: anti-natalism, human procreation,
Kant, duties to others, duties to oneself, imperfect duty,
perfect duty, procreation ethics, pro-natalism, teleology.
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1. Beegeume

LleHTpaIbHBIV BOITPOC 3TOVI CTAThV 3aKJTIOYaeT-
Cs1 B CJIeIYIOIIEeM: MOYKHO JIVI, OpVeHTUPYSICh Ha I1IV-
POKIIe 3TIYecKie paMKi, OCOOEHHO BOCXOSIIE K
JaBHO CYIIECTBYIOMIMM (PYIIOCOPCKUM B3IIIsIAaM,
yOenuTeIbHO YCTaHOBUTD, SIBJISIETCS JIV MOPaslb-
HBIM BOCIIPOM3BOZICTBO Kak Takosoe? [1jist adpdek-
TVBHOV pabOTHI ITO CO3JaHVIO TaKOro o0Irero 0oo-
CHOBaHMS 3TUIKV [IeTOPOXIEHWS, IO-BUIVIMOMY,
JIydllle BCero HayaTh C IPUCTAJIBHOTO paccMOTpe-
HVIL KOHKPETHBIX, JaBHO CJIOXKMBIIIVIXCS STUUECKIIX
pamok. [laHHas cTaThs oOparaeTcss K KaHTOBCKO-
My [I€OHTOJIOIMYECKOMY B3Iy Ha TO, SIBJISeTCS
JIVI BOCITPOV3BOICTBO AOITOM. 17151 Hadasia KpaTkoe
V3JI0KeHVie COBPeMEeHHBIX JIVICKYCCHTI 10 BOIpOcaM
STVIKM TIPOIOJDKEHMS Pofia JOIDKHO IIOMOYb OIlpe-
JeJIVTh IIOAXO0M, ITPVIMEHSIEMBIVI B JaHHOV CTaThe.

1.1. [Toa2uii cnop

DHCKOM, BO3MOXKHO, HanOoslee 4eTKO cpopmy-
JIMpoBajla IIVMPOKO PacIpOCTpaHEeHHOe OTHOIIIe-
HMe K 3TUKe BOCIIPOM3BOCTBA dYesloBeKa (Ans-
combe, 1989, p. 48). CTaBuTh I107] BOIIPOC MOpaIb-
HOCTb IIPOAOJDKEHMs pola CTOJIb e aOCyprmHo,
KaK CITpalllVBaTh: «3adeM IlepeBapyBaTh NIy ?»
JTromm, Kak u apyrvie POPMBI XXU3HM, IIPOCTO pas-
MHOXatoTcs. OHUM XOOAT, €IsT, PasroBapvBaioT,
HEKOTOpBIe COBEPIIIAOT IIPeCTYIIeHNs, X PoXKa-
10T. @utocodrl, B wactHocTM ITnaron B «locynap-
cTBe», Pycco B «DOmmte», KanT (cM. paboTeL, IIATH-
pyeMmsble B 3TOV cTaThe), berTam Bo «BBemennm B oc-
HOBaHMSI HPaBCTBEHHOCTV VI 3aKOHOHIATEITbCTBAY,
YorcroukpadT B pabore «B 3ammry Ipas KeH-
myEH» 1 Mot B counHeHmn «O cBobome» (1993
[1859]), yacTo momHMMAaIIM BOIPOCHI OOy4YeHMs U
BocrintaHus Aetent. lllonenraysp B xHuUre «Mmp
KaK BOJII ¥ IIpefCTaB/IeHMe» IIPOHVUK B CaMyIO
CYThb YeJIOBEUYeCKOTO HeCYacThs, IIPEeITIONIOKNB,
UTO BO3[Ep’KaHMEM MOXKHO 00OITY OeCKOHEUHBIN
LIVIKJT YeJIOBEYeCKOTr0 BOCITPOVM3BOZICTBA VI CTpaia-
Hu1s. Ho HerrpocTo HaiTii aBTOPOB, KOTOPBIe HeITo-

1. Introduction

This article’s central issue is: Can a broad
ethical framework, especially that of long-
standing philosophical outlooks, cogently es-
tablish whether it is moral or not to reproduce
tout court? For an effective effort at establish-
ing such a general grounding of procreation
ethics, it seems best to start by looking careful-
ly at a single longstanding ethical framework.
This article focuses on a Kantian deontological
perspective on whether procreation is a duty.
First, a brief summary of the pertinent current
debate on procreation ethics should help posi-

tion this article’s approach.

1.1. A Long-Developing Debate

Anscombe (1989, p. 48) may have most
clearly articulated a widespread attitude
about the ethics of humans’ reproducing.
Morally doubting procreation is as absurd as
asking “Why digest food?” Humans, like oth-
er life forms, simply reproduce. They walk,
they eat, they converse, some commit crimes,
they are born. Philosophers, notably Pla-
to in the Republic, Rousseau in Emile, Kant
(see works cited in this article), Bentham in
An Introduction to the Principles of Morals and
Legislation, Wollstonecraft in A Vindication of
the Rights of Woman with Strictures on Politi-
cal and Moral Subjects, and Mill in On Liberty
(1859), did often bring up issues of educat-
ing and upbringing children. Schopenhauer
in The World as Will and Representation pene-
trated to the very marrow of human unhap-

piness, suggesting that one can circumvent
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CpeiCTBEHHO 3aHVMMaJIVICh BOIIPOCOM O TOM, SIBJIS-
eTcsl JIV co3/TaHIe YesIoBedecKX KU3Her Mopalb-
HO HellprieMJIeMBIM. Besip, B KOHITe KOHIIOB, MOYKHO
CKa3aTh, UTO AEVICTBYIOIINI CyObeKT, VIV areHT,
cosJlaBasi HeCUaCTHYIO XI3Hb, 110 CYTH, ITPUYHS-
eT Bperl. KpoMme Toro, siBjisercs: jim cosmaHue de-
JIOBEUeCKMX XKI3HeV, KOTOpble HeCUaCTHBI JIUIIb B
He3HA4YMTeJIbHOVI CTelleH!, HellpaBUJIbHBIM, Bedb
areHT Bce ke IIPOBOLIMPYeT HeVICTBIS, BedyIye K
(HexOoTOpPBIM) HecuacTbsaMm? Kopoue rosopsi, sBiIs-
eTcsd JIM 4YeJloBeYecKoe BOCIIPOM3BOACTBO HeIlpa-
BWIBHBIM C MOpaJIbHOV TOUYKM 3peHms? MHorue
KOMMEHTATOpbl, y4acTBYIOIIVie B BO3pacTarolient
COBpEMEHHOVI MVICKYCCWV, OTHO3HAYHO OTBeYa-
IOT Ha 3TOT BOIpPoC «aa» (Shiffrin, 1999; Benatar,
2006). MHorme rosopsT «HeT» (Anscombe, 1989), B
TO BpeMsl Kak Apyrue koseomorcs (Overall, 2012;
Conly, 2016; Weinberg, 2016).

TpyaHo TouHO ompernenTh, KOI7la HavdayIvch
3TV coBpeMeHHBble nebaThl. MasbTy3naHCKme IIo-
HATIS BeKaMU IIpecileloBaIl IIepCrieKTUBY Oyiy-
miero. TeM He MeHee TPV Ba)KHble KHUTY BBIJIeJIs-
IOTCS TeM, UTO IIPVBEJIM K HOBBIM OITaceHMsIM TI0
IIOBOJIY MOpaJIbHBIX IIOCJIeZICTBUV YeJIOBeYeCKOro
coctosiHMA. KpaTko ckaxy o Hux — He g dpu-
JI0COPCKOVI OLIeHKM, a B KadecTBe MCTOPUYECKIIX
opueHTNpoB. DTO «besmoBHas BecHa» P. Kapcon
(1965 [1962]), roe mokasaHa CTOJIb sipKasi KapTHHa
rubes IVKUX OTULL B pe3ysIbTaTe IIPOMBIITIIEH-
HBIX 3arPs3HEHNV, YTO BBIXOJ, 3TOVI KHUTU IIpU-
BeJI K BO3SHVKHOBEHUIO 3KOJIOIMYECKOTrO JIBVIKe-
HVs, IIOCTaBMBIIIETO BOIIPOC O pa3pyLINTeIbHOM
XapakTepe IIpelIiojlaraeMoro Irporpecca 4esiose-
yectBa. [Ipenynpexnenvie Kapcon 06 omacHocTr
yeJI0BeUeCcKOV 3KCIIaHCUM BbI3BaJIO HOBble COMHe-
HMS B MaTeprajIbHOM JOMVHVPOBaHMM Halllero
sua. . Tlapdur nmomectns pasimyaHble Teopun
9KOJIOTMYeCKOV OTBETCTBEHHOCTH 11071, prstocod-
CKMVI MUKPOCKOII, OXKMBJISIS IIpo0sIeMbl foJjIra Iie-
pen, Oynyiiymn nokosteHmsamu (Parfit, 1984). Onny
13 MOIITHBIX MOpaJIbHBIX IIePCIIeKTUB ccpopMIUpo-
BaJI0 BO3HVIKIIIEE 13 yTUJIUTAapM3Ma «y>KacHoe 3a-
KJIIOUeHe», B COOTBETCTBUM C KOTOPBIM IIOIBITKA
MaKCUMM3aIy OOIIeNt MOJIe3HOCTV MOXeT ITpu-
BECTHU K IIOSIBJIEHVIO OIPOMHOIO KOJIYecTBa HO-
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the endless cycle of human reproducing and
misery by abstention. But one has to look far
for authors who directly seized and wrestled
with the issue of whether creating human
lives is morally wrong. After all, in creating
a miserable life, an agent may in essence be
said to inflict harm. Further, is creating hu-
man lives that are only marginally miserable
wrong because still the agent instigates acts
that lead to (some) misery? In brief, is human
reproduction tout court morally wrong? Many
commentators in the growing contemporary
debate answer the question unequivocally
“yes” (Shiffrin, 1999; Benatar, 2006). Many
say “no” (Anscombe, 1989), while others wa-
ver or qualify (Overall, 2012; Conly 2016,
Weinberg, 2016).

It is hard to pinpoint exactly when this
contemporary debate began. Malthusian no-
tions for centuries had haunted the prospect of
the future. However, three recent milestones
stand out for having guided a newer worry
about moral ramifications of the human condi-
tion. I mention these briefly as historical orien-
tation, not for philosophical assessment. One
is Carson’s Silent Spring (1962), whose vivid
depiction of the deaths of wild birds due to
industrial contaminations sparked an envi-
ronmental movement, questioning whether
presumed human progress is ruinous. Car-
son’s warning of the dangers of human ex-
pansion galvanised a new doubt about our
species’” material dominance. Parfit (1984) put
the various theories of environmental respon-
sibility under the philosophical microscope,
vivifying the problems of duty to future gen-

erations. One powerful moral prospect is that
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BBIX YeJIOBeUeCKMX JKV3HeV, KaX/asl U3 KOTOPbIX
OymeT MMeTh MMHMMAJIBHOE 0J1aro HecMOTps Ha
OOIIIMIT BBICOKUTA YPOBEHb CYACTH, 06ycn013neH-
HBIVI TaKMM OOJIBIIVMIM YMCIIOM Jiofent. TpeTbum
dakTOpOoM, TOBIMABIINM Ha /1e0aThl, cTajla KHUTa
. benarapa «Jlydrite HuKorjga He ObITh» (Benatar,
2006), pe3Ko 1 OTKpPBITO yTBepKIaBlllas aHTMHa-
TaJIVI3M, YTO IIOMOIJIO CIBVHYTb OJIHY JIMHUIO pas3-
BUTNSA 1e0aToB Ha IIPOTMBOIIOCTaBIIeHVe aHTMHa-
TaJIVi3Ma IIPOHATAJIV3MY?.

J1Be OCHOBHBIE HUTV ITeperIeTaroTcs B edaTax
II0 3TVIKe BOCITPOM3BOIICTBA YeJIoBeKa: BO-TIEPBBIX,
JIIOY B CBOEM Ilepen30bITKe M TeXHOJIOT MUeCcKOv
1300peTaTesIbHOCTY CTaJIV YTPOXKATh U IIOTEHIIV-
aJIbHO IIPUYMHATE Bpe, BceMy XMBomy. Bo-Bro-
PBIX, Ha ypOBHe WHAVBUIYaIbHOWM 3TUKM BOC-
IIPOV3BOJICTBO UesIoBeKa HAaHOCUT OCOOBIN yIIepO,
BBI3bIBas JIIOJIENl K CylllecTBoBaHMIO. Ecim werio-
BeK HeceT OTBETCTBEHHOCTb 3a TO, UTO OH IIOpO-
AVUT XKU3HB, Y CJIM 3Ta XMU3HB IIpeJIiCcTaBIIseT Co-
Gort cTpazaHye, TO OH HeceT OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 3a
TO, YTO OH IPWYVHWWI 3TO CTpajaHme’. A nmpmau-
HSITB CTPaJIaHMs — JKeCTOKO*

Obparrenne x Oostee paHHUM (PrII0COPCKIM
B3IVIA/JaM Ha 3TOT IIpeMeT MOXXeT IIOMOYb JIyd-
me ccopMy/IMpoBaTh apryMeHTallio LIS Ha-
CTOSIIIIET0 MOMeHTa. A BOIIPOCOB IIPeIOCTaTOuHO.
SIBjisgeTcs v caMo 110 ceGe BOCITPOM3BOJICTBO [10-

2 CMm. olremyiomye myOIMKaidy, BKIOYAIONIVE BHY-
IUTEITbHOE KOJIMYECTBO PaboT B CIMCKAaX JIUTEPATYpPBI:
(Overall, 2012; Benatar, Wasserman, 2015; Permissible
Progeny..., 2016; Conly, 2016; Weinberg, 2016; Miller, 2017).
* Tlapdur mcctemyeT uiIero o TOM, YTO HeBO3MOXKHO IIPU-
YMHUTB BpeJl, BbI3BaB CyIIleCTBOBaHIE OOpeYeHHOro Ha
cTpapganme uenioBeka (Parfit, 1984). MoxxHO mpocTO BBI-
3BaTh CYII[eCTBOBaHNE UeJIOBeKa, KOTOPBIVI OyHeT JIVIIIb
IIOCPEIHVIKOM, 4epe3 KOTOPOrO IIPOVCXOHSAT COOBITVAS,
OHV 3 KOTOPBIX IIPUBOMST K BPeLy, ApyIre — K yaIo-
BoJIbCTBIIO. [lomoOHO 00ecIIOKOeHHOCTBIO W3001IIy-
€T JINTepaTypa, HOCBSIEeHHAsT PENPOAYKTUBHOV STUKE.
CMBICIT 371eCh TOJIBKO B TOM, UTOOBI MOKa3aTh, UYTO CBSI3b
MEXy IOPOXIEeHVEM XVU3HM ¥ IPUYMHEHNEeM CTpaza-
HWUV BO3MOXHa, HO g He IPWUHMMAIO B 3TOV OWUCKYCCUN
YBIO-TTNO0 CTOPOHY.

* MOXHO IIPeNIIoIOXNUTh, YTO CBOVICTBEHHOE SIEPHO
a10Xe GeCIIOKOVICTBO O Oe3pacCyIHBIX YeJIOBEYeCKIIX pas-
PYLIEHMSX WCTOPUYECKN, BO3MOXKHO, CII0CODCTBOBAJIO
BO3HMKHOBEHWMIO COMHEHWUV B 0JIarOCTV YeIoBeYecKOw
JmaHOCTY BooOe. Tak o BoIpocoM okasaach M 3THU-
HOCTB TIPWHIIAIIOB BOCITPOM3BOICTBA YeoBeKa. [10mo0-
HbIe TUIIOTETIYECKVIe CBSI3U SI OCTABJISIIO ICTOPMKAM.
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of the utilitarian-derived “Repugnant Con-
clusion”, whereby the attempt to maximise
total utility could lead to vast amounts of hu-
man lives being generated, each for a minimal
good, despite the high total amount of happi-
ness due to there being so many people. Be-
natar’s Better Never To Have Been (2006), as a
third influence on the debate with its blunt,
explicit affirmation of anti-natalism, has
helped shift one line of debate into anti-natal-
ism vs. pro.? Two main threads weave through
the debate about the ethics of humans’ repro-
ducing: Humans in their overabundance and
technological cleverness have come to threat-
en and potentially harm all life. Secondly,
at the individual level of ethical considera-
tion, human reproduction specifically harms
by bringing individuals into existence. If an
agent is responsible for causing a life, and if
that life is misery, then one is responsible for
having caused that misery.® Causing misery is
cruel.* Looking to earlier philosophies on this
subject may help better frame the current ar-

guments. Questions abound. Is reproducing

2 Further literature with bibliographies directing to
more works include Overall (2012), Benatar and Was-
serman (2015), Hamman et al. (2016), Conly (2016),
Weinberg (2016) and Miller (2017).

* Parfit (1984) examines the notion that one cannot
cause harm by causing the harmed person’s existence.
One may simply cause that person’s existence which
is but the medium by which events come about, some
of which lead to harm, others to pleasure. Such a con-
cern is rife in ethics of reproduction literature. The
point here is only to show that the connection be-
tween causing misery via a life is possible, but I do
not take sides here.

* One may speculate that, historically, the nuclear-era
worry about reckless human devastation may have
helped prompt the doubt about the goodness of be-
ing human at all, thus ethically questioning humans’
reproducing. I leave such hypothetical connections to
historians.



OpomeTestpio, I OHO KaKMM-TO 0DOpa3oM yKpe-
wisgeT gobponerens? ITpuHOCHT M OHO OoOJTBIIIE
cYacThs B 3TOT MuUp? VIyin ke BOCIIPOM3BOICTBO Ha
caMoM Jiejle He JieJIaeT ero Oosree CYacTIIMBBIM Me-
croMm? PasBe pasMHOXeHMe ¥ BOCIIUTaHUe JeTen
He HeOOXOIMMBI IS TOTO, YTOOBI JIIoAN 3a00TH-
JIUCH OpyT o Apyre? Passe poamuTeIbCTBO CTABUT
iof;, yrpo3y godponererns? EcTb s y Hac o0si3aH-
HOCTB BOCIIPOVI3BOIIVTBCS, BEIlb B VIHOM CJTydae He
CYIIeCTBOBaIO OBl HMKAKVX IIPeIIIOIOKUTeIBHO
Pa3yMHBIX CyIIeCTB, CIIOCOOHBIX IIPVHMMATh Ta-
K1e pellleHNs, KaK pellleHne O TOM, CJIedyeT JIn
MM pa3MHOXaTbcst? VI, HaImpoTuB, MbI 00g3aHbI
BO3/IepXKMBATHCS OT BOCITPOV3BOIICTBA?

1.2. louemy octoBnoe Bnumanue
yoeasemcsa 0eoHmMoA02UU

OnHa 13 NpuYMH OpMeHTal Ha JeOHTOJIO-
TMYeCcKYI0 MepCIeKTUBY 3aKJ/IIoUaeTcsd B TOM, YTO
B pasHbIX paborax KaHTa MOXHO OOHapyXuTb
JIOCTaTOYHO MHOI'O peJIeBAaHTHOIO I TaHHOW
CTaTbV MaTepuasia, XOTs M PacCesTHHOIO U 4acTo
TOJIBKO ITOJIpa3yMeBaeMOro, HO KacaroIerocs Ipo-
OrremaTtmkm craTei. XoTsd cyioBo KaHTa He ObLIO
IIOCJIOIHMM B IEOHTOJIOI N, OHO SIBJISIETCSI 3HAKO-
BBIM JIJISI TOIO MUPOBO33PEeHs.

Kpowme Toro, ocHoBHas JeOHTOJIOrMYecKas KOH-
LIeMIIV [T0JITa IIpeICTaBIIseTCs, 110 KpariHell Mepe
B MOEM ITOHVIMaHUV, KJTIOUEBOV, ITPOXOISIIIEN ve-
Ppe3 MHOXeCTBO TOYeK 3peHMs B pelpOoayKTVBHOM
3THUKE: pa3Be 4YeJIoBeK OOBIYHO He CUMTaeTcs IeH-
HBIM 3a TO, UTO OH — YeJIOBeK, M y>ke TOJIbKO I10-
3TOMY Ha Hero He BO3JIOKeH [JOJIT ITOAIepK1BaTh
CBOe cyllecTBoBaHMe? MoxeM JI Mbl He MMeThb
JloJIra Iiepes] HeCyIecTBYIOIIVMMM CYIecTBaMu,
TO ecTb OyAymmmu JrompMu? SBriseTcs: am Boc-
IPOM3BOACTBO HAIIVMM JOJITOM IIO0 OTHOIIEHVIO
K HBIHEIIHVM JIIOOAM, HallpuMep K POACTBeH-
HMKaM, K caMomy cebe v K mapTHepy? C Tou-
KV 3peHWs TOTO, CJIe/lyeT JIVl BOCIIPOU3BOANUTLCS, B
11eJI0M JIOJIT Iepef], ceMbert OObIYHO IIPUHSTO CUM-
TaTh MOTHBOM. HakoHell, yHUBepcam3upyomas
IIpVpoa KaHTOBCKOVI JIEOHTOJIOT VIV CTaBUT Ce0s B
3aTpyIHUTEIIbHOe IIOJIoKeHVe TeM (paKToM, 4YTO
He Bce JIIO[IY KaK areHThl CIIOCOOHBI BOCIIPOV3BO-
IVTHCS, XOTST OHM TOI'O VIV HeT.
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in itself virtuous, or does it somehow sharp-
en virtue? Does it bring more happiness into
the universe? Or does reproduction not actual-
ly make the universe a happier place? Are not
reproduction and child-rearing necessary for
the nurturing of care in humans? Does being
a parent threaten virtue? Do we have a duty to
reproduce because otherwise there would be
no presumably rational beings to make such
decisions as to whether to reproduce? Or, by

contrast, do we have a duty to refrain?
1.2. Why Turn the Focus on Deontology

One reason for concentrating on the deon-
tological perspective is that among his various
writings, Kant provides a good amount of rel-
evant material, if scattered and often only im-
plicit, pertaining to the article’s concern. While
Kant’s word is not the last in deontology, it is
iconic of that outlook.

Secondly, the basic deontological concept
of duty seems, in my understanding so far, a
core one running through many viewpoints
in reproduction ethics: Is not the human com-
monly esteemed for the kind of being it is and
so one has a duty to sustain its existence? Can
we not have a duty to nonexistent beings, that
is, future humans? Do we have a duty to cur-
rent persons, such as relatives or one’s self or
partner, to reproduce? In terms of whether one
should reproduce, usually duty to family is
evoked as a motive. Finally, the universalising
nature of Kantian deontology leads of itself to
a quandary, in that not all persons, as agents,
can reproduce, willing or not.

A key goal for this article, then, is not so
much to answer these questions as to see
whether Kantian views pertaining to the cen-
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Taxum obpasoM, KiIrodeBas 3ajjada 3TOVI CTa-
TBU COCTOUT He CTOJIBKO B TOM, UYTOOBI OTBETUTH
Ha IIOCTaBJIeHHbIe BOIIPOCHI, CKOJIBKO B TOM, UTO-
ObI yOenMThCs, JOCTATOUHO JIV BHyTPeHHe IocJle-
ZIOBaTeJIbHBbl KAHTOBCKME B3IJVISIbl, OTHOCHIIVe-
Csl K IIeHTpaJIbHOMY BOIIPOCY CTaTbi, YTOOBI OHM
MOIJIVI BHECTH II0JIe3HOe coflep’KaTeJIbHOe [I0I10JI-
HeHVe B COBpeMeHHYI0 AucKyccuro. VI, ecsnt ero
B3IVISIBL B Pa3sHBIX paboTax 137105KeHbI HAaCTOJIBKO
PasIMYIHBIM 00pa30M, YTO He O4eHb COITIaCyIOTCs
Me>X11y coDOVI, CMOT'YT JIVI OHU BCe e c/ieJIaThb CTOsI-
11ee goriosiHeHMe? CyIIiecTBYeT CBOero pofa ciefl-
CTBUE TUIV MeTapvyIOCOPCKM TTOOOUHBIV IIPO-
AYKT TaKOr'o VcCyle[IoBaHMs IIeHTPaJIbHOI'O BOIIPO-
ca cTaThU: JO/DKHBI JIVI MBI pacCMaTpMBaTh TBOpUe-
CTBO aBTOpa KaK CUCTeMaTI4uecKoe, CBA3HOe 11eJI0e,
YTOOBI YCIIEIIHO OTBETUTH Ha TaKOW IUCKPETHBIV,
HNPpUKJIaTHON PVIIOCOPCKIMI BOIIPOC, KaK 3TUKa
YeJI0BeYeCKOro BOCIIPOM3BOICTBA?

INonxor cTarey OBosIKMIL. B crienyroriem pasme-
71e (§ 2) B 0CHOBHOM paccMaTpuBaioTcs «OCHOBOIIO-
JIOKeHWMs K MeTadv3Vike HpaBoB» 11 KOMMeHTapui
K HVIM, YTOOBI BBISICHWUTB, YTO KAHTOBCKVIE [IOHSATS
COBEpIIIEHHOI0 ¥ HEeCOBEpPIIIeHHOIo [0Jjira MOIYT
CKaszaTb HaM O MOPaJIbHOCTV UeJI0BeYeCKOro BOC-
IIPOU3BOJICTBa Oe3 MHTeprosayu B padoTel KanTta
VIV SKCTpanioysaymy n3 Hux. Kak okakercss, Takon
IIOIXOM, BHOCUT TOJIBKO JIBYCMBICJIEHHOCTB, €CJIV He
IIPOTMBOPEYMBOCTb. Bropovt nomxors (§ 3) oOparria-

® Borpoc MHTepIIpeTaIyy Toro, 4To HeKMit aBTOP MOT CKa-
3aTh 10 KaKOMY-JT00 BOTIpocy Ge3 SIBHOTO OITMCAHVS VTN
OTCTaVBaHVIs HEKOV TIO3UIIVV, MOXKeT BK/TIOUaTh MHTEPIIO-
JISALVIEO VUM SKCTParosisityio. YToOb! 3a0IHUTE IIpoOeITbl
B paboTe aBTOpa IO paccMaTpMBaeMOMY BOIIPOCY, MMeeT
CMBIC/I TIOTIBITAThCSl MHTEPIIONIMPOBAaTh MaTepuas, KOTOo-
PBIV MOXKET IOKa3aThCs XKM3HECIIOCOOHBIM IV aOayKTMB-
HO JIYYIIVIM Cpeayt Apyrux. VI ke MOXHO ITOIBITaThCS
9KCTPAIIOJIMPOBATh M3 IIPEIOCTaB/IEHHOTO aBTOPOM MaTe-
pvasia v MIHTepPIIPeTNPOBaTh TO, KaK 3TOT MaTepual MOXKeT
CJIOXXUTBCSA B KOHKPeTHYO nosumyro. Ho Takoe vcnibrranme
MOJKeT OKa3aTbhCsl O4eHb PUCKOBAHHBIM B OTHOIIIEHUV TBOP-
4JecTBa HEKOTOPBIX aBTOPOB, CJIOBHO y HIX €CTh II0CIIeI0Ba-
TeJIbHAsI CUICTEMa, BbICTpanBaeMasl MMM BCIO JKM3Hb. Prck
nofaTBepXKIaeTcs cirydaeM Xwiapu IlatHama v @dpsHka
JIkekcoHa (KOTOPBIV OTKa3aJICsl OT CBOEVI TIO3UIINVL B OTHO-
IIeHWV 3HaHVS Y BOCIIPVATIS Ha IIpuMepe yueHor Mapu,
He CIIOCOOHOVI BueTh 1BeTa). KaHT Xe, viMes perryTamyio
4pe3MepHOIOo CHCTeMaTH3aTopa, CO3IaeT 3aMaHuMBYIO -
TYPY LISl IHTEPIIOJISIIIVIVI VUIV SKCTPATIOJISIIINM 110 TeMaM, B
KOTOPBIX HET OKOHYATEIIbHBIX, SICHBIX [TO3MLIVIA.

tral issue are consistent enough internal-
ly to make a useful, insightful addition to
the current debate. Or, if his views are scat-
tered among his works to the extent they do
not quite cohere, can they still make a worth-
while addition? There is a sort of corollary
to, or metaphilosophical byproduct from,
such inquiry into the central issue: Must we
treat an author’s oeuvre as a systematic, Cco-
herent whole in order to respond effectively
to such a discrete, applied-philosophical mat-
ter as that of ethics of humans’ reproducing?’
The article’s approach is twofold. The follow-
ing section, § 2, looks mostly to the Grounding
for the Metaphysics of Morals and commentar-
ies to inquire into what the Kantian notion of
perfect and imperfect duties may tell us about
the morality of human reproduction, with-
out interpolating into or extrapolating from
Kant’s works. This approach, it turns out,
only renders an ambiguity, if not inconsis-
tency. The second approach, in § 3, turns to
Kant’s various practical philosophical writ-
ings to examine two mutually exclusive per-
spectives on fate vs. freedom. One attitude is
dark, fateful and pessimistic, the other is en-

> This matter of interpreting what an author may have
said on an issue without having explicitly described or
stated a position may involve interpolation or extrap-
olation. One may attempt to interpolate material that
may seem viable or, abductively, the best among other
candidate material, to fill in holes in the author’s work
on the subject-matter pursued. Or one may try to ex-
trapolate from available material by the author and
interpret how this material can add up to a particular
position. But such an exercise may prove very precari-
ous in treating some authors” work as if they had a con-
sistent system built up over a lifetime, as in the case of
Hilary Putnam or Frank Jackson (who performed an
about-face in the case of the colour blind scientist Mary
concerning knowledge and perception). Kant, though,
with such a reputation for long drawn-out systemati-
sation, makes a tempting figure for interpolation or ex-
trapolation on topics where no final, explicit positions
are held.
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eTcsl K pa3iIngHbIM pabotam KanTa 1o ripaxTige-
cKom pmstocodmyt, YTOOBI PaccCMOTpPETh JiBe B3au-
MOVICKJTEOUAFOIIIVie TOUKYM 3peHVIsl Ha CyApOy VI CBO-
6omy. OmHa o3I — TeMHasi, POKOBasi V1 I1eccy-
MUCTIYecKasi, ApyTasi — IIpOCBellleHHasl, TeJleosIo-
rydecKkas v onTumucTideckast. Ileppas Taroreet x
aHTMHATaIN3My, BTOpas — K IIPOHAaTaIM3My. DTOT
BTOPOVI TTOZIXO]], B 11€JI0M ITpeJiriojlaraeT HeKOTOPYIO
SKCTpaNoJIAnyio 13 TBopuectBa KaHTa mis wmH-
TepIIpeTaru M AOCTVDKEHMS TIO3UITAN «3a» VTN
«1poTuB». Obe YacTy 3TOro JABOVICTBEHHOTO IIOf-
XOJla CyIIIeCTBEHHBI ISl IIEHTPaJIbHOTO apryMeH-
Ta, OHVI AOMOJIHSIOT APYT IpyTa U He IOJDKHBI pas-
HeTIATBCS, XOTS VI JIEVICTBYIOT IIO-pa3sHOMY. BeiBor
COCTOUT B TOM, 9TO 00a IIOIX0Ia, XOTs OHVI pas3JIid-
HBI ¥ He BIIOJIHE II0CJIe[JOBAaTe/IbHb], MOI'YT BHECTI
CYIIIeCTBEHHBIVI ITO3UTVBHBIVI BKJIAJ] B HBIHEIITHIOK
JIVICKYCCHIIO, BBIXOIIAIIYTO 3a PaMKI YVICTO MICTOPU-
4yecKoro mMHTepeca. HamexxHsbIit oTBeT Ha ccpopmy-
JIVIPOBAHHBIVI B CTaThe BOIIPOC MOT OBI B TAKOM CJTy-
YJae TIOCTaBUTh HOBBIe Cepbe3HBIe 3afaull Iiepe]l
y9acTHUKaMM AVICKYCCVV, @ BO3SMOXKHO, VI BBIBECTU
caMy JIVICKYCCHIO Ha HOBBIVI YPOBEHb.

2. KaHTOBCKasI MeOHTOJIOIMA

HecMmoTpst Ha pasroBopbl O HaIIMX IIpaBax U
00513aHHOCTSIX B OTHOIIIEHWI BOCIIPOM3BOICTBA,
pOXmeHvie JeTevi AJIsi MHOI'MX JIFOIEV YacTo SIBJISI-
€TCs1 JIOJITOM, BBIXO[SAIIVIM 3a PaMKU VX, areHTOB,
JIMYHOIO yIOBOJIBCTBUS. B OIbITe MHOIMX JIIOfIeN
BOCITPOM3BOICTBO BOCIIPMHIMMAaeTCs Kak J0JIT BHe
3aBVCHMOCTY OT Bpefia MJIV CUacTbhsi, KOTOpbIe OHO
OpuHOCUT. JItofgy IIpoAoiDKaioT pa3sMHOXATbCs
Zlake BO BpeMs y>KacHBIX Oerctsuii. KaHT, mo-Bu-
JIVIMOMY, He BBICTyIIaeT OTKPBITO C OKOHYaTesIb-
HBIM ¥ OJHO3HAUYHBIM yTBepXieHueM «Bocrpo-
M3BOINUTBECA — 3TO aMOpaIbHO» 1y «He BocIipo-
M3BOOMUTBECSI — aMOpasIbHO». leM He MeHee ecTe-
CTBEHHO VICKaTh OTBeT B €er0 MMPOBO33peHNM, OC-
HOBaHHOM Ha JI0JITe VI IIPM3BAaHHOM pelaTh IIpo-
6s1eMbI ITpakTIYecKoro pasyma. Ho rie vickats?

B «OcnoBononoxxenun...» Kant mopm paccmo-
TPpeHUN HOCTYJIMPYeMOro KaTeropru4ecKoro vumile-
patusa (KVI) mpuBoauT 1o KpaviHer Mepe JeThIpe
ero oopMyJibl, KOTOpbIe JJaBHO O3aJauMBaloOT Yu-
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lightened, teleological and optimistic. The
former attitude tends toward the anti-natal,
the latter to pro-natal. This second overall
approach involves some extrapolating from
Kant’s oeuvre to interpret and derive a yea-
or-nay position. Both parts of this twofold ap-
proach are essential to the central argument,
work complementarily and should not be sep-
arated, although they operate differently. The
conclusion is that both, while between them
varying and not entirely consistent, can make
a positive, substantial contribution to the
present debate beyond the historical interest.
A solid answer to the article’s question could
then provide significant new challenges for
the debate participants, if not usher the de-
bate to another level.

2. Kantian Deontology

Despite talk of our rights to and responsi-
bilities after reproduction, having children is,
for many people, often a call to duty beyond
an agent’s personal pleasure. In many people’s
experience, reproduction is a duty, whatever
the harms or happiness that result. Humans go
on reproducing even during dire tribulations.
Kant appears not to come out overtly, finally,
and unambiguously asserting “It is immoral
to reproduce” or “It is immoral not to repro-
duce.” Yet, his duty-based outlook, fashioned
to answer problems of practical reason, is a
natural place to look. But where?

In the Grounding, Kant presents at least
four formulae for approaching the postulated
Categorical Imperative (CI) which have long
puzzled readers: the Formula of Universal
Law, the Formula of Humanity, the Formula
of the Kingdom of Ends, and the Formula of
Autonomy or of Autonomous Legislators. Un-
til recently, commentators increasingly criti-
cised the Formula of Universal Law as unclear



JI. ®. Munnep

TaTesiert: popMyJia yHMBepCcaIbHOIO 3aKOHa, op-
MyJla 4eJIOBeYHOCTV, popMyJsia LapcTBa Iiesient 1
dopmysia aBTOHOMMM, MJIV aBTOHOMHOTI'O 3aKOHO-
maTenbeTBa. 1o HemaBHero BpeMeHM KOMMeHTa-
TOPBI BCe Yallle KpUTMKOBaIM popMyily YHUBEp-
CaJIBHOTO 3aKOHa WJIV KaK HesCHYIO, VIV KaK MO-
UMHSIONTYIOCS IIPUXOTAM, WJIM KaK OIlpaBIbIBa-
IOITYIO JIMYHBIE MHTEPecHl (Kak y Mmyuist; cMm. 00
ston kputuke: (Sheffler, 2011)). Tem He Menee Ilap-
ur (Parfit, 2011) HemaBHO COBEPIINIT BaXKHBIVI ITO-
BOPOT B IlepecMOTpe (POPMYIIbl YHUBEPCATIBHOIO
3aKOHa, ITOKa3aB ee >XM3HeCIIOCOOHOCTh B HaIlen
HBIHEIITHeVT MopasibHO-dmtocodckont cpere. Yie-
1B OOJIBITTYIO acThk 1-ro ToMa «O ToM, U4TO MIMeeT
3HaueHVe» Ha KaHTUaHCKYIO [JeOHTOJIOI IO, OH pe-
nyuupyet KU B peBusum popMysisl yHUBepCaslb-
HOT'O 3aKOHa, KOTOPYIO CUMTaeT OTHWM W3 BUIOB
KOHTpaKTyam3Ma (cBa3aHHBIX ¢ Poirsom): «Kax-
IBIVI IOJDKEH CJIeI0BaTh IIPUHIINIIAM, YHUBEpCaslb-
Hoe coOJTrofIeH1ie KOTOPBIX KaXKIbIVI MOT ObI pa3yM-
HO >XeJIaTh v BeIOMpare» (Parfit, 2011, p. 405). K
JPYTVIM «peBU3MOHMCTaM» oTHOCATCsE V. BostHOB-
cku (Bojanowski, 2018), KoTopeIlt criacaeT MBICIIb
KanTa o TOM, uTO popMyIIa yHMBEpCaIbHOIO 3a-
KOHa BbIpakaeT (POpPMY OTHeJIBHBIX MOPasIbHbIX
cyxnaeanit; I Kizaarensn, (Kleingeld, 2017), xo-
TOpas yTBepXaeT, uTo popMyJia YHUBEpPCaIbHO-
ro 3aKOHa Ha caMoOM iejle TpeOyeT, 4TOOBI areHT
MOT' OJTHOBpPeMeHHO COBepIIaTh JBa JIeVICTBI: Oe3
BHYTPEHHEro IIPOTMBOPeUNsi, TO €CTh YTO MaKCH-
Ma MOXeT OBITb U COOCTBEHHBIM, I yHUBEpCaIb-
HbIM 3aKoHOM; 1 C. HroxormeM (Nyholm, 2016), xo-
TOPBIVI CUMTAET, UTO KpUTHKa POpMYIIBl YHUBEP-
CaJIBHOTO 3aKOHa MIHOPUpPYyeT KOHKpEeTHble KaH-
TOBCKMeE OIpenesieH sl TIOHSITUM 1 UTO IIO0CTIe VC-
IIpaBJIeHNs] MHOTVIX HEBEPHO ITOHSATHIX HIOAHCOB
dopMyIia yHMBEpCaIbHOIO 3aKOHaA He IIofjaeTcs
MHOTVIM CTaHJapPTHBIM BO3PaKEHUSIM.

Most 1es1b He B TOM, YTOOBI OLIEHUTH, IIOJIHO-
CTBIO JIVI He[IaBHME IIePeOCMBICTIeHNS (POPMYIIbI
YHMBepCaJIbHOTO 3aKOHa, chetaHHble Ilapdurom
Y OpyrvMM, criacaroT ee oT KpuTukmu. Ckopee, s
X04y yKasaTb Ha TO, UYTO IJIaBHas TPYJHOCTB 3TOrO
pasferna, cBsizaHHas ¢ gaHHou dpopmyson KU n3
«OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHSL...», He [IOJDKHa cpasy e cOpa-
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or subject to whimsy or excusing self-inter-
est (as in Mill (1859); see Sheffler (2011) about
this criticism). However, Parfit (2011) has
been an important recent pivot in reconsider-
ing the Formula of Universal Law as viable in
our current moral-philosophy milieu. While
spending a good part of On What Matters,
Volume I, on Kantian deontology, he reduces
the CI to a revision of the Formula of Univer-
sal Law which he feels is a type of contractu-
alism, (not unrelated to Rawls’): “Everyone
ought to follow the principles whose being
universally followed everyone could rational-
ly will, or choose” (Parfit, 2011, p. 405). Other
“revisionists” include Bojanowski (2018), who
rescues Kant’s notion that the Formula of Uni-
versal Law articulates the form of particular
moral judgments; Kleingeld (2017), who ar-
gues that the Formula of Universal Law actu-
ally requires that an agent can will two acts
simultaneously without self-contradiction,
viz. a maxim may be one’s own and be a uni-
versal law; and Nyholm (2016), who holds
that the criticisms of the Formula of Univer-
sal Law ignore Kant’s particular definitions
of concepts and that, upon correcting many
misunderstood technicalities, the Formula of
Universal Law is not subject to many of the
standard objections.

My point is not to assess whether Parfit’s
or other recent reconsiderations of the Formu-
la of Universal Law fully rescue it from crit-
ics. Rather, I want to indicate that this section’s
brunt on the Grounding’s Formula of Univer-
sal Law of the CI should not immediately dis-
count its argument’s soundness. After all, the
CI, in whatever formulation, is under constant
barrage but also ongoing support. This sec-
tion’s point is not even to support or criticise
Kant’s moral philosophy. Rather it is to say,
“Given Kant’s deontology, limited for simplic-
ity’s sake to his Formula of Universal Law of



CBIBAaTh CO CUETOB OOOCHOBAaHHOCTH apI'yMEHTOB B
nosnb3y KV. B xonie xonnos, KV, xakoit Obl HI
ObUTa ero popMyJIMPOBKA, IIOCTOSIHHO IIOJIBEpra-
eTCs aTaKaM, HO TaKKe MMeeT VI [IOCTOSTHHYO TTOfI-
nepxKy. Lless aToro pasmerna maxe He B TOM, UTO-
ObI HoxepXaTh MopaibHyIo dusocodpuro Kanra
VIV TIOBEPrHY T ee KpuTrke. OHa COCTOUT B TOM,
YTOOBI ITOHSTH, MOYKHO JIV OITHO3HAYHO Pa3peInTh
IIEHTPaIBHBIVI BOIIPOC CTaThVI O MOPAJIBHOCTY Ue-
JIOBEYECKOT'O BOCITPOVM3BOJICTBA, YYWUTHIBAS [I€OH-
Tostormio KaHTa, orpaHn4eHHYI0 pajiyi IPOCTOTEI
ero popmysion yHMBepcaIbHOro sakoHa K.
Kpome TOro, KaHTOBCKasl I€OHTOJIOTMSI U ee
yHuBepcanbHbIt Kl MOryT mokasarbcs MHOTrOO-
OermIatoINM CIIOCOOOM pPeIIeHNs STUUeCKIX IIpo-
OsleM dYeJIOBeUeCcKOro BOCIIPOM3BOACTBA. B KoHIle
KOHIIOB, MaKCVIMa, IIpeAIVChIBAOIasl areHTy He
BOCITPOVI3BOIMTBCS, KaXKeTCs, HaTaJIKVMBaeTCs Ha
nporusopeure. BosbmMem Makcnmy «He pasmHO-
JKaviTech» M IIPpUOaOVIM eV YHVIBEPCAIbHBIV Xapak-
Tep. Bckope crtenoBaTh 3TOV MaKCHIMe OKaKeTCsT He-
KOMY, TeM CaMbIM MaKCVIMa IOApPbIBaeT caMy ceOsl.
Ecrim ©bl  pariMoHasIbHOCTE IOApasyMeBasia OT-
Kas3 OT JIEeVICTBIMS Ha OCHOBE CaMOpa3pyILIAIOIIVIXCS
MaKCVM VI TIOTOMY OTKa3 OT CaMOIIPOTMBOpeuNs,
CJIeToBaHVE TaKOVI MaKcyMe He ObUIO ObI parivio-
"HabHBIM. Kak ormeuaer O. O'Hwl, 310 ObU1a OBI
«MaKCMMa, KOTOpas MOXXET IIPUBECTU K ITPOTUBO-
peursiM B KOHIIEIIIINY, KOITIa MBI IIbITaeMCSI YHVI-
Bepcamsuposath ee» (O'Neill, 1998, p. 119). Mak-
CrMa caMa IIo ceOe MOXeT He MMeThb IIPOTUBOpe-
Ymil, KakK, ckaxeM, Takas: «CraHp pabom». Torbko
KOI'7la MBI YHMBEpCaIM3MPYyeM ee, OHa TepsieT IIo-
CJIETIOBATENTFHOCTD, IIOIPhIBaeT Ceds, CTAaHOBUTCS
BHYTpPeHHe IIPOTVBOPEUVIBOVI 11 BBIXOIWT 3a IIpefie-
JTBI PaIVIOHATBHOCTY. TO JKe IIPMITOXKVIMO ¥ K TaKOV
Makcume, Kak «PasmHoxamrecs»®. Ho mericrBu-

¢ O’Hwt moBoiIbHO ITOAPOOHO OIMCHIBaeT IIPOBEPKY MakK-
CVIM Ha JIEVICTBYIE ITyTEM VX YHVUBEPCAIM3alINI, YTO He BCer-
J1a ripocrast 3aza4a. «[IpoBepka MOpaIbHOV IIPUEeMIIEMOCTI
IIOCTYIIKOB, IIpeyIaraeMasi KaHTOBCKOV (pOpMyJION Bceob-
IIIETO 3aKOHA, VIMEET JIBa acIleKTa. Bo-IIepBbIX, OHA IIpesi-
HuceIBaeT HaM oOeiicmbobams 6 coomBemcembuu ¢ MAKCUMOIL;
BO-BTOPBIX, OHa CIOEpXKMBaeT HaC OT HEVICTBUI B COOTBET-
CTBUM C TeMV MaKCHMaMV, TIOCPEICTBOM KOTOPBIX Mbl MO-
JKeM OJTHOBPEeMEeHHO >KeJIaTh, YTOOBI OHV OBUIVM BCEOOIMM
3aKOHOM» (%’Neill, 1998, p. 105). [levicTBMe cOIIacCHO MaK-
CVMe, YHWBEPCAIM3UPOBAHHOV B KadecTBe MOPaIbHOIO
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the CI, can it clearly resolve the article’s cen-
tral issue concerning the morality of humans
procreation?”

In addition, Kantian deontology and its
universal categorical imperative may seem
to be a promising way to handle the ethical
quandary of humans’ reproducing. After all,
a maxim that enjoins an agent not to repro-
duce seems to run into a contradiction. Take

'II

the maxim “Do not reproduce!” and univer-
salise it. There would soon be no person to
follow the maxim, and the maxim thereby un-
dermines itself. If rationality would entail not
acting upon self-undermining maxims and
thereby contradicting oneself, following such
a maxim would not be rational. As O’Neill
(1998, p. 119) observes, it would be “a maxim
that may lead to contradictions in conception
when we attempt to universalise it.” A max-
im alone may have no self-contradiction, e.g.
“Become a slave!” Only when you universal-
ise does it lose consistency, undermine itself,
become a self-contradiction and find itself be-
yond the pale of rationality. The same is true
of a maxim such as “Reproduce!”® But does

¢ O’Neill describes in some detail testing maxims for
action by universalising them, not always a straight-
forward task. “The test that Kant’s Formula of Univer-
sal Law proposes for the moral acceptability of acts has
two aspects. In the first place it enjoins us to act on a
maxim; secondly it restricts us to action on those max-
ims through which you can will at the same time that
they should be universal law” (O'Neill, 1998, p. 105).
Acting on a maxim that, when universalised as mor-
al law, leads to a self-contradiction entails a world
that cannot be conceived of. As O'Neill observes, such
universalising would render “contradictions in con-
ception” (ibid., p. 119). A resulting world that is in-
consistent and self-contradictory cannot, as I prefer to
state the matter, even be conceived of. But this concern
applies to perfect duties. As seen in the next section on
imperfect duties, the world resulting from testing the
maxim by universalisation may be conceivable but not
rationally acceptable.
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TeJIBHO JIV 9Ta MaKC/Ma caMOyHUYTOXaeTcs? SIB-
JISIeTCA JIV OHA WJIV TaKasl ee VHTepIIpeTaryis CIio-
coOoM yIIpaBJIeHVs paccMaTprBaeMbIM JIeVICTBYIEM
B paMKax KaHTOBCKOro noaxopa? OcTajibHast 4acThb
3TOrO pasiesia MccjieyeT BOIIPOCHI O YeJIOBEYeCKOV
PerpoAyKTMBHOV 3TUKe M JoJIre CHadajla B KaH-
TOBCKMX TePMWHaX COBEpPIIEHHBIX 00s3aHHOCTE,
a 3aTeM HecoBepIIIeHHBIX. DTV 00s13aHHOCTY Oy 1y T
00Cy>XJ1aTbCs B OCHOBHOM C TOUKM 3peHMs (PopMy-
JIBl YHUBEPCAJIbHOTO 3aKOHa, YTOOBI CcOKyCHpo-
BaTh VI YIIPOCTUTH AVICKYCCUIO V1 TeM CaMbIM yCU-
JINTB ee, a He 00OVITV CTOPOHOV MHOTOYVICIIeHHbIe
BOIIPOCHI K caMoVi 3Tom popmyrie. B KoHIle KOHIIOB,
KanT HacTavBaeT Ha TOM, UTO pasjInuHble (POpMy-
711 KV B3avIMHO ITpe/IiosiaraloT pyT gpyra.

2.1. Kamezopuueckuit umnepamub:
coBepuennan 00A3anHOCMY

B «OcnoBononoxennn k MeTadusvike HpaBOB»
KanTt onmceiBaeT yeTkIpe Buia 00si3aHHOCTEV, B KO-
TOPBIX cofiepXXUTcsl cchlika Ha KI: coBepiieHHbIe
VI HecoBepllleHHble, 110 OTHOIIeHUIO K JIPyTUM
VJIM TI0 OTHOIIIeHNMIO K caMoMy cebe. B HekoTOpBIX
CJTydasix 4esioBeK oOsi3aH He JIeVICTBOBaTh B COOTBET-
CTBUI C MaKCMMOW, TIOTOMY YTO IpV YHUBepcaIu-
3allMV OHa IIPUBOANUT K CaMOITPOTMBOPEUNIO, a JIeVi-
CTBOBaTh CaMOIIPOTMBOPEUMBO, He palliOHaJIBHO.
Takass 00s3aHHOCTH «He AOITyCKaeT HMKAKOIO VIC-
xnoueHs» (AA 04, S. 402, 421 Anm.,; Kant, 1997,
c. 145 mpumeu.). B mpyrux ciydasix pariioHaIbHbIN
areHT 00s3aH JIeVICTBOBAaTb B COOTBETCTBUM C MakK-
CMMOVI, KOTOpasl SBJISeTCS CaMOCOITIAaCOBAHHOW U
yMecTHa B JaHHBIX 00cTosiTe/IbcTBaxX. O0a 3THX CITy-
4as MPeJICTABIIAIOT COOOVI COBEpPIIIEHHbIe 00sI3aHHO-
CTM IIO OTHOIIeHMIO K ApyruM. Ilepspii — 3TO He-
raTuBHasi 00g3aHHOCTL He JIeVICTBOBaTh B COOTBET-

3aKOHa ¥ IIPMBOJAINEN K BHYTPEHHEMY IIPOTMBOPEUNIO,
BJIeYeT 3a cO0OV MUD, KOTOPBIV He MOXXeT OBITh IIpeICcTaB-
steH. Kak ormeuaer O’'Hwil, Takasi yHMBepcam3alis n§) -
BeJa Obl K «IIpoTnBopeunsiM B Koutenrmm» (Ibid., p. 119).
B pesyibprare Mup, KOTOPBIVI IIOJIYYIWICS HEIOCIIeIOBa-
TeJIbHBIM I BHyTpeHHe IIPOTVMBOPEUMBBIM, He MOXeT, KakK
s1 IPeIIIIOYNTAI0 YTBEPXXAaTh, Jake ObITh IIpericTaiieH. Ho
3TO COO6Ea)KEHVIe OTHOCUTCSI M K COBEpIIIeHHBIM O0sI3aH-
HocTsiM. Kak BuiHO 13 pasperia, MOCBSIIEHHOrO HecoBep-
IIeHHBIM 0053aHHOCTSIM, MIP, SBJISIOLINTICS Pe3yJIbTaToM
IIPOBEPKM MAKCVM ITyTeM YHVBEpPCaIM3aIN, MOXET OBITh
MBICJIVIMBIM, HO He PallfiOHAJIBHO IIPVIEeMJIEMbIM.
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the maxim indeed self-destruct? Is this maxim
or this interpretation of it the way to handle
the act in question within the Kantian frame-
work? The rest of this section considers these
questions about human reproductive ethics
and duty, first in terms of Kant’s perfect du-
ties, then of imperfect duties. These duties
will be discussed mostly in terms of the For-
mula of Universal Law, to focus and simplify
the discussion and thereby enhance it rath-
er than detour into the many concerns about
this formula itself. After all, Kant insists the
various formulae of the CI mutually entail
one another.

2.1. The Categorical Imperative:
Perfect Duty

In the Grounding for the Metaphysics of
Morals, Kant describes four kinds of du-
ties that invoke the CI: perfect or imperfect,
to either others or to oneself. In some cases,
one has a duty not to act upon a maxim be-
cause when universalised it would lead to a
self-contradiction and it is not rational to act
upon a self-contradiction. Such duty “per-
mits no exception” (GMS, AA 04, p. 402, 421n;
Kant, 1993, p. 15, 30). In other cases, a ra-
tional agent has a duty to act upon a maxim
that is self-consistent and pertinent to given
circumstances. Both of these cases represent
perfect duties to others. The former is a neg-
ative duty, to not act upon a maxim; the lat-
ter a positive duty to act upon a maxim in the
pertinent situation. The example of perfect
duty to others that Kant offers is, on the posi-
tive side, that of keeping a promise made; the
negative side is not to make a promise you
cannot meet.



CTBUM C MaKCVIMOVL; BTOPOVI — IIO3UTVBHAS 00s3aH-
HOCTb JIeVICTBOBaTh B COOTBETCTBMM C MaKCHMOW B
HofIXofsAIIert cuTyanun. B xauectse mpumepa co-
BepIIIeHHOVI OOs3aHHOCTY I10 OTHOLIEHWIO K JIpy-
rum, KaHT 1ipefijiaraeT ¢ 1osIoKuTesIbHOV CTOPOHEI
BBITIOJTHeHMe JJaHHOro olelllaHNs, a C OTpuLiaTesIb-
HOVI — He JIaBaTh HeBBIIIOJIHVIMOe olellaHue.

HecoBepiiieHHBIe 00513aHHOCTI B OTPUIIaTeIbHOM
CMBICJIe — 3TO TaKye 0OsI3aHHOCTY, MaKCVIMBI KOTO-
PBIX IIpY yHUBEpCcasI3aluy He BXOAUIV Obl B IIpo-
TUBOpeYle ¢ cCaMVMI COOOVI, MUp OBl He CTaJI HeMBbIC-
JIVIMBIM ¥ «9eJIOBeYecKiil poyi Mor Obl Gr1arorosryy-
HoO cyilectBoBaTh» (AA 04, S. 423; Kanr, 1997, c. 151).
Tem He MeHee «HEBO3MOXKHO Jke/1a1Mb, YTOOBI TaKOVI
HNPVHLINII VIMeJT TIOBCeMEeCTHO CWITy 3aKOHa IIpypo-
me> (Tam xe). Harrpymep, Mup, B KOTOpoM He ObIO
OBl HMKAKOVI TIOMOIIIM, MOXeT ¥ He ObITh CaMOIIPO-
TUBOPEUNBBIM, HO 13-3a BEPOSITHOCTH, UTO areHTaM
TIOHaI00MTCS TIOMOITIb APYTHX, Oy/ieT HacTOJIBKO J1e-
rpajipoBaTh, co3aBas HeJIOCTaTOK «IH0OBU U y4a-
crvst apyrmx» (Tam ke), 94TO HM OAVIH pallViOHAIIb-
HBIVI areHT He cMoT Obl O0OPUTH TaKOVI MVIP.

KanT mpoTtuBoriocTassisieT HecoBepilleHHble 00s-
3aHHOCTY B TIOJIOKMTEIIBHOM CMBICJIe COBEPIIIEHHBIM.
Te n gpyrue mpuBOIATCS B JIEVICTBIe, KOI/Ia areHThl
JKeJIaroT TOCTYIIUTE COIVIACHO MaKCVMe, KOTopas MO-
et OBITh cpasy ke YHMBepcamsposaHa. Ho cosep-
IIIeHHble 00s3aHHOCTY 3aBUCAT OT BHYTpeHHeVl He-
CIOCOOHOCTM, KOTOpasi B HeCOBepIIIeHHbIX He BCTpe-
YaeTcs, HO «TeM He MeHee HeBO3MOXKHO Xe1arb, YTo-
OBl 11X MaKCMMa BO3BBIIIIAJIaCh 10 BCEOOIITHOCT 3aKO0-
Ha TIPVPOMIbL, TaK KaK TaKas BOJIS IIPOTMBOpedrIa Obl
camort cebe» (AA 04, S. 424; Kant, 1997, c. 153). Dror
BTOPOVI BUJI, JIEVACTBUVI MOXXET BCTYIIaTh B KOH(PIIVIKT
TOJIBKO «C IIMPOKIM [HecoBepIlieHHbIM| (BMEeHSIeMbIM
B 3aCJIyTy) HOJITOM». B Tabrmiie 1 naHo omnvicaHue co-
BEpIIIEHHBIX 1 HECOBEpIIEHHBIX OOS3aHHOCTEVI CO-
IJIaCHO KaHTOBCKOVI «MeTadmsiike HpaBoB»; B TaO/IV-
1le 2 IpeficTaBIIeH JPYTOVI CIIOCO0 cxeMaTi3aliim oos-
3aHHOCTEV1, OCHOBAaHHBIIT Ha «OCHOBOITOJIOKEHATA...», C
HpyIMepaMI pas3/INIHbIX BUIOB 00sS3aHHOCTEVI.

7 Takyto curyamyro O'Hwi cumraeT IIpoTMBOpedneM B
JIeVICTBUM, B OTJIVUMe OT IIPUHSTIA MaKCUMBI, KOTOpasl B
KOHIIEIIIMI He CAaMOITPOTUBOPeYBa, HO CTAHOBUTCS TaKOW
npu gevictsum B cootseTcTBuM C Hetr (O'Neill, 1998).

61

L.E Miller

Imperfect duties are, negatively, those
whose maxims, once universalised, may
not usher in self-contradiction, the world
would not become inconceivable and “the
human race admittedly could very well sub-
sist” (GMS, AA 04, p. 423; Kant, 1993, p. 32).
Nonetheless, “still it is impossible to will that
such a principle should hold everywhere as
a law of nature (ibid.).” Because of the pos-
sibility that agents would need the aid of
others, a world, for example, in which no
aid were given may not be self-contradicto-
ry but would so degrade, rendering lack “of
love and sympathy of others” (ibid.), that no
rational agent could endorse such a world.
Kant contrasts a positive imperfect duty with
a perfect one. Both are invoked when agents
will to act upon a maxim that can simulta-
neously be universalised. But perfect duties
hinge on internal impossibility which in im-
perfect duties “is not found, but there is still
no possibility of willing that their maxim
should be raised to the universality of a law
of nature, because such a will would contra-
dict itself” (GMS, AA 04, p. 424; Kant, 1993,
p. 32). This second kind of action may con-
flict “only with broad [imperfect] (meritori-
ous) duty” (ibid.). (See Table 1 for the table
of perfect and imperfect that Kant provides
in The Metaphysics of Morals. Table 2 pro-
vides a different way of schematising the du-
ties, based on the Grounding with examples of

these various kinds of duties.)

7 Such a situation is what O'Neill (1998) deems a
contradiction in act, contrasted with a adopting a
maxim that is not self-contradictory in conception but
becomes so upon acting on the maxim.
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Tabauya 1

KanTOoBCKOe TereHMe MeTadpM3MKM HPAaBOB B COOTBETCTBUM € 00beKTMBHBIM OTHOIIIEHIEM
K 3aKOHYy 1oJIra (Ha ocHoBe «MeTadm3MKi HpaBOB»)

IOpuanaeckne
o0g3aHHOCTI

I'To orHOIIEeHMIO K cebe

ITo oTHOIIEHWIO K OPYIVIM

I. ITpaBo uesroBeuHOCTM.

camMmM coOov1)
II. ITpaBo yestoBedecTBa.

10 OTHOIIEHUIO K IPYITIM)

B HareM cobCcTBEHHOM JIMLIe
(ropuaMyaecKe 00s13aHHOCTY IIeper,

B npyrux (ropvmamdecKkiie 00s3aHHOCTI

CosepirenHas
003aHHOCTD

DTueckue
00g3aHHOCTI

I'To oTHOMIIEHMIO K cebe

I'To oTHOIIEHMIO K IPYyTIUM

III. Llesp yestoBeyHOCTN.

K caMoMy cebe)

IV. Llenp uennoBeuecTBa.

OTHOIIIEHNIO K JIPYTVIM)

B ojtHOM YestoBeke (BTVI‘IGCKT/IG
00SI3aHHOCTVI I1I0 OTHOILIIEH IO

B npyrux (3Tmdeckiie 00s3aHHOCTY TI0

Hecosepiiennas
00s13aHHOCTD

Tabauya 2

IIpuMepsI KaXK/IOTo 13 UeThbIpex BUI0B 00s13aHHOCTeT1,
paccMOTpeHHBIX BO BTOPOM paszaeiie «OcHoBomosiookenms...» Kanra

By obs13aHHOCTI

I'To oTHOIIEHUIO K APYyTIUM

TTo oTHOIIEHMIO K cebe

0aaz0mBopumessHoCIb.

OrputiatesibHas: JIEVICTBIE B COOTBETCTBUN C
MaKCMMOTI CO3/Iae€T MUP, KOTOPHIV HE MOXET
07100pUTh HI OIIMH PalOHATIbHBIV areHT.
ITpumep: Bo30eprxarue om
01ae0mbopumessHocHU

CoseprreHHas ITonoxwurenpHas: gevictsue B coorBeTcTBum | IlosoxxurenpHas: mevicTue
(HerpemeHHast) C MaKCVIMOVI COTTIACYeTCs C BOJIeVt K B COOTBETCTBUVI C MAKCUMOTI
00s13aHHOCTD YHVBEpCaJIM3aIIM ee B 3aKOH. COryIacyeTcs C BOJIeVt K
ITpumep: cdepxams obeujarue. yHUBepCca/IM3aliyn ee B 3aKOH.
ITpvimep: Bo3depsxanue om
OrputiaresbHas: IeVICTBIE B COOTBETCTBUML | camoybuticméa.
C MaKCVMOTI IIpUBeIeT K BHyTPeHHEMY
MIPOTVBOPEUNIO VI CO3IaCT HETIOCTVDKMMBINT | OTpuliaTesbHas: JeVICTBIE B
MUp. COOTBETCTBUM C MaKCVIMOVI IIPVBELIET
ITpumep: napyuierue obewanus, 0anHo20 1o K BHyTPeHHEMY IIPOTMBOPEYUVIO
npesymnyuL e2o HapyuleHus CO31aCT HETIOCTVIKMUMBIV MUP.
IMpumep: cobepuienue camoybuiicmba
Hecosepiennas IMonoxxwurenbHas: gevicTBye B coorBeTcTBum | [lonmoxxmuTenbHas: nevicTsme B
(zacimyxmBaroras C MaKCMMOTI CO37IaeT MUP, KOTOPBIN COOTBETCTBUM C MaKCVIMOVI CO3/IaeT
ITOOITPEHIA) PpalVOHaJIbHBIVI areHT MOT ObI OTOOPUTS. MUP, KOTOPBIV PaIlIOHaIBHBIV areHT
00s13aHHOCTD [Tpvmep: noxepmbobanue na MoT OBbI OZTOOPWUTB.

[Mpvmep: pasbumue maranmoé.

OrpuriaTesbHas: IeVICTBIE B
COOTBETCTBUM C MaKCMMOW CO3/1aeT
MMP, KOTOPBIVI He MOXXeT OoOpmUTh
HVI OFIVH PaIlVOHAJIbHBIV areHT.
[Mpumep: npenebpesxerue maianmamu

62




L.E Miller

Table 1,
derived from Kant's Metaphysics of Morals,
on the division of the metaphysics of morals according to the objective relation of the law of duty

Juridical Duties Oneself 1. The Right of Humanity Perfect Duty
In our own person (juridical duties to
oneself)
to/or
Others II. The Right of Mankind
In others (juridical duties towards others)
Ethical Duties Oneself III. The End of Humanity. Imperfect Duty
In one person (ethical duties towards
oneself)
to/or
Others IV. The End of Mankind

In others (ethical duties toward others)

Table 2.
Examples from each of four kinds of duties discussed in Kant's Grounding, Second Section

Kind of Duty Duty to Others Duty to Oneself
Perfect (Irremissible) Duty |Positive: Acting on the maxim is consistent | Positive: Acting on the maxim is
with the will to universalise into law. consistent with the will to universalise
Ex.: Keeping a promise. into law.

Ex.: Resisting suicide.
Negative: Acting on the maxim would
lead to internal contradiction and create an | Negative: Acting on the maxim would

inconceivable world. lead to internal contradiction and
Ex.: Breaking a promise made upon the create an inconceivable world.
presumption of breaking it. Ex.: Committing suicide.
Imperfect (Meritorious) |Positive: Acting on the maxim renders a Positive: Acting on the maxim renders
Duty world a rational agent could endorse. a world a rational agent could endorse.
Ex.: Giving to charity. Ex.: Developing talents.
Negative: Acting on the maxim rendersa | Negative: Acting on the maxim renders
world no rational agent could endorse. a world no rational agent could
Ex.: Abstaining from charity. endorse.

Ex.: Neglecting talents.
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B «Ocnosononoxenun...» Kanrt He nenmt nipu-
MephbI Ha «II0JIOKWTEIIbHBIe» V1 «OTpPUIIaTeIbHbIe»
00s13aHHOCTY, KaK 3TO YKa3aHO B Tabsuiie 2 1 B CO-
IIPOBOIMTEILHOM TeKCTe. 51 IIPOM3BOXY 3TO ferle-
HMe, TIOTOMY YTO B KaHTOBCKOM «OCHOBOITOJIOXe-
HV...», C MOV TOUKV 3peHMs], Tofipa3yMeBaeTcs,
OynTo HeKOoTOpble O0sS3aHHOCTY IIperCcTaB/IeHbI
KaK Te, B COOTBETCTBUM C KOTOPBIMV areHT JI0JI-
JKeH JIeVICTBOBaTh, a Jpyrue — Kak Te, VICIIOJIHe-
HVISI KOTOPBIX eMy ciiefyeT n3berars. Kpome Toro,
I yaodcTBa MaeHTUdVMKaIUM BUIOB O0si3aH-
HOCTeV! B TaOJIVIle BMECTO ITOJTHOrO OOBSICHEHWS
MIPUBOAMTCS KpaTKoe OMvicaHVe KaxXIoro Buja.

VI3HauaIbHO 3a7lada COCTOUT B TOM, UTOOBI pas-
paboTaTh YHVBEpCaIbHYIO 3aKOHOIATEITbHYIO MaK-
CVIMY, COIJIACHO KOTOPOVI He HY)KHO BOCIIPOVI3BO-
IIVTBCS, VIHAYe 3TO IIPVUBEIET K CAMOIIPOTVBOPEYIIIO
VI HeMbICTIMoMY Mupy. Ecrv Ol Bee crienoBam
NOZTOOHOVI MaKCVIMe, TO MVP ITPOIOIDKasl ObI CyIiie-
CTBOBATh KaK €CTh; MaKCVIMa He CaMOyHITITOXXVIIAch
OBI TaK, KaK 3TO IIPOV30IIIIO OBI C yHVBEPCATI3MPO-
BaHHOVI MaKCVMOVI caMOyOuvicTBa: eyt Obl Bee et
C7IefIoBasIv, TO BCe OKasasIvchk Obl MepTBBl. [Ipw cite-
JIOBaHMV MaKCVMe, TIO3BOJISIOIIEV He BOCIIPOM3BO-
JIVITBCS, BCE OCTAJIVCH OBI XKMBBL [ TOCKOJIBKY B TAKOM
cJTydae y Hac He ObUIO ObI 00SI3aHHOCTVI BO3IEPKI-
BaThCS OT BOCITPOM3BOJICTBA, KaXKeTCs, 9UTO MaKCHIMa,
TpeOyrortias ero, He ObLyIa ObI COBEPITIEHHOVI 00sI3aH-
HOCTBIO. BcKope s IIpuIiiest K BO3paskeHsIM U IIPO-
TUB 3TOro coodpaxeHms. CHadasIa s JeTaJIbHO pac-
CMaTpuBalO pa3ITIHble BO3MOXKHBIE COBEPIIIEHHbIe
00s13aHHOCTW, CBSI3aHHBIE C BOCIIPOVI3BOICTBOM.

Kak poxmeHve feteit MOXeT OBITH COBEpIIIEH-
HOVI OOA3aHHOCTBIO TI0 OTHONIEHUIO K APYyrum?
OnHo MOXeT ObITh 00A3aHHOCTBIO IO OTHOLIEH IO
mbo x 1) Oymyiiemy pebeHKy, 4TOOBI HaTh eMy
BO3MOXKHOCTB TIOSIBUTBCS Ha CBET, JIM0O0 K 2) Ipy-
I'VIM, KTO VB, HaIlpyMep pOACTBeHHMKaM U [py-
3psIM. B mepBoM ciTydae BO3HMKaeT OOsS3aHHOCTH
II0 OTHOIIIEHNIO K TOMY, KTO He CyIecTByeT. Mox-
HO C ITOJTHBIM ITPaBOM T'OBOPUTH 00 O0sI3aHHOCTSIX
riepert, OyAyIIMMy TIOKOJIEHMSIMY B TEPMMHAX YC-
JIOBHBIX BBICKa3biBaHUTL: «Ecim 6bl sromyt X cytie-
CTBOBaJIV, IM TIOTPeboBasiCch OBl OIpesieieHHbIe
6a3oBble pecypchbl». Ecau Mbl coOvpaeMcs obectie-
YUTh MX CYIIeCTBOBaHWME, TO Y HAaC MOTYT OBITH
00s13aHHOCTYM II0 TapaHTMPOBAaHHOMY obecrieue-

64

In the Grounding Kant does not further di-
vide the examples into “positive” and “neg-
ative” duties as done in this chart and the
accompanying text. I make this division be-
cause it seems implicit in Kant's Grounding
text that some duties are provided as ones
that an agent should act upon, and other du-
ties are those one should avoid acting upon.
Furthermore, note that the brief description of
each kind of duty in the chart is provided for
convenience of identifying the kinds of duty
in the chart, not as complete explanations of
each duty.

Preliminarily, it is a challenge to devise a
universalisable maxim legislating that one
need not reproduce yet which would lead to
self-contradiction or an inconceivable world.
If everyone were to follow such a maxim, the
world would continue to exist as it is; the max-
im would not self-destruct in the way that a
universalised maxim to suicide would. In fol-
lowing the suicide maxim, everyone would be
dead. In following a maxim allowing non-re-
production, everyone would still be alive. Inso-
far as we would then have no duty to refrain
from non-reproduction, it seems that a maxim
requiring reproduction would not be a perfect
duty. I soon come to objections to this notion.
First, I examine piecemeal the different possi-
ble perfect duties for reproduction.

How may having children be a perfect duty
to others? It may be a duty either to 1) the
child to come, or 2) to others who are alive,
such as one’s relatives and friends. In the first
case, the duty would be to something that does
not exist. One may plausibly speak of duties
to future generations in terms of conditional
statements: “If persons X were to exist, they
would need certain basic resources.” If we are
going to bring about their existence, then we



HUIO OIIpefieJIeHHBIX CTapTOBBIX YCJIOBUWM (Cp.:
KanT, 1994), cpaBHMMBIe ¢ 00s3aHHOCTSIMM, KOTO-
PBle MBI BBITIOJTHSIEM ITeper] CyIeCTBY IOIIVIMI JIVI-
1amm. [Ipyroe 1erio, ofHaKo, CKa3aTh, YTO HeCYy-
IIIeCTBYIOIIVIE JIFOIM MMEIOT IIpaBoO Ha CYIIeCTBO-
BaHMe 11 MBI 00s13aHBI IaTh MM XV3Hb. [JOCKOIBKY
CyIIecTByeT OeCKOHEYHOe KOJIMYeCTBO MBICTIMIMBIX
HeCyIIIeCcTBYIONINX CyIIecTB 1 y Hac Obu1n Obl Oec-
KOHeUHble 00SI3aHHOCTI [0 OTHOILIEHIO KO BCEM
HMM, He OCTaJIOCh ObI MecTa IS HaIIMX 00g3aH-
HOCTeV II0 OTHOIIIEHVIO K CYIIIeCTBYIOIIVM BelllaM,
IIOTOMY OOSI3aHHOCTVI ITO OTHOIIEHMIO K HecyIIle-
CTByIOIIeMY Iofyiexar pexykummt. [Togsomst vitor,
MOXXHO CKasaTh, YTO IETOPOXIIEeHVe He MOXeT
OBITH 003aHHOCTEIO 10 OTHOIIIEHWIO K TEM JIeTSIM,
KOTOPBIE CTaJIV ObI pe3yJIBTaTOM 3TOTO IEeVICTBISL.
MosxeT 111 poXKIIeHe feTelt ObITh JOJITOM TIeper],
porcTBeHHMKaMM 1 coobrrectBom? CkakeM, pori-
CTBEHHMKM VI COODITIECTBO XOTAT, 4TOOBI Y N ObUTI
metn, a N He cileftyeT >KeJIaHVSIM POJICTBEHHVIKOB.
MaxkcrMa 117151 3TOTO JIeVICTBISI MOXKET OBITh CIIeTy-
forrient: «Korza Movt poricTBEHHMKM 1 COODIIIeCTBO
XOTSIT, YTOOBI Y MeHsi ObUIN JIeTV, MHe He HY>XKHO
CIIeZIOBATh VX JKeJIAaHWSIM». DTa MaKCMMa, Oymydn
yHVBepCaIM3MpPOBaHHOV, He BeleT K CaMOIIPOTH-
BOPEUVMBOCTU VI HENOCTVDKMMOMY MUPY: MUP
KaKoOV OH eCThb, 0e3yCJIOBHO, MOXeT ITPOIOJIKATh
CYIIIeCTBOBaHME, IIPOCTO C KaXXIbIM JTHEM B HeM
OyzeT Bce MeHbIIle 11 MeHbIIIe fgeTert. MOXHO maxe
IIPENITIONIOKITh, YTO MVP BCe PaBHO OyJIeT Cylile-
CTBOBATh C JIETBMI: POACTBEHHVIKV VI WIEHBI CO-
oO1iecTBa MOT'yT Ha KOPOTKOe BpeMs IIpeHeOpeub
JKeJITaHVIEM TTOPOXX/IaTh IIOTOMCTBO, VI B TaKOV MO-
MEHT MOXeT Hellpe[JHaMepeHHO HaudaTbCs [IeTO-
poxnaenue. VimeTs meTert He MOXeT OBITH COBEp-
ITIEHHOVI 00S13aHHOCTBIO ITepet IPYTVIMIAL
BospakeH1e COCTOMT B TOM, UTO pacCMaTpViBae-
Masi 00s13aHHOCTbD He SIBJISIeTCS COBEPIIIEHHOV TOJIb-
KO 1Tt HeOOJTBITION TPYTIIIIbI, TAaKOV KaK CeMbs U CO-
o0111ecTBO. DTO 00s13aHHOCTH 0 OTHOILIEHWIO KO
BCEMY UeJIOBEYeCKOMY BVILY, IIOTOMY YTO CaMO €ro
CyIIlecTBOBaHMe 3aBVUCUT OT BOCIIPOM3BOICTBA VIH-
OVBUIYYMOB (KaK ¥ IIPEIIVICBIBAIOT B TOW VUIU
vHOM popme MHOrMe permrvvt: « Imomyrecs u pas-
MHOXavTech» (BeIT. 1: 28)). OgHa 13 pobdreM, cBs-
3aHHBIX C 3TVIM BO3pakeHVeM, 3aKJIF0UaeTcsl B TPy/l-
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may have duties to ensure the provision of cer-
tain basics (¢f. Kant, 1996), comparable to the
duties we have to existing persons. It is anoth-
er matter, though, to say non-existent persons
have a right to existence and we have a duty
to give them existence. Insofar as there are in-
finite conceivable nonexistent entities and we
would have infinite duties to all these, with no
room left for our duties to extant things, claim-
ing duties to nonexistent entities is subject to
a reductio. To sum up, procreating cannot be a
duty to those children who would result from
the act.

Could having children be a duty to one’s
relatives and community? Suppose the rela-
tives and community want K to have children
and K does not follow the relatives’” wishes.
The maxim for this action may be, “Whenever
my relatives and community want me to have
children, I need not follow their wishes.” This
maxim does not lead, when universalised, to
self-contradiction or an inconceivable world:
The world as it is could certainly go on, simply
with fewer and fewer children. It is even con-
ceivable the world might go on anyway with
children: the relatives and community mem-
bers may briefly neglect to will to reproduce,
and at such a moment might inadvertently
commence reproducing. Having children can-
not be a perfect duty to others.

An objection holds that the duty in ques-
tion is not a perfect duty simply to a small
group such as family and community. It is a
duty to the species because the species” very
existence depends upon individuals’ repro-
ducing. (As many religions enjoin in one form
or another, “Be fruitful and multiply” (Gen-
esis I, 28).) One problem with this objection

is the difficulty of finding a coherent max-
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HOCTVI HAXOXXIEHVIST COITIACOBAHHOW C 3TOVI O0sI3aH-
HOCTBIO MakcuMbI'. CKakeM, s OTKa3bIBalOCh pas-
MHOXaTbCSL SIBiisieTcst y Moert Makcmmont «Korma
BUJT TpeOyeT, UTOOBI BBI Pa3sMHOXKaJIVICh, He JieJIalTe
aToro»? Ho 31eck HeT KOHKPeTHOTO IIprMepa Ipu-
3bIBa K JOJITY: k0204 BUAJL, JKeJIaeT, YTOOBI S IEVICTBO-
BasT?? I/l KaK MOXXHO CKa3aTh, UTO #10 XOUeT, UTOOBI S
nmevictBoBauT? Ha MIrHOBeHVIE 3[eCh BO3HIMKAET HeKas
KOJUIEKTVIBHas BOJIA. Eciin ke, JOCTUIHYB MOJIOBOV
3peJIocTy, s He AeVICTBYTO, 3HAUUT, 51 HapyILJI CBOV
monr? EcTe 11 y MeHsI, CKakeM, JIecsITUIIeTHSIA Tiepe-
IBIIIIKA B TIEPVIO]I TIOJIOBOVI 3peJIOCTH, IIPEXK/Ie YeM s
OKa)XyCh B MOpaJIbHOM 3aTpyaHeHnn? Ecian s ympy
JI0 TOTO, KaK Pa3sMHOXYCh, BUHOBEH JIV 51?7 DTOT CITy-
yayl He IIOXOX Ha IIprMepP C JIOXKBIO, B KOTOPOW II0-
BMHHO BCe JestoBedecTBo. B jexktmsx KanTa 1o sTm-
Ke B CTaTbe O JDKM U IIPABAMBOCTY PACKPBbIBAETCS
BOITPOC O crielydpyiKe AeVICTBUT PV OIIpeieIeHII
VIX MOpaJIbHOV olleHKu (AA 27, S. 444—455; KaHr,
2000). HackompKo $I TIOHMMAIO, IIpV JDKY, Hallpy-
Mep, JOJDKEH CyIIeCTBOBaTh KOHKPETHBIVI MOMEHT
B JEVICTBMSIX areHTa, ITO3BOJIAIOIIVVI OIIPEIeIINTh,
VIMeJIa JI MecTO JIOXKb. B ciTyuae joku cyliecTBoBasia
ObI MaKcVIMa 1711 KOHKPETHOTO JEVICTBISL, KOTOPOe,
CTaB YHVBepCaJIbHBIM, IIPOTVBOPEYMIIO Obl OCHOBaM
3HaHMS U peunt. Vlcxomst 13 3Toro paccyskaeHns 00
OTHEIBHBIX, VIV AVICKPETHBIX, HEVICTBISIX, S TIpell-
Toj1aralo, 4To OTCYTCTBIe peDeHKa He sIBJIsieTCs Ta-
KM JVCKpPeTHBIM fAeiicTBreM. Ecimt 310 cumTarh
IIPOCTYIIKOM Oe3[IeVICTBYIS, TO, B OT/INYMe OT APYIIX
IIPOCTYIIKOB Oe3/eVICTBIIs, He CYIleCTByeT CIydaeB
VJIV CUTYallnVi, B KOTOPBIX 3TO OesrevicTBie ObLIo
6b1 3aMeTHO. [TogOOHBI ITPOCTYTIOK — OITYCTVIM,
OTKa3 OT HEVICTBUSI IO CITACEHVIIO KV3HVI — BKJIIO-
4JaeT B ceDs VICKpeTHBIE EVICTBIS 110 BO3IEpiKa-

! Coo011ecTBO MOXKeT Hy XKIaThCsl, CKaXkeM, B BomHax. Kak
Ob1 HM OBITa HaCyIITHA 3Ta TIOTPeOHOCTH, OHa ITPUBOINUT K
TOW Xe IIpo0JieMe, 0 KOTOPOI MBI IIOTOBOPYIM HIDKE, — K
KOTepeHTHOV MaKCVIMe.

2 3pmech pedb MIET O TOM, KaKasl MaKC/Ma MOXXeT MeTh
OTHOIIIeHMe K Mjlee coxpaHeHMs Buja. byaer i makcrma
«Ecymm Bup, XoueT coxpaHAThCs, pasMHOXKaTeCh!» yMecT-
Hom MakcuMmort? ITouemy mpocto He «CoxpaHuTe BUm!»
WIV 49TO-TO B 3ToM popme? IloueMy ciemyeT cchuIaThCS
Ha To, 4ero xoueT Bup? [leso 31eck, OfHAKO, B TOM, UTO-
ObI paccMaTpuBaTh BUJL TaK, Kak ecyii Obl OH MOT MMeThb
€IMHYIO0 MaCCOBYIO BOJIIO, C LIeJIbO ITOKa3aTh, KaK [1ajIeKo
HY>KHO 3a/TV, 9YTOOBI OOBSICHUTD IIOJIT B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe.

im for the duty.! Say I refuse to reproduce. Is
my maxim, “When the species wants you to
reproduce, do not”? But there is no particu-
lar instance here of a call to duty: When does
the species want me to act?? And how can the
species be said to want me to act? Grant for a
moment there is some kind of collective will.
Then if, upon coming into sexual maturi-
ty, I do not act, have I broken my duty? Do
I get perhaps ten years’ respite into my sex-
ual maturity before I am in moral trouble? If
I die before reproducing, am I culpable? This
case is unlike that of lying, which transgresses
all humanity: In Kant’s Lectures on Ethics, the
article on lying and truth-telling brings out
the issue of specificity of acts in determining
their moral assessment (V-Mo/Collins, AA 27,
pp. 444-455; Kant, 1997, pp. 200-209). As I un-
derstand the matter, in lying, for example,
there must be a specific instance of an agent’s
acting in order to determine whether a lie has
occurred. In an act of lying, there would be
a maxim for a specific act, which, once uni-
versalized would contradict the foundations
of knowledge and speech. I suggest, follow-
ing upon this reasoning about discrete acts,
that not having a child is not such a discrete
act. If it were a transgression of omission,
then unlike other transgressions of omission,
there are no instances or situations in which

! A community’s need may be e.g. for warriors. How-
ever pressing, this need leads to the same problem dis-
cussed below of a coherent maxim.

2 The discussion here concerns what maxim could be
relevant in relation to the idea of preserving the spe-
cies. Would the maxim, “If the species wants to be pre-
served, reproduce!” be the relevant maxim? Why not
just “Preserve the species!” or something of that sort?
Why a reference to what the species wants? The point
here, though, is considering the species as if it could
have a single massed will, with the aim of showing how
far one must stretch in order to account for the duty in
this context.
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HVIO OT JIEVACTBYSL VI JIICKPETHO 3aMeTHBIe MOPaJIb-
Hble ITOCIIEZICTBIS . BOCITPOM3BOICTBO KaK IIOXKM3-
HEeHHBIVI JIOJIT TIepeJ] BUIOM, KOTOPBIVI JOJDKEH OBbITh
VICIIOJTHEH JI0 CMePTV VIV MeHOIIay3bl, I1o11asio Obl
B HOBYIO, C TOUKV 3peHVsI KAHTOBCKOVI apryMeHTa-
1MV, KaTeropmio oOsi3aHHOCTelt. Herrpasnonomoo-
HO, YTOOBI CyIIIeCTBOBasIa 00sI3aHHOCTB, 32 KOTOPYIO,
TIOKa MBI BO3IEP)KMBAEMCS OT ee BBIIIOJTHEHVIS, Mbl
ITOCTOSIHHO, KaK/I0e MTHOBeHVe (11, CIe[IOBaTeITHHO,
GeckoHeuHO) ObUIM OBl BUHOBHBEL HeymysuTebHO,
YTO MaKCVMa BO3IEpyKaHVs He BeleT K CAaMOITPOTH-
BOPEUNIIO VIV HETIOCTVDKVIMOMY MVIPY.

Yro KacaeTcsi BOIIPOCa O TOM, SIBJISIETCSI JIV BOC-
IIPOV3BOIICTBO COBEPIIIEHHOV OOSI3aHHOCTBIO TI0
OTHOIIIEHWIO K caMoMYy ceDe, TO ero, I10 BCeVt BU/IV-
MOCTV, XOPOIIIO VJUTFOCTPUPYET KaHTOBCKIV ITPY-
Mep ¢ caMoyOmmcTBOM 13 «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVSL...»
(AA 04, S. 422; Kawnr, 1997, c. 145—147; cm. Tabo. 1):
ec/n ObI MaKcuMa /ISl caMoyouricTBa Obljla yHU-
BEpPCaJIbHOVI, TO CKOPO CTaJIO OBI SICHO, «4TO IIPU-
pora, ecymn Obl ee 3aKOHOM OBbUIO paspyIlaTh
KVI3HB TIOCPE/ICTBOM TOTO Ke OINYIIleHVs, Ha3Ha-
YeHVe KOTOPOro — HoOyXaaTh K IOAAepKaHWIO
KM3HM, IPOTMBOpednIIa Obl camon cebe w1, cireio-
BaTeJIBHO, He MOIJIa Obl CYIIIeCTBOBATh KaK IIPUPO-
na» (AA 04, S. 422; KanTt, 1997, c. 147).

MokeT okasarbcst, YTO ecyIv ObI MaKCMa OTKa-
3a OT BOCITPOVM3BOJICTBA, TPV YCIIOBU UTO YeJIOBEK
dusmyeckn ciocobeH K HeMy, ObUIa yHMBepcalb-
HOVI, TO UeJIOBEUeCKMVI POI YHIUUYTOXMII ObI ceds,
a 3HA4MT, VI MaKCMMa Obl caMOyHMUTOXIIIach. Ha-
30BEM 3TO BO3Pa’kKeHVIEM «3[IPaBOro CMbICiIa». 11o-
IOOHO TOMy KakK CaMOyOMVICTBO YHUYTOXAeT VIH-
IOVIBUIYaJIbHYIO XKV3HB, IIpeKpaltieHye BOCIIPOV3-
BOZICTBA YHIYTOXWMIIO OBI JKM3HB BCETO BIIA.

* IIpyrme rpexu Oe3fevicTBus, Takue KaK OTKa3 OT Oria-
TOTBOPUTEJIBHOCTII — OTHOCWUTEIBHO HECOBEPIIEHHBIX
obsi3aHHOCTe — JIMCKpeTHbI; ofiHako KaHT obcyxia-
eT TI0 KpaViHell Mepe OJIH HeCOBePIIeHHBIN JIOJT, KOTO-
PBIVI He IIVCKpPeTeH, — pasBUTIE CBOMX TajlaHTOB. Hioke
sl CpPaBHIO BOCITPOM3BOJICTBO € 3TOW 00sisaHHOCTHIO. Co-
BepIeHHbIe O69[3aHHOCTVI, II0-BUMAVIMOMY, IIPVIMEHVMBI
K [IEVICTBVISIM, KOTOpBIE, BHE 3aBVUCHMOCTV OT TOTO IIpa-
BIVUIBHBI OHVI VIV HEITPaBWJIbHBI, IVICKPETHBI, a HE K nen-
CTBVIsIM, KOTOPbIE€ OVICKPEeTHBI, KOTda IIpaBUJIbHbI, HO He
IIVICKPETHBI, KOITIa HeIIPaBIUIbHBIL.
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its omission is discernible. A transgression
of omission such as withholding a lifesaving
action involves a discrete act of withholding,
with discretely discernible moral repercus-
sions.> A standing lifetime duty to the spe-
cies to reproduce, which must be filled before
death or menopause, would fall under a cate-
gory of duty new to Kant’s argument. It is im-
plausible there should be a duty for which we
are continuously, instantaneously (and, by ex-
tension, infinitely) culpable as long as we ab-
stain. Not surprisingly, the maxim to abstain
does not lead to self-contradiction or an in-
conceivable world.

As for whether reproduction is a perfect
duty to oneself, Kant’s case of suicide (GMS,
AA 04, p. 422; Kant, 1993, p. 31; and see Table 1
above) appears to be a good parallel. In this
first illustration in the Grounding, if the maxim
for suicide were universalised, then: “It is [...]
seen at once that a nature whose law it would
be to destroy life itself by means of the same
feeling whose destination is to impel toward
the furtherance of life would contradict itself
and would therefore not subsist as nature”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 422; Kant, 1993, p. 32).

It may appear that if the maxim not to re-
produce, when one is physically capable,
were universalised, the human race would ex-
tinguish itself and hence the maxim would
self-destruct. Call this the “common-sense” ob-
jection. Just as suicide destroys an individual
life, cessation of reproduction would destroy
the entire species’ life.

% Other sins of omission such as withholding charity —
regarding imperfect duties — are discrete; however,
Kant discusses at least one, an imperfect duty, which is
not discrete: developing one’s talents. Later, I compare
reproduction with this duty. Perfect duties appear to ap-
ply to acts which, whether right or wrong, are discrete,
rather than acts that are discrete when right but not dis-
crete when wrong,.
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Onnako HeoOXofyIMa OCTOPOXKHOCTH B OLIeH-
Ke CXOJICTBa MeXJIy CaMOyOUTICTBOM 1 OTKa30M OT
BocriponsBozicTBa. PaccMorpuM N, KOTOPBINT BBI-
OupaeT He BOCIIPOV3BOIUTHCS, IIOTOMY YTO pas-
BUTHeE TajlaHTa ObIJI0 OBl JIYUIIIMM MCTIOJIb30BaHY-
eM ero sHeprun. KakoBel KOHKpeTHBIE CUTyalum
Kak B ciydae N, Tak U B cjIydae caMoyouvicTsa?
MoxxHo 51 cumTaTh, 9To N, He IIprOaBiIsis XMU3HNI
B MUpP, KaKMM-TO 00pa3oM 3pPeKTMBHO OTHMMa-
eT OT XXM3HU TO e caMoe, 4YTO OTHVMMaeT U CaMOy-
6urictso? B mpumepe ¢ cynumgom y Kanra ciox-
HOCTb 3aKJII0YaeTCsl B TOM, UTO YeJIOBeK ITbITaeTCs
YIJIY4YIIUTB CBOIO XM3Hb, YHUUYTOXMB ee. Takoit Me-
TOJ], YJIyYLlIeHWs SIBJIeTCSl CAMOIIPOTUBOPEUVBBIM
VI HEMBICJIVIMBIM, B JIy4llleM cJIy4dae 3TO HapaloKcC:
KaK TOJIBKO areHT YHUUYTOXeH, HeT XXWU3HU, KOTO-
pas «yjydiiack Obl» IO CpaBHEHWUIO C TeM, YTO
6bul0 paHblile. B ciryuae orkasa N oT Bocmpons-
BOJZICTBA JKV3HB, KOTOpas yIIydlllaeTcsl 3a CYeT He-
BOCITPOM3BOZICTBA, BCE ellle CYIIeCTBYeT: U XXWU3Hb
areHTa, M XXW3Hb BCeX OCTaJIbHBIX. B 3TOM citydae
HeT HMKAKOI'0 BHYTPEHHEero IIPOTUBOPEUNIsL.

MoxeT TI0Ka3aTbkCs, OHAKO, UYTO IPOTUBOpE-
4re B MaKCVIMe O HeBOCITPOM3BOICTBE BO3HUKAeT
VHave, yeM cJIeflyeT 13 MOero aHaJIn3a: ecjIu Mak-
CMMa O HeBOCITPOM3BOZICTBE YHWBepCaIM3npyeT-
Csl U BCe TIepecTaroT BOCIIPOU3BOIUTECS, TO YeJIo-
BEYeCKOoro Bua OosIblile HeT, 3T0 ObUT ObI ciTyyan
BIIOBOTrO camMoyouvicTsa. V s Kak mpesicTaBuTe b
3TOr0 BUAa He MOTY pallViOHaJIbHO ITpUAepXKiu-
BaTbCsI 9TOVI MAKCVIMBI.

Hwoke s mepeumciigio Tpu acliekTa, B KOTO-
PBIX caMOyOMTICTBO 1 OTKa3 OT BOCIIPOM3BOCTBA
He maeHTUYHBL [Ipexne Bcero obparnTe BHMMa-
HMe Ha TO, YTO HasblBaTh IIpeKpallleHe BOCIIpo-
V3BOJICTBa YeJloBeKa «BUIOBBIM CcaMOyOUTICTBOM»
II0 MeHblIIeV Mepe HellpaBIUJIbHO. BuoBoe camoy-
OuricTBO HarbosIee IpaBIOIIOI00HO OBLIO OBI «BYI-
JIOBBIM CaMOYOMVICTBOM» B CIy4ae, ecjiv Obl Bce
uJleHbl 4eJIOBeYeCKOro BMa MOKOHYWIIM >KU3Hb
camoyouricteoM. Eciim rosoputh MeTadopuue-
CKM, TO «BUIIOBBIM CaMOYOMUVICTBOM» MOXKHO OBIJIO
ObI Ha3BaTh CJTyYail TAKOTO KOJUIEKTVBHOTO TIOBe-
JeHNs Halllero Bua, Korjaa IpeHeOpexeHMe He-
TaTUBHBIMI TIOCJIEACTBUSMY Hallleyl JiesiTeJIbHO-
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However, care is needed in assessing the
similarity between suicide and non-reproduc-
tion. Consider K, who elects not to reproduce
because developing a talent would be a better
use of energies. What is the precise situation in
both K’s and the suicide’s cases? Is K, by not
adding more life to the world, somehow effec-
tively subtracting from life as the suicide does?
In Kant’s suicide example, the difficulty is that
the man is proposing to improve his life by de-
stroying it. Such method of improvement is
self-contradictory and inconceivable, at best a
paradox: Once the agent is destroyed, there is
no life that is “improved” compared with what
had been before. In K’s case of non-reproduc-
tion, the life that is being improved by not re-
producing still exists: both the agent’s life and
everyone else’s. There is no self-contradiction
in this case.

It may seem, however, that the contradiction
in the maxim for non-reproduction arises dif-
ferently from what my analysis implies. If the
maxim for non-reproduction is universalised
and everyone ceases reproducing, there is no
more human species. This would be a case of
species suicide. And I, as a member of this spe-
cies, cannot rationally will the maxim.

Below I list three points whereby suicide
and non-reproduction are not parallel. First,
though, note that calling the cessation of hu-
man reproduction ‘species suicide’ is a misno-
mer at the least. Species suicide would most
plausibly be “species-wide suicide’, a case in
which all members of the human race killed
themselves. More metaphorically, the case
of our species as a collective behaving negli-
gently in terms of their actions’ negative ef-
fects on the environment could, if leading to
species extinction, be spoken of as ‘species
suicide’. But this usage neglects the issue of



CTU [J1s1 OKPY>KalOIlell CpeIbl IpuBesIo ObI K BbI-
MupaHuio Buaa. Ho Takon rogxor, He y4uThIBaeT
BOITpOCa O BOJIE, ¥I COMHUTEJIHHO, YTOOBI KaXkIIbIVI
JKeJlaJl Takoro KoHIIa. bimvpkariimas mapasuiesib
MeX]1y HeBOCIIPOV3BOACTBOM MH/IVIBUIA V1 HEBOC-
IIPOV3BOIICTBOM BHla MOXeT OBITh TaKoV: B Ilep-
BOM CJIy4dae VIHOVBUL, XMBET BCIO XKVM3Hb U I10CIIe
CMepTU yoKe He KMBeT, a [IOTOMCTBAa 15 IIPOI0JI-
JKeHWs )KVU3HW y Hero He ocTaJjioch. Bo BTopoM ciry-
4Jae COBOKYIHOCTb VIHJIVIBUIOB ITPOXMBaeT OIlpe-
JIeJIeHHOe KOJIMYeCTBO JKVM3HEeN, a I10Cjle CMepTU
GosIblile He XMBET, 11 y 3TOVI TPYIIIbl He OCTaeTCs
IIOTOMCTBA, YTOOBI IIPOIOJDKATh XKUTh. Hut TOT, HI
I PYyTOV CJIydar He SIBJISIOTCS «CaMOyOMICTBOM».

Hioke 03Byuy Tpu 3aMedaHUsi 00 OTCYyTCTBUM
Hapasulesiv MeXIy caMOyOMVICTBOM 11 HEeBOCIIPO-
VI3BOJICTBOM.

1. OtcyTcTBYyeT mapasuiesib MeXXay HapyIllIeHV-
eM IOJIOKUTEeIbHOV 00s3aHHOCTY areHTa B CIIy-
YJae caMOyOMVICTBa VI TaKMM HapyIlleHVeM B CIIy-
4Jae OTKasa OT BOCHpom3BoACTBa. [lomoxwress-
HBIVI BapuaHT nepponi — «Kusnrel». Hapymm-
TeJIb 3TOTO 0JITa 0moeAbHbIM OeticBieM YHUYTO-
KaeT XX13Hb. JI1000v1 HapyIITTeIb 3TOrO ITO3UTB-
HOI'O [I0JITa IIOCTYIIAaeT HeIlpaBUJILHO, COBepIast
3TO evicTBue. pyrovi, nmapasulesIbHOVI HO3UTWB-
HOVI 00513aHHOCTBIO ObIIO ObI: «Pa3sMHOXaTeCh!».
Kak ormeuasioch Bblllle, KaK MJIM KOIZla YeJI0BeK
HapyIaeT 3To o0si3aTesibcTBo? He cyiecTsyer HI
OIHOIO CJIy4asi HapyIIeHsl.

2. OrcyTcTBYeT Hapasulelb MeXy ecTecTBeH-
HBIMV VHCTMHKTaMV, 3aJ1eViICTBOBaHHBIMU B 000-
ux orydasix. Jlrofgem B 11eJIoM OT caMOyOWVICTB
yaepXuBaeT MHCTVHKT caMocoxpaHeHms. MoXHO
CKasaTb, YTO JaXke Te, KTO COBepIlIaeT caMoyOum-
CTBO, VIMEIOT €r0, HO OHW ITPeOI0JIeBA0T STOT VH-
CTMHKT, pelInB, YTo OoJIbllle He MOTYT BBIHOCUTD
CBOM CTpajaHMud. MajloBeposTHO, UTO cTpemIle-
HVEe K pasMHOXEHVIO, KOTOpOe HEeKOTOphIe CUmTa-
IOT YHVBEPCAJIbHBIM, SBJI€TC TaKVM JKe VIHCTVH-
KTOM VL JTIO[IV ITPeOI0JIeBalOT ero, KOIjla peraroT He
mMeTh feTteit. Ckopee (10 KpaviHeV Mepe, 3TO CTOJIb
JKe TIpaBIOIO00H0) Y MHOTMX JIFOIIEVI IIPOCTO HeT
TAKOro xey1aHusl. TOUHO Tak e ¥ 3TO CTpeMJIeHVe
K pa3sMHOXEHUIO HeoOs3aTeJIbHO SBJISeTCS CTPeM-
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will, and it is doubtful everyone wills such an
end. The closest parallel between the individ-
ual’s not reproducing and the species” not re-
producing may be this: In the former case, the
individual lives a lifetime and upon death is
no longer living and the individual has left no
offspring to continue living. In the latter case,
a set of individuals lives a set of lifetimes, and
at death is no longer living and the set has left
no offspring to continue living. Neither case is
‘suicide’.

The three points about the lack of parallel
between suicide and non-reproduction are:

1) There is a lack of parallel between trans-
gressions of the positive duty for the agent in
the suicide case versus such transgressions in
the non-reproduction case. The positive version
of the former is “Stay alive!” The transgressor
of this duty destroys a life via a discrete act. Any
transgressor of this positive duty does wrong
in performing that discrete act. The other, par-
allel positive duty would be, “Reproduce!” As
indicated above, how or when does one ever
transgress this duty? There is no instance of
transgression.

2) There is a lack of parallel between the
natural instincts involved in the two cas-
es. Against suicide, humans in general have
a self-preservation instinct. Even those who
commit suicide can be said to have it, and they
overpower this instinct upon deciding that
they can no longer bear their pains. It is unlike-
ly that the urge to reproduce — which some
declare universal —is such an instinct and that
people overpower it when they decide against
having children. Rather, it is at least as plausi-
ble to say many people simply do not have the
urge. So, too, this urge to reproduce does not
appear to be necessarily an urge to preserve
the species. In this sense, what if Dawkins’s
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JIeHVieM K coXpaHeHMIO Bua. B aToMm cMbiciie uTo,
ecJIV Teopusl «3TOVICTUYHOro reHa» [Jokmusa (Ho-
kmH3, 2021 [1975]) BepHa 11 MBI pa3sMHOXaeMcs He
IS TIofiflepXKaHM BUa, a JJIsl coOXpaHeHUs Te-
HOB? Y reHa HeT OYeBIIHOTO IIpaBa He OBbITh YHIY-
TOXeHHBIM. Kpome Toro, MHOTMe JIIoM, KOTOpbIe
XOTHT [eTevl, IIPOCTO JIIOOST MX U JKeJlaloT MMeThb
VIX PSIOM, He 3ayMbIBasiCh O TOM, YTO OHM JOJIK-
HBI JIeJIaTh 3TO J1JI1 COXpaHeH s BUIa.

QueBniHOe Bo3paXkeHMe 371eCb COCTOUT B TOM,
YTO, KOITIA JIFOAV TOHYT VI IIBITAFOTCS CITACT CBOIO
JKVI3HB, OHV PEJIKO IyMAIOT: «f] JOJIKeH COXPaHUTh
CBOIO XXM3HB»!. BMeCTo 3TOro y HIUX ecTb cTpemIle-
HMe BCIUIBITh K IIOBEPXHOCTU BOMBI, CXBATUTHCS
3a BeTKM U Tak J1ajiee. TouHO Tak ke cTpemsIeHe
CHacTV BU/I, HeoOs3aTeJIbHO JI0JKHO OBITH 15 JIIO-
eVl OCO3HaHHBIM. BMecTo 3TOro ecrecTseHHBIE Ha-
KJIOHHOCTM PaOO0TaoT B [OJITOCPOYHOV IepCIIeK-
TUBe, KaK Obl TrapaHTUPYs, UTO BWJ, IIPOHOJIKAT
pasMHOXaTbcs. B 0TBeT Ha 3TO Bo3pakeHVie BO3HM-
KaeT TpeThbe pasjIndyie B MHCTYHKTaX: CTpeMJleHe
K caMOCOXpaHEeHWUIO JIeVICTByeT HeIlpepbIBHO, Ka-
KJT0e MTHOBEHVIe Halllell KI3HV MbI PYKOBOIICTBY-
emcs M. CorrtacHo KaHTy, MBI IMeeM ITPOIOIIKY-
TEeJIbHYIO OOSI3aHHOCTH CJIefIOBaTh €My HeCMOTpsI
Ha J1100bIe IOy xaeHms (AA 04, S. 399; Kanr, 1997,
c. 73). CTpemMsieHVIe K BOCITPOM3BOJICTBY He SBJIgeT-
Csl HelIPepBIBHBIM (3a MICKITIOYeHVEeM BO3MOXKHBIX
CJIy4yaeB IaTOJIOrMYeCKOVl CeKCyasTbHOCTH), 11 ObIJIo
ObI HellpaBIOIOOOHO yTBEPXK/IaTh, YTO MBI 00s3a-
HBI CJIeJIOBaTh eMy IOCTOAHHO. Ecrin y jrronen mevi-
CTBUTEJIBHO eCTh TaKas 00sS3aHHOCTB 110 OTHOILIIe-
HUIO K PelpOIyKTVBHBIM CKJIOHHOCTSIM, TO OHU
JO/KHBI TIOCTOSIHHO 3aHMMAaTbCsl CeKCOM U1 MIMeTh
KaK MOXXHO OoJibllle [ieTeVl, a 3T0 — aOCypIHBIN
pesynbrar. AOCYpIHOCTD yKasbIBaeT Ha JaJIbHeVI-
IIlee OTCYTCTBUE IapasUlesii MeXIy OByMsl pac-
CMaTpVBaeMBbIMM CITy YasiMIL.

3. B aToM myHKTe 00 OTCYTCTBUM Iapasulesien
ecTh ABe vacTu: 3' (moxoruteka) m 3" (BBIBOL).

3. Dra yacTb onmpaeTcss Ha aHAJIOTMIO MeXIy
cJlydasiMM CaMOyOMVICTBa M OTKas3a OT BOCITPOM3-

¢ KaHT IIpOTMBONOCTaBIISET €CTECTBEHHYIO CKIIOHHOCTD
K COXPaHEHMIO CBOEVI KM3HM 00S3aHHOCTV COXPAHNUTE €€.
CmMm.: (AA 04, S. 398; Kanrt, 1997, c. 73).
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(1975) “selfish gene” theory is true and we do
not reproduce in order to maintain the species
but preserve the genes? A gene has no appar-
ent right not to be destroyed. Furthermore,
many people who want children simply like
children and want to have them around, with-
out considering that they must do so to pre-
serve the species.

The obvious objection here is that, when
people struggle to save themselves from
drowning, they rarely consider, “I must pre-
serve my life.”* Instead, they have drives to
surface the water and grab branches and so on.
Similarly, the urge to save the species need not
possess people consciously. Instead, natural in-
clinations work in the long run as if to ensure
that the race keeps reproducing. The response
to this objection brings up a third instinct dif-
ference: The drive for self-preservation is con-
tinuously operating: Every moment of our
lives we operate on it. According to Kant, we
have a continuous duty to operate on it, be-
yond any drives (GMS, AA 04, p. 399; Kant,
1993, p. 12). Drives for reproduction are not
continuous (except in possible cases of patho-
logical sexuality), and it is implausible to say
we have a duty to operate upon it continuous-
ly. If humans do have such a duty toward re-
productive drives, then they should have sex
continuously and have as many children as
possible, an absurd outcome. The absurdity
points to a further lack of parallel between the
two cases in question:

3) There are two parts to this point concern-
ing the lack of parallels: 3' (the background)
and 3" (the conclusion):

3') This part draws on an analogy between
the suicide and non-reproduction cases. A hu-

* Kant contrasts the natural inclination to preserve one’s
life with the duty to preserve one’s life (cf. GMS, AA 04,
p- 398; Kant, 1993, p. 11).



BOJICTBA. YestoBeueckoe TeJI0 COCTOUT V13 MHOXKeCTBa
KJIETOK, TaK JKe KaK 4eJIOBeUeCTBO COCTOUT 13 MHO-
JKeCTBa VIHAMBUIYYMOB. MOXXHO CKa3aTh, 9TO YeJIo-
BeK 00s3aH TONepXMBaTh II0 KpariHell Mepe M-
HVIMaJIbHOE KOJIMYEeCTBO KJIETOK B CBOEM TeJle, KOTO-
poe coxpaHsieT eMy XW3Hb. Tak, eciIn JesioBek I10-
T1aJ1 B JIOBYILIKY CUTYALINV, 113 KOTOPOVI OH He MOXXeT
BBIOpaThCsl, He OTPyOuB cebe mater], 6osiee pasym-
HO IIOTEPSTh STOT I1aJIel] VI OCTaThCS B XKVBBIX, YeM
HIOTePSITh BCIO XM3Hb. [Ipyrue 00s3aHHOCTY MOTYT
oTpeboBaTh, YTOOBI YeJIOBEK yTpaTul HEKOTOpOe
KOJITYECTBO KJIETOK. 3aHsATH (00s3aHHOCTM), Tpe-
OyrorIyie HaITpsDKEHHOV MBIITIEYHOV! JIeSITeIBHOCTY,
TaKye KaK JIerKasl aIeTVIKa VIV SHepraHas Urpa
Ha dopTenmaHo, TpeOyIOT pa3pyllIeHNs MbIIed-
HBIX KJIETOK (KOTOpPBIE ITO3)Ke BOCCTAHABJIVMBAIOTCS
TaKMM CII0COOOM, KaKovl TpeOyeTcst I 3ToM [1es-
TestbHOCTH). [Ipy BBITIOITHEHVM pa3IMYHBIX 005-
3aHHOCTEVI YeJIOBEK MOYKET ITOTEPsITh YacTV CBOe-
O Tejla BIUIOTH 10 Pa3yMHOIO MVHVMAJIBHOTO KO-
JI9ecTBa KJIETOK, IIprdeM 3To OyAeT MOpasIbHBIM
TPV YCTIOBUM, UTO He OyIieT IpudHeH BOIMIOIIT
npenHaMepeHHBIV Bper,. [ToTepsiB Tak yacTy CBOero
TeJIa, YeJIoBeK COXpaHseT XV3Hb U IIPU 3TOM IIPO-
TIOJDKaeT BBITIOJTHATD CBOVI 00S3aHHOCTIA
ITpenTionoxmm fasiee, 9TO BU/, B I1eJIOM 00sI3aH
IIPOIOJIKaTh Pa3sMHOXaThCs. Toraa BIIOTH 0 TOrO
MOMEHTA, KOT/[a YMCII0 «KJIETOK», VIV eIUHUIL (B
IIAaHHOM CJTyyae OTHeIbHBIX MH/IVIBUIIYyMOB), Tpe-
Oyemoe 11 TOfTIep’KaHMs BUZIA, OKaXKeTCSI MUHU-
MaJIbHBIM IIpefICTaBUTeIIN BU/Ia, TIpecilenys CBOV
coOcTBeHHBIe 1IeJIM, He HO/DKHBI MMeTb OCOOBIX
TpeboBaHMII K BOCIIPOM3BOACTBY. DTOT abCOIIOT-
HBIVI MUHVIMYM COCTaBJIAIOT IIO KpaviHeu Mepe
IiBa yeJioBeKa (IUIIOC, BEPOSITHO, ellle HeCKOJIBKO
4eJIoBeK IJIs TeHeTNYecKoro pasHoobpasusd). Mo-
I'yT ObITh HaVZIeHBI METOABI — C IIOMOIIBIO Ma-
IIVH VIV OPeCcCUPOBAHHBIX XMBOTHBIX — IS
yxofia 3a Bce DoJlee repuaTpudeckuM HaceeHU-
eM. Kakym Obl HM OBUIO 3TO TOYHOE MVHVIMAIb-
HOe YVICJI0, OHO OeCKOHEYHO MaJIo IT0 CpaBHEHVIIO
C MMHVMMAaJIBHBIM KOJIMYECTBOM «KJIETOK», HeoO-
XOIVIMBIM JJ1sI TIOTJIepXKaHS CyIIeCTBOBAHS Ue-
JoBeKa. [pyrumu cjioBaMw, IpofosDKasi Iaparl-
J1eJIb CO CJIydaeM COXpPaHeHVIsl COOCTBEHHO XKM3-
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man body is composed of so many cells, just as
the human race is composed of so many indi-
viduals. People may be said to have a duty to
maintain, at the least, the minimum number
of cells of the body that preserves life. Thus, if
one has been trapped in a situation from which
one cannot escape with one’s life without hav-
ing to cut off a finger, it is more rational to lose
that finger and stay alive than to let the whole
life perish. Other duties may require that one
lose some cells. Duties that require strenuous
muscular activity, such as athletics or vigorous
piano practicing, call for a breakdown of mus-
cle cells (which are later built back up in a way
one seeks for the activity). In pursuing various
duties, one may lose parts of one’s body, and
do so morally, down to some reasonable min-
imum amount of cells, as long as no egregious
deliberate harm is done. By such loss of one’s
parts, one preserves one’s life yet still fulfills
these duties.

Next, assume that the species as a whole
has a duty to keep itself reproducing. Then,
up to the point that the minimum number of
“cells” or units — in this case individual per-
sons — is required to keep the species going,
the members of the species, in pursuing their
own ends, should have no particular require-
ment to reproduce. That absolute minimum is
at least two people (likely a few more for genet-
ic diversity). Methods could be found — such
as machines or trained animals — to take care
of an increasingly geriatric population. What-
ever this precise minimal number, it is infini-
tesimal compared with the minimum of “cells”
required to maintain a person’s existence. In
other words, parallel with the case of preserv-
ing one’s own life up to a minimum of “cells”,
the race as a whole can allow a vast majority
of individuals not to reproduce, up to the mini-
mal maintenance level.
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HV BIUIOTH 110 MUHUMYMa «KJIETOK», BUJ] B II€JIOM
MOYKeT ITO3BOJINUTD IOIABIISAIONIEMY OOJIBIIVIHCTBY
VIHAVIBVIY YMOB He BOCITPOM3BOANUTECS BIUIOTH 10
MVHVMAaJIBHOTO YPOBHS COIeP’KaHMsL.

HeoObI4HBIM B IIpe[ijIaraeMor! IapajuIen sIB-
JIgeTCsl He pasjindne MeXly 4esIoBe4eCKMM OCO-
OsiMM 11 UesIoBe9eCKMMM KJIeTKaMM B TIepeBojie Ha
TOYHOE KOJIMYECTBO €OVHWII, HeOOXOMVIMBIX IS
BBDKVBAHMS, a TO, YTO IIPOVICXOIUT C TEMV HEMHO-
TVIMU TIOCJIEITHVIMY 0COOSIMY, Ha KOTOPBIX BHe3all-
HO JIOKWUTCSL O0S13aHHOCTH BOCIIPOVM3BOIAUTH ITO-
ToMCTBO. [Ipexxe yeM 3TOT MUHUMYM OyAeT mo-
CTUTHYT, «KJIETKV» BUfla — OTHeJIbHbIe MH/IVIBU-
ABI — MOTYT BBIIIOJIHATD IPyTVe CBOVM 00si3aHHO-
¢t Oe3 HeOOXOIVMIMOCTY BOCIIPOV3BOJICTBA, TIOTO-
My YTO MMHVMaJIbHOE KOJIMYeCTBO «KJIETOK» He
HocTUrHyTO. TakmM oOpa3oM, Bce B IOIYJISLINNU
He VMeIOT IOKa 00S3aHHOCTV BOCIIPOV3BOAVTH-
csi. 3aTeM B OfVIH IIpeKpPacHBIN JeHb JOCTUraeTCs
MuHUMYM. ITosTyyaeTcs, BHe3aIIHO 3TV HEMHOT Ve
OCTaBIIIViecs VHAMBUIBL OOpeTaloT COBEPIIIEHHYIO
00s13aHHOCTH BOCITPOM3BOZICTBA, XOTSI PaHbIIIe Ta-
KOV 00g3aHHOCTH Y HUX He ObU10? ECyiut 118, TO 3TO
ITIOHATVIE COBEPIIIEHHOV OOS3aHHOCTV OT/IMYaeT-
Cs1 OT TOTO, uTO cpopMy posa KaHT, HOCKONIBKY
TaKvie COBEPIIIeHHbIe 00S3aHHOCTV IOJKHBI OBITH
YHMBEpPCaJIbHBI 1171 BCeX pa3yMHBIX CYIIIeCTB Be3-
Ie 1 BO Bce BpeMeHa (AA 04, S. 425; Kanr, 1997,
c. 157)°. HesicHO, KaK IMEHHO MBI MOXXEM OITpaB-
JaTh pe3Koe MTHOPMpPOBaHME 3TOrO OTCYTCTBUSA
Hapasuiesv U IPUHSTYE TaKOV CIIelaIbHOV 00s-
3aHHOCTM B KAHTMAHCKMX paMKax.

3". JTrobast obs3aHHOCTL pasMHOXaTbcsl Oyzer
JIeXXaTh Ha BCEM BUJIE, a He Ha OTHOE/IbHBIX MHIN-
BUJIaX. DTO OpeMsi 1oiIra, BO3JIOKEHHOTIO Ha BUJI,
HeOOBIYHO /1J151 KAHTOBCKOT'O MIMPOBO33peH1s], I10-
TOMY YTO BUJ, He SIBJISIeTCS palliOHaJIbHBIM MO-
PaIbHBIM areHTOM.

BospaxeHmne MoOXeT yTBepKaaTh, UTO IIpyTvie
MoOpaJIbHble areHThl HeOOXOIVMBI 171t CYIITHOCTY
KaXXIIOro KaK MOpPaJIBHOTO areHTa ¥ eIVIHCTBEeH-
HBIVI CII0COD, KOTOPBIM APYTHe YeloBeuecKie Mo-

> Ina KanTa mcrioyHeHme gosra TpeOyer oOpareHms K
AQHTPOIOJIOIMY, B TO BpeMs KaK OTKJIOHEHIe OT Hero —
Het (AA 04, S. 412; Kanr, 1997, c. 115).

What is unusual in this proposed parallel is
not the difference between human beings and
human cells in terms of the precise number of
units needed for survival. Rather, what is unu-
sual is what happens to those last few individ-
uals upon whom the duty would suddenly fall
to reproduce. Before this minimum is reached,
the “cells” of the species — the individual hu-
mans — can pursue their other duties without
needing to reproduce because the minimum
number of “cells” has not been reached. So
everyone in the population does not yet have
a duty to reproduce. Then one day, the mini-
mum is reached. So, suddenly, do these few
remaining individuals have a perfect duty to
reproduce, when there had been no such duty
before? If so, then this notion of perfect duty
differs from that which Kant laid down, be-
cause such perfect duties are supposed to be
universalisable for all rational beings every-
where and for all time (GMS, AA 04, p. 425;
Kant, 1993, p. 34).° How we can justify abrupt-
ly ignoring this lack of parallel and adopting
such an ad hoc duty in a Kantian framework is
not evident.

3") Any duty to reproduce would rest upon
the whole species, not upon individuals. This
burden of duty upon the species is unusual in
Kantian terms because the species is not a ra-
tional moral agent.

An objection may maintain that other mor-
al agents are necessary to everyone’s essence
as moral agent, and the only way other human
moral agents can come into existence, given
the fact of death, is via reproduction. This ob-
jection points to a paradox but does not entail

> For Kant, the application of duty requires anthropol-
ogy, whereas the derivation of duty does not (GMS,
AA 04, p. 412; Kant, 1993, p. 23).
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paJIbHble areHTbl MOTYT IIOABUTBLCS, YUWUTHIBAs
daxT cMepTH, — 3TO BOCHPOM3BOICTBO. DTO BO3-
pakeHMe yKasblBaeT Ha IapaJjoKc, HO He O3HaJa-
eT, uto cucrema Kanra pasperaet ero. lapamoke
3aKJII0YaeTcsl B TOM, YTO, IIOXOXe, Y KaKOro-mbo
KOHKpenHo20 MOPaJIbHOrO palliOHaJIbHOIO areHTa
HeT MOpPaJIbHOV OOS3aHHOCTY BOCIIPOVM3BOIWUTH-
sl BIUIOTH 1O MMHVMAaJIBHOV BMECTMMOCTY BUJIA.
B aToMm cirydae ymecTeH [ipyrovi, BpeMeHHBIVI MO-
PpaJIbHBIV JIOJIT; OJHAKO B IIPOTVIBHOM CJIy4ae 3TOT
ZIOJIT HeJIb3sl OyfeT yHMBepcaIM3MpoBaTh (11 OH
1oTepsieT CBOI0 MOPaJIbHYIO CUJTy TI0CJIe TOro, KaK
VICUe3HeT Upe3BblYarHoe IIOJIOKeHVe 71 BUma) .
[Tapasiokc 3aKjIrodaeTcss B TOM, YTO MaKCUMa 11
3TOV COBEepIIeHHOV 00s3aHHOCTM OyJeT KasaTb-
Csl HE YHVBEPCAJIBHOVI, a CJIyYarHOVI, €CJIM HacTa-
MBaThb Ha TOM, UTO KaHTOBCKOe MMPOBO33peHNe
TpebyeT HaMuusl APYTMX paliOHaJIBHBIX areH-
TOB CBOETO B[ (UTO SIBJIZeTCsl BOIIPOCOM MHTEp-
IpeTaly «PalIOHAJIBHOTO OBITMS», CM. CJIely-
oIt paszers). JInbo HyXHO oTceub 3TO Tpebo-
BaHUe U IIPeNoIoKNTh, uTo KaHT noteHmaib-
HO JIOIYCKaeT VMCYe3HOBeHVe BUJIa PV YCJIOBUW,
YTO 3TO MUPOBO33PeHVe OCTaeTCsl COBMECTVIMBIM
¢ caMmM coOoT1, 100 COXPaHUTB 3TO TpeboBaHME,
U cucTeMa CTaHeT IapaJoKcaJbHOV. BosmoxHO,

® MO>XXHO IPEeNIIOIOKNUTH, YTO 00SI3aHHOCTD He SIBJISIETCS
YHMBEPCAIBHOM O TeX IIOp, II0OKa He OYAyT yCTaHOBIIe-
HBI OIlpefieJieHHble yCJIIOBUS OKpYJKaloIley Cpempl, Io-
3TOMY Te HEMHOTMe OCTaBIIIeCs JIFOIM IOJDKHBI ceirdac
JKe OTpearnpoBaTh Ha MaKCUMY O TOM, YTO [ejlaTh B Ta-
KMX Ype3BbIYalHbIX CUTYaLVIX, Y TOITla 9Ta MaKcyMa Oy-
JleT YHUBepCaIbHOM. Takie Mepsl pearnpoBaHMs HOCST
KpariHe pas3oBbIll xapakTep. OgmH 113 BapMaHTOB, KOTO-
PBIVA, TIO-BUIAVIMOMY, YIIyCKaeTcs M3 BUILY, 3aK/II0YaeTCs B
TOM, UTO JIIOIM O0SI3aHbI CJICIVTH 3a TeM, 4TOOBI uesIoBe-
YeCcKWIL BU, ObUI COXpaHEH IIOJIHOCTBIO. DTOT (PaKT MO-
JKET O3HauyaTh, YTO MBI JOJDKHBI JIMOO pasMHOXaThCS,
70O CIIeINTD 3a TeM, JOCTATOYHO JIVI BOCIIPOVI3BOMSTCS
npyrue moay. Kaxercs ecrecTBeHHBIM IyMaTh, UTO MHO-
rve o0g3aHHOCTY (PYHKIMOHUPYIOT TaKM 00pa3oM: MBI
IIOJDKHBI JINOO caMy IIPUMHATB Mepbl, JIM00 yOenmnTses B
TOM, YTO JOCTAaTOYHOE KOJIMYEeCTBO APYTMX JIIOfeN Ipu-
HsUIO Mepbl U B 3TOM CJIy4dae MBI CaMy MOXKeM BO3Iep-
KaTbcs. OOSI3aHHOCTD TaKOW XK€ CTPYKTYpPBI Ka)kKeTcs
MIpaBAOIIOIoOHON B 00J1acTM BOCIIpom3BoacTBa. OnHAKO,
KaK YKa3blBaJIOCh BBIIE, XOTs TaKoe CIelyaibHOe HOp-
MOTBOPYECTBO MOXXET OBITh JKM3HECIIOCOOHBIM C HEKO-
TOPBIX 3TUYECKMX TOUeK 3peHMs, OHO He COIIacyeTcsl C
KaHTMAHCKVM yHUBEPCAIM3VPYIOMIVM IIOAXOMOM.

L.E Miller

that Kant’s system resolves it. The paradox is
that there appears to be no moral duty upon
any particular moral rational agent to repro-
duce, up to the minimal carrying capacity of
the species. At that point, another, temporary
moral duty would be in order; but the duty
is otherwise not universalisable (and would
lose its moral force after the species” emergen-
cy had passed).® The paradox is that the max-
im for this perfect duty would appear not to
be universal but contingent, if one insists that
Kant’s outlook requires there must be oth-
er rational agents of one’s species (which is a
matter of interpretation of ‘rational being’; see
next section). Either one snips off this require-
ment and grants that Kant potentially allows
the species to fade away — although this out-
look remains consistent with itself — or one
retains the requirement and the system is par-
adoxical. Perhaps the best response to this ob-
jection is that a rational being would rather
will that the maxim for reproduction be uni-
versalisable, while granting that the maxim
for non-reproduction is not self-contradicto-
ry. Construing the act as a perfect duty is too

® One may suggest that the duty is not universal un-
til certain environmental conditions set in, so those
few remaining humans now must respond to a maxim
about what to do in such emergencies, and this max-
im then is universalisable. Such a response is severe-
ly ad hoc. One option that seems to be overlooked is
that individuals have the duty to make sure that the
human race is preserved tout court. This fact could ei-
ther mean that we reproduce or that we are keeping
track of whether enough other people are reproduc-
ing. It seems natural to think that many duties func-
tion this way: We must either ourselves take action,
or make sure that enough others are taking action, in
which case we ourselves can refrain. A duty of that
same structure seems plausible in the domain of re-
production. However, as pointed out just above, while
such ad hoc rulemaking may be viable via some ethical
perspectives, they are not consistent with the Kantian
universalising approach.

73



JI. ®. Munnep

JIy Y9IV OTBET Ha 3TO BO3pakeHVe COCTOUT B TOM,
YTO pasyMHOe CYIIeCTBO HpernodnTaio Obl, 4To-
ObI MaKCMIMa BOCIIPOM3BOICTBA ObliIa YHMBEpCaIb-
HOWI, JIOITyCKasl ITpY 9TOM, YTO MaKC/Ma HeBOCITPO-
M3BOZICTBA HEIPOTMBOpeunBa caMa cebe. Canrarhb
JIeVICTBYIe COBEpPIIIEHHOV 00513aHHOCTBIO CIIUIIIKOM
Ipo0sIeMaTIYHO, OT 3TOTO JIyUllle OTKa3arbes’. Te-
Iepb MBI JIOJDKHBI IIOIyMaTh O TOM, SBJISeTCs JIN
PpOXeHMe fieTerl HeCOBePIIIeHHOV 00513aHHOCTHIO.

2.2. Kamezopuueckuit umnepamub:
HecoBepuiennasn 00A3anHOCIMY

Yro KacaeTcs HecOBepILIeHHOVI OOsS3aHHOCTU B
1IeJIOM, TO OOS3aHHOCTH HecOBepllleHHa, ec/Ii pa-
3YMHOEe CYIIIECTBO MOXET JKeJIaTh, YTOOBI MaKC/Ma
ObUIa BCeOOIIMM 3aKOHOM. DTa OOSI3aHHOCTh MO-
KeT OBITBH Kak Ilepef], APYI VMY, TaK VI IIepell CaMiM
cobort. Bosmoxuo, B CUJIy CBOEV HeoO3bIBaIOIIeT
IIPUPOLBI U 3aBVUCHMOCTI OT OHOI'O TOJIBKO JKeJjIa-
HWsI, a He TOJIBKO OT JIOI'MKV, KaHTOBCKVe HecoBep-
ITIIeHHBIe 00s13aHHOCTY TPyIHee OXapaKTepr30BaTh,
ueM cOBepllleHHBble. [IHOorma OH IIPUBHOCUT KOC-
BeHHBle cOOOpa’keHMs], TaKye KaK CHYacThe U eI
(AA 04, S. 421—425; KanT, 1997, c. 145—159). [1na
HeCOBEpIIIeHHOV OOS3aHHOCTM TI0 OTHOIIEHWIO K
OpyIuM, Kak, HalIpyMep, IOMOIbL HYXIAIOIIM-
Cs1, MOXKHO IIPeICTaBUTh cebe MUp, B KOTOPOM MOT
ObI OBITH YHVBEpPCaJIbHBIN 3aKOH, IIPeIIIChIBaO-
LMV He TIOMOTaTh HY XKIAIOIIVIMCS, XOTsI TOT Cypo-
BBIVI MHIOVBVIYaJIMCTIYECKUT MUP ObUT ObI Kpari-
He cKygHbIM. OHaAKO CileyeT y4UTBIBaTh, YTO B
OCTPOVI HY>K/Ie YeJIOBeK JKeJIaeT JIF00OBI CO CTOPOHBI
APYTVIX, VI TIO3TOMY OH He Mor Obl JkeJlaTb YHVBep-
CaJIPHOTO 3aKOHa, 3aIlpelllaloIlero TaKyro JII000Bb 1
roMo1b. MOXXHO 3a1yMaThes O TIOCIICTICTBUSIX.

Kak n B cirydae ¢ coepllleHHBIMM 0Dg3aHHO-
CTsIMVI 110 OTHOLLIEHWIO K JPYI'IM, HECOBEPIIIEHHbIE

7 DTOT BBIBOJ, COIVIACYETCS C APYIMMM XapaKTepUCTVIKa-
MW COBEPIIIEHHOV 00513aHHOCTY (COBEPIIIEHHOVI SIBJISIETCS
TaKas 00s3aHHOCTb, B OTHOIIEHUM KOTOPOV APyIue Bbl-
IOBUTAOT TpeOOBaHM:), a TakKe C OOIIeIIpU3HAHHBIM 10~
HMMaHMEM COBEpIIEeHHBIX 00sf3aHHOCTeN. MBI OOBIYHO
He CYMTaeM, YTO JIOMY, Y KOTOPBIX He ObUIO [eTel, TaKue
kak CumMoHa Bevuts, ViMManywt Kant, mate Tepesa, aro-
croin Iases1, Mncyc Xpucroc v @nopenc Havrmmrer,
OBUIV aMOpaJIbHBIMU 13-3a TOTO, YTO He Pa3MHOKaJIVICh.
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problematic and is best dropped.” We should
now consider whether having children is an
imperfect duty.

2.2. Categorical Imperative:
Imperfect Duty

For an imperfect duty in general, if a ra-
tional being can will that a maxim be univer-
sal law, the duty is imperfect. This duty may
be to others or to oneself. Perhaps because of
their non-binding nature and their reliance
upon mere willing and not mere logic, Kant’s
imperfect duties are harder to characterize
than perfect duties. He sometimes brings in
consequential considerations, such as hap-
piness and purposes (GMS, AA 04, pp. 421-
425; Kant, 1993, pp. 31-33). For an imperfect
duty to others, such as helping those in need,
a world is conceivable in which it could be a
universal law that one need not succour oth-
ers in need, although this rugged-individual-
ist world would be bare-bones. However, one
should consider that, when in dire need, one
would desire the love of others and so could
not will a universal law that proscribes such
love and aid. Outcomes for oneself can come
into consideration.

As in the case of perfect duties toward oth-
ers, imperfect duties to others may involve two
possible groups of others: 1) the child to come,
2) other people currently alive. Similarly to the
helping-others case, the world would be con-

7 This conclusion is consistent with other characterisa-
tions of perfect duty, such as perfect duties being those
against which others have claims, and with common
understanding of perfect duties. We do not commonly
consider that people who have not had children, such
as Simone Weil, Immanuel Kant, Mother Teresa, Saint
Paul, Jesus Christ, or Florence Nightingale, to have been
immoral for not reproducing.



00s13aHHOCTM TIO OTHOIIEHMIO K APYIMM MOTYT
BKJIIOYaTh B ceOs JIBe BO3MOXKHBIE I'PYIIIHI ajpe-
caros: 1) Oymy1uit peGeHOK; 2) mpyrie JIIOIy, K-
Bymive cevrdac. Ecim Ovl Bce crieoBasiv Makcyme
HEBOCITPOM3BOJICTBA, KaK ¥ B CJIydae C IIOMOIIIBIO
IOPYTUM, MOXHO ObUIO OBI IIpeAcTaBUTh cede, UTO
Mup ObUT ObI YAPYYaroINM, IIOCKOIBKY BUIBL II0-
cTerieHHO mcye3v Opl. Ho MoXkeT j1n pasyMHoOe Cy-
IITeCTBO BCe eIlle XKeJlaTh 3Tov MakcuMbl? CHadasia
sl pacCMaTPMBAIO 3TOT BOIIPOC C TOUKVI 3PEeHWs T10-
TEeHIIMaIbHOTO JI0JITa Ieper, Oyay M peOeHKOM.

B ciydae okasaHMS IOMOIIM YeJIOBEK, HYX-
TAIOMINVICS B HEW, SIBJISIeTCS OOBEeKTOM BOJICHVIS.
Ho kak pebeHOK MOXeT cTaThb OOBEKTOM, €CiIV
ero Her? MakcuMa, IapasijiesibHasi TOVI, KOTopasi
OTHOCUTCS K CJIy4Yalo OKa3aHWs ITOMOIIN, MOXeT
ObITH TakoM: «YesIoBeK IOJKeH XOTETh MIMETh pe-
OeHKa, ITOTOMY YTO, ecjiv1 ObI ero coOCTBEHHBIE PO-
IIUTEIIV He KeJlaJIv IMeThb e€ro, ero HMKOorya Obl He
6bu10». ITpobrieMa 371ech 3aKiIOUaeTcs B TOM, 4TO
(a) momoIIIE B 3TOM CiIy4yae peTpoCIleKTVBHa, a He
IIePCIIeKTMBHA, ¥ IIO3TOMY HeJIb3sl OKMIATh JIy4-
IIIer0 MVipa, eCyIV KeJlaTh TaKoM MaKCMMBI (Kak
3TO IIPOVICXOOMT B CJTy4ae OKa3aHWMs IIOMOIIN)®;
6) BO3MO)KHO, UYTO pOIMTEIIV He XOTeJIV, UTOOBI pe-
6eHoK pommics. TouHO Tak XXe, B OTJIMUNE OT HYX-
JAIOITErOCs UeIoBeKa, KOTOPBIVI TIOJIyYaeT IIOJIb3Y
OT IOMOIIIV, HeCYIeCTBYIONINT peOeHOK He TI0JTy-
YJaeT KaKOVI-TO BBITOMIBI OT TOT'O, UTO €MY HAIOT Cy-
IIIeCTBOBaHMeE: ero He MOXeT «3a00THTb» TO WMIIU
npyroe. Ecyit 661 3T0 OBITO BO3MOXKHO, TO, TIOfI00-
HO COBEpIIIEHHOV OOS3aHHOCTM Ilepel], Hecylile-
CTBYIOIIVMM CyIIIeCTBaMM, CyIlleCTBOBasIa Obl He-
CoBepIlleHHasl 00S3aHHOCTD JaTh CyIIleCTBOBAHIIE
OecunICITEHHBIM HeCYIIIeCTBYIOIVM CYIIIeCTBaM.

C TOYKM 3peHMsI HecoBEpIIEHHOV OOsI3aHHO-
CTV TI0 OTHOIIEHWMIO K APYIMM B CIydae OTKasa
VICTIOJTHSITD YyyKOe JKeJlaHue, YTOOkI y Bac ObLI pe-
OeHOK, MaKCVIMa MOXeT 3Byd4aTh Tak: «Korma mpy-

8 OOBIYHBIVI KOMMEHTAPUIL TSI TAKMX CITydaeB: 4To, eCIIn
CIlaceHHBII — 3T0 ['MTJIep Ha CBOeM TpeTheM JIeCITKe, a
HEpOXIIEeHHBINI — KTO-TO IofgoOHbm [arny wim bynme?
DTO BO3pakeHve HUYTOXKHO, IIOTOMY Y4TO MaKCVMa OTHO-
CUTCS K XKepTBe KaK K JIMYHOCTH, a He KaK K VHIVBIILY-
allbHOCTI. boJjlee TOro, Takue oIlpaBIaHMs MOTYT JIETKO
HPMBECTM K TOMY, YTO HUKTO He OyJeT criaceH I po-
JKJIeH (HepOXkIIeHHBIV YeIoBeK MOT Obl OKasaTbcs [ 'mrite-
POM WJIM KEM-TO COTIOCTaBVIMBIM C HVIM).
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ceivable if all followed the maxim not to repro-
duce: The world would simply be bleak, for
the species would slowly fade away. But can a
rational being still will this maxim? I first con-
sider the question in terms of potential duty to
the child to come.

In the case of providing aid, the person
who needs aid is the object of one’s willing. In
the case of having children, by contrast, how
can the child-to-come be the object when the
child does not exist? A maxim parallel to the
providing-aid case may be, “One should will
to have a child because if one’s own parents
had not willed to have oneself, one would
never have been.” The problem here is (a) the
assistance in this case is retrospective, not
prospective and so one can anticipate no bet-
ter world if one wills the maxim (as happens
in the providing-aid case);® (b) it just may not
be the case that one’s parents willed one to be
born. So too, unlike the person in need who
is benefitted by aid, the non-existent child is
not somehow benefited by being given exist-
ence: It cannot “care” one way or the other. If
it could, then, analogous to the perfect-duty
case to nonexistent beings, there would be an
imperfect duty to give existence to innumera-
ble nonexistent beings.

As for imperfect duty to others: When re-
fusing to fulfill their desires that one have a
child, the maxim may be, “When others want
you to have children and you can have chil-
dren, refrain anyway.” Not willing the max-

8 A common comment for such cases is: What if the per-
son saved is Hitler in his 20s and the person not procre-
ated is someone similar to Gandhi or the Buddha? This
objection is negligible because the maxim concerns the
victim as person and not as personality. Furthermore,
such excuses could easily entail that no one be rescued
or procreated (the non-procreated person might have
been Hitler or comparable).
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I'Vie XOTST, YTOOBbI y Bac ObUIM IIeTV, I BBl MOXe-
Te VIMeTb JieTeVl, BO3IepXKUTeCh B JII00OM CiIydae».
Ortka3 OT MaKCMMBI He MIMeeT I1aryoHoro adpdex-
Ta OyMepaHra, KaK B cJIy4ae IOMOIIY IPyTIM: 3TO
He BOIIPOC XM3HU 1 cMepTu. Takke KaxkeTcs: He-
pa3syMHBIM TpeboBaTh OT KOTO-TO IIPYTOro MMeThb
JieTell TOJIIBKO TIOTOMY, UYTO BBl XOTWUTE, YTOOBI 1X
NOTeHITVaIbHbIe [IeTV CyIlecTBoBain’. To4HO
TaK ke, eCJIv KTO-TO HaXOAUTCSA B CUTyallui, KOT-
Jla KeJIaeT, 4TOObI y KOTO-TO M3 POICTBEHHWKOB
Obumn meTy, ObUIO ObI Hepa3yMHO TOBOPUTB: «S1
JOJDKEH VIMETh ieTeVl, KOI/ia OHM IIPOCST MeHsI 00
3TOM, IIOTOMY YTO 51 MOT'Y 3aXOTeTh, UTOOBI y HUX
ObUIM JIeTV, Korjia s MX IIpolry». JesoBek, KOTo-
PBITI XOUeT MMeTh JIeTeVl, MOXKeT HUKOITIa He Hall-
TU TIOOXOSIIero IapTHepa, WIN y Hero MOryT
ObITH pyTrue TaJlaHThl, KaK, HampuMep, y Muiie-
g Gyko vy DM dukuHcon. Tlomornns apy-
I'MIM, KOIJIa APYyTOV TOHEeT WJIV TacKaeT TsKesIble
IIpeIMeTHI I10 JIECTHIIIE, He 00s13aTesIbHO TpebyeT
TIOJTHOVI TIePeCTPOVIKV COOCTBEHHOVI XXMU3HM.

SIBj1steTcs JIv TOra BOCIIPOM3BOACTBO HECoBep-
IIIeHHBIM JOJITOM TIepeJ] cCaMVIM coOOV (aHaJIOrd-
HO pasBUTMIO TajlaHTa)? MakcuMa MOXeT OBITh
TaKOW: «YUUTBIBaAs, YTO y MeHS eCTh IIOTeHITaJl
VIMeTb JIeTel, si JOJDKeH MX MMeTh». Ho uro 3To
3a HOTeHIMa? DTO YTO-TO UWCTO (pusmdeckoe?
A Kak Torga HacuyeT 3MOIIVMOHAJIBHBIX, YMCTBEH-
HBIX 1TV (PVHAHCOBBIX CriocoOHOCTe? SIBisieTcs
JIV 3TOT NOTeHIIMasI TaslaHToM? Ecrii aT0 dhusmye-
CKIVI TIOTeHIIaJI, TO MaKCVMa BeJleT K PeflyKIIuW,
IIOTOMY YTO Y BCeX Hac ecTb OeckoHeuHble Pu3u-
yecKie MOTeHIIMaIbl, TaKye KaK IOTeHIIal CTaTh
MaKCMMaJIbHO MYCKYJIMICTBIM WJIM VMMeTh Kpam-
He KpeIKue CTeHKM aopThl. Eciu Obl y uertoBeka
ObUTa 00s3aHHOCTD peasin30BaTh KaXkIbI pusu-
4ecKuV ITOTeHIIall, TO MOXKHO ObLJIO ObI He /ieslaTh
3TOr0 HU B OHOM cjly4ae. AHaJIOTMYHBIM OOpa-
30M, ecJIvi ObI MBI CTPEMWJIVICH BBITIOJIHUTD YTO-JIV-
60 10TOMY, UTO Y Hac ecTb pVHAHCOBbIE, IMOIIVO-
HaJIbHbIe MJIV MeHTaIbHble BO3MOKHOCTVI, MBI OBl
CTPEeMUJIVICh BBITIOJIHUTD BCe V1 BITOJIHE MOIJIV OBl
He BBITIOJIHUTD HYETO.

® Ecrm upgroﬂ 4eJIoBeK — 3TO HapTHep, KOTOPLIV XO4eT
VIMeTh peOeHKa, TO BOIIPOC CKOpee MOXKET 3aKJIF0UaThCs
B BBITIOJTHEHMY OO€ITaHs, TAHHOTO TPV BCTYIUIEHUN B
Opak, HarrpyiMep O TOVI BO3MOXKHOCTVI, UTO KTO-TO 3aX04eT
3aBecT pebeHKa.
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im does not have the boomerang deleterious
effect of the helping-others case: It is simply
never an issue of anyone’s life-or-death. It
also seems unreasonable to demand anyone
else have children just because you would like
their potential children to exist.” Likewise, if
one is in a situation desiring a relative to have
children, it would be unreasonable to say, “I
should have children when they ask me to be-
cause I may want them to have children when
I ask them.” The person whom one wants to
have children may never find a suitable mate
or may have other talents to pursue, such as
Michel Foucault or Emily Dickinson had.
Helping others, e.g. when the other is drown-
ing or is lugging heavy materials up the stairs,
need not strictly demand a complete restruc-
turing of one’s life. Is reproduction then an
imperfect duty to oneself (analogous to de-
veloping a talent)? The maxim may be, “Giv-
en that I have the potential to have children,
I should.” But what is this potential? A pure-
ly physical one? Then what about emotional,
mental or financial ability? Is this potential a
talent? If it is a physical potential, the maxim
leads to a reductio, because we all have endless
physical potentials, such as the potential to be-
come maximally muscle-bound or have max-
imally strong aortal walls. If one had a duty
to fulfil every physical potential, then one
may well fulfil none. Similarly, if we sought
to fulfil anything because we had the financial
ability to (or emotional or mental ability), we
would strive to fulfil everything and may well
fulfil nothing.

 If the other person is one’s partner who wants to
have a child, the issue might rather be that of fulfilling
a promise made upon becoming partners, such as the
possibility one may want a child.



OnmHako eyt MakCMMa VIMETB IeTel paccMa-
TpMBaeTCs KaK ITOIMHOXECTBO MaKCUMBI pasBU-
TVISI CBOVIX TAJIAHTOB, YTO ITIOPOXK/IaeT HeCOBEPIIIeH-
HyI0 00s13aHHOCTB TIeper], caMM CO0OVI, TO IlepBast
00s13aHHOCTh KOrepeHTHa. MakcuMma MOXeT 3BY-
4aTh Tak: «Korya y 4esioBeka ecTh TajlaHT OBITH PO-
IVTesIeM, ero cjleflyeT pasBUBaTh, 3aBOMM JIeTev».
Ho Torma HecoBeplleHHasi 00s13aHHOCTB IIepe]], ca-
MMM cODOM — 3TO He 00I3aHHOCTh MMETh JIeTel, a
00513aHHOCTD peaIn30BaTh CBOVI TaJIaHT, KOTOPHIM
B JIAaHHOM CJIy4ae sIBJIIeTCsl BOCIIMTaHMe [IeTevl.

BospakeHre MOXeT COCTOSITb B TOM, UTO pa-
3yMHO€ CYIIIeCTBO He MOXXeT >KeJlaTh VICUe3HOBe-
HVSI PasyMHBIX CyIIecTB. EqyiHCTBeHHBIVI cIOCOO
CyILIeCTBOBaHMSI YesjloBeuecTBa — 3TO BOCIIPOM3-
BozicTBO. CJleoBaTesIbHO, CYIIeCTBYeT HecoBep-
IIIeHHas! 00s13aHHOCTH BOCITPOVI3BOIAMUTHCA (B IIpe-
Zleriax «CBOOOJIBI JIEVICTBIVI» HECOBEPIIIEHHBIX 00s-
3aHHocTern). KakmM obpasoMm paroHaibHOe Cy-
IIIeCTBO MOXeT >KeJlaTh yHMBepcaIM3alluy Mak-
CMIMBI BOCITPOM3BOICTBAa? MOXHO OBIJIO OBI CIIpa-
BEIJIVIBO JKeJIaTh, UTOOBI Ka)kIIBIVI pa3BMBaJI CBOU
TaJIAHTBI, TIOCKOJIBKY Y KaXXIOTO eCcTh TaylaHT. Ho
MOYKHO JIV CIIpaBelJIMBO JKeJlaTh, YTOOBI Bce pas-
MHOXaInch? He KaXaplvi MoXkeT o0J1afiaTh ponm-
TeJILCKMM TaJIAHTOM, W €CJIV 3TOT TaJIaHT SIBJISeT-
Cs1 OCHOBaHVIEM IJISI BOCIIPOM3BOJICTBA, TO, VICXO-
ISl I3 3TOT'O pacCy>KIeHws, A1 MHOT VX JIIOZIer He
OymeT ocHOBaHMS [IJIsl pelIpOnyKIuM. B To Bpems
Kak mpouicxoxaenue KI, o muennio Kanra, He
MOXKET BOCXOIWUTH K aHTPOIIOJIOT MY, IIPVIMEHEH e
KW uacto obpartaetcs kx Hevt (AA 04, S. 412; Kawnr,
1997, c. 115—117). B gacTHOCTM:

(@) MBI xopol1io MOHMMaeM, YTO KpoMe BOCIIU-
TaHVIA JeTeVl Y HEKOTOPBIX JIIO[EeVt €CTh MHOI'O IPY-
TMX IeJ1 B )KM3HY, K KOTOPBIM Y HUX MOXeT He OBbITb
TaslaHTa. Hit oiHO pasymHOe CyIIiecTBO He MOXeT
TpeboBaTh, UTOOBI, CKaXkeM, 4YeJIOBEeK, KOTOPOMY
«MefIBe[lb HaCTYIIWJI Ha yXO», CTajl IIMaHVICTOM.

(b) TlomymariTe 0 TOM, HOJDKHO JIM Y KaXKIIOTO
YejioBeKa ObITHh CTOJIBKO JIeTeV, CKOJIBKO €ro TeJjIio
criocobHoO obecrreunTh. Eciit ecTh KaKOVI-TO pariy-
OHaJIBHBIVI TIPEeIeJ], TO 3TO JOJDKHO O3HA4YaTh, YTO
CYILIECTBYIOT HeIlpe[ByeHHble 00CTOATesIbCTBA,
OrpaHMYMBAOIIVE 00sI3aHHOCTDH IIPOM3BECTI KO-
Jm4aecTBO IOTOMKOB X. Takue HempenBuaeHHbIe
00CTOSITeIILCTBA MOT'YT OTHOCUTBCS K OIIpefiesIeH-
HBIM JIIOISM Tak, uTo i1t Hux X = 0.
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However, if the maxim to have children is
seen as a subset of the maxim to develop one’s
talents, which gives rise to an imperfect duty
to oneself, then the former duty is coherent.
The maxim may be, “When one has the talent
to parent, then develop it by having children.”
But then, the imperfect duty to oneself is not a
duty to have children but to fulfil one’s talent,
which here so happens to be parenting.

An objection may hold that a rational being
could not will for there to be the extinction of
rational beings. The only way for there to be
humans is for them to reproduce. Therefore,
there is an imperfect duty to reproduce (with-
in the “leeway” of imperfect duties). How may
a rational being will that the maxim for repro-
duction be universalised? One could justly
will that everyone develop their talents, inso-
far as everyone has a talent. But could one just-
ly will that everyone reproduce? Not everyone
may have the parenting talent, and if the tal-
ent is justification for reproducing then by this
reasoning many people may have no justifica-
tion for reproducing. While derivation of the
CI cannot, in Kant’s reckoning, turn to anthro-
pology, application of the CI often does (GMS,
AA 04, p. 412; Kant, 1993, p. 23). Viz,,

(a) We understand well that some people
have plenty of other things to do in life besides
raising children, for which they may have no
talent. No rational being could demand that,
e.g. a tin ear become a pianist.

(b) Consider whether everyone should have
as many children as their bodies can generate.
If there is some rational limit, that must mean
there are contingencies limiting the duty to
generate X number of offspring. Such contin-
gencies could apply to certain people, so that
for them X = 0.
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(c) Ha mipoTsikeHMM BCevt CBOeT STMUECKON pa-
60Tp1 KaHT 3aHMMaeTCsl MpaKTUYeCKMM PacCyk-
JIleHVeM O pa3yMHBIX CyIlecTBax BOOOIIe, OTHUM
13 BUIIOB KOTOPBIX SIBJISIOTCA JIION. [esio B ToM
(KaK yTBep)KIIaeTcs B IIPVBEIEHHOM BHIIIIe BO3pa-
JKeHWM), YTO pasyMHble CYIIlecTBa IPOIOJDKaiOT
cyllecTBoBaTh. KaHT, oueBnIHO, He MoIpa3yMeBa-
€T, YTO JIIOMV SBJISIOTCS TEM TUIIOM pa3yMHBIX CY-
ITIeCTB, KOTOPBI JIOJDKEH CyIIecTBoBaTh. Ero cko-
pee 3a00TUT, 4TO, yUUTEIBasd TOT PaKT, UTO pasyM-
HBble CyIIlecTBa CYIIEeCTBYIOT, OHM OyIyT WMCIIOIb-
30BaTh MPAKTUUECKUIT pasyM makum o0bpasom™.
Ho 1oyKHBI JI CyIIlecTBOBaTh pasyMHBIe Cylile-
CTBa - 3TO ApPYrou Borpoc. MoxeT OBITH, JIIOAN B
CBOEV KOHEYHOCTVI CJTyYaliHbl, a He HeOOXOIMBL

Onnaxo, IpyHMMas Ha Bepy BO3pakKeHWs, J10-
IIyCTVIM, O TOM, YTO pa3yMHble CyIlleCTBa JI0JKHBI
CYIIIeCTBOBATh B IIPVHIINIIE U YTO [JIS CYIIIECTBO-
BaHVSI OHWM HYXHAIOTCS B APYIMIX PasyMHBIX CY-
II[ecTBax, MbI CTaJIKMBaeMCs € By MsI IpobiieMaML.
Bo-miepBbIX, eciv JIOAV KakK BUJI, HEOOXOIVIMBL, TO
BO3MOXXHOCTh MacCOBOTO OTKas3a OT pa3sMHOXEHWs
He MOXeT yrpoXaTb X JaJIbHeNIIeMy CyIIecTBO-
BaHUIO (ITOCKOJIBKY OHM 00sI3aTeIbHO IPOHOJDKaT
CYIIeCTBOBATh B JIIOOOM CJTydae), ¥ [IO3TOMY BO3HM-
KaeT Iapasiokc. Bo-BTopbIX, TpeOyeT i mmposiornke-
HMe CyIIeCTBOBaHMS Pa3syMHBIX CYIIIECTB BOOOIIe
HIPOIOJDKEHS CYIIIeCTBOBaHMS UeJloBeKa B 4JacT-
HocTn? PasyMHBIe cyIliecTBa B KayeCTBe TaKOBBIX
MOT'yT TaKxe TpeboBaTh CyIeCTBOBaHMs JIFOOOro
13 MHOTIX BUJIOB APYIVIX PasyMHBIX cyiecTs. Ta-
KVM 00pa3oM, eciIv JIFOV KaK pasyMHBIe CyIIiecTsa
TpeOyIOT, YTOOBI CyIIleCTBOBaJIU JIPYTHe pasyMHbIe
CYIIECTBa, TO APYyTVe BUIBI TAKMX CYIIECTB JI0JIK-
HBI OBITH B COCTOSTHWV BBITIOITHATD 3TY (DYHKIINIO B
mocTaTouHov cterieHn. Bo Bpemena KanTa 11 panee
CUUTaJIOCh, YTO CYIIECTBYIOT U JIPyTHe pa3yMHBbIe
areHTHl, TaKVe KaK aHTeIbl. B Harlle Bpemst MHOTIE
9K300M0JI0r BCepbe3 CUMUTAIOT, YTO CYIIeCcTByeT
BHe3eMHOVI pa3yM. MHoOre 3TosIory, a Takxke rocy-
mapcTBo VicraHus, IPM3HAIOT YeJIoBEKOOOpasHBIX

10" «OcHOBOIIOJIOXKEHME...» HACKBO3b IIPOIIMTAHO 3TOVI
nporpammornt. Cum. jobovt n3 oTpeiBKOB: (AA 04, S. 389;
Kanr, 1997, c. 47; AA 04, S. 401 Anm.; Kaur, 1997, c. 83
npumed.; AA 04, S. 412; Kant, 1997, c. 117).
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(c) Kant’s concern throughout his ethical
work is with the practical reasoning of ration-
al beings in general, of whom humans are but
one kind. The concern — as the objection just
above states — is that there continue to be ra-
tional beings. Kant evidently does not imply
that humans are a type of rational being that
must exist. His concern, rather, is that given
the fact that rational beings exist, here is the
way they would use practical reason.”” But
whether rational beings must exist is another
issue. It may be that humans in their finitude
are contingent, not necessary.

However, giving the objection the benefit of
the doubt, grant that rational beings in gener-
al must exist and, to exist, need other ration-
al beings: Two problems arise. First, if humans
as a species are necessary, then their potential
to elect en masse not to reproduce could not
threaten their continued existence (since they
would necessarily continue to exist anyway)
and so there is a paradox. Second, does con-
tinued existence of rational beings in general
require human beings’ continued existence in
particular? Rational beings qua rational be-
ings may as well require any of many kinds
of other rational beings” existence. Thus, if hu-
mans as rational beings require that other ra-
tional beings exist, then other kinds of such
beings should be able to serve the function suf-
ficiently. In Kant’s time and earlier, other ra-
tional agents such as angels were considered
to exist. In our time, many exobiologists seri-
ously consider extraterrestrial intelligences to
exist. Many ethologists, as well as the state of
Spain, recognise great apes as rational beings

10 The Grounding is steeped in this program. See any
of GMS, AA 04, p. 389; Kant, 1993, p. 3; GMS, AA 04,
p- 401n; Kant, 1993, p. 14n; GMS, AA 04, p. 412; Kant,
1993, p. 23.



00e3bsiH pasymMHbIMU cyItiectBaMy (The Great Ape
project, 1993; Rumbaugh, Washburn, 2003). Heko-
TOpble (PVITOCO(BI ¥ TEXHUKN CUUTAIOT, YTO VH-
JKEHepPbI CO3/IalyT MICKYCCTBEHHBIX Pa3yMHBIX Cy-
11ecTB yepe3 HecKoirbko mecsTiwteTunt (Chalmers,
2020). JTroboe 13 3TVX MpeAIoaraeMbIX pa3yMHbIX
CYIIIECTB MOXKET BBIIIOJTHSTH TPYZ, CYIIIeCTBOBAHVIS
KaK TaKOBOI'0, TIOTOMY JIIO[ISIM HeT HeOOXOIVIMOCTY
Opatpb Ha ceOst OpemMs CyIliecTBOBaHVIs, YUTOOBI 00e-
CIIeYNTBH CYIIIeCTBOBAHVIE Pa3yMHBIX CYIIIECTB.
JanpHeriIIee Bo3pakeHVe 3aKJTFOUAeTCs B TOM,
YTO JIIOMVI JKeAaton IPYTVIX JIIOHEV I 9TO 3TO XKe-
JlaHVie VMeeT HeKoe MopasibHoe 3HaueHue. OT-
BETVM: BOIIPOC B TOM, SIBJISIETCS JIUI TTOTPeOHOCTH
VIMEHHO B PYTUX YeJI0BeUecKX CyIlecTBax, B OT-
JIMgvie OT JIF000ro APYyroro Bua pallViOHAJIbHBIX
CyIIecTB, pa3yMHO. VI e TIoTpeOHOCTE B APY-
TVIX PasyMHBIX CYIIIeCTBaX MOXeT ObITb He uep-
TOVI BCE€X Pa3yMHBIX CYIIIECTB, a JIUIIIb CJIYYartHOM
XapaKTePUCTMKOM Halrero Buma. KaHT m3moxmt
CBOM IIpaKTMUecKue pacCyXOeHMs B TepMMHaX
Pa3syMHBIX CYIIIeCTB BOOOIIle, a He JIIOfIeV B JacT-
Hoctu'. Tlo ero cjioBaM, «TO, 4TO BBIBOLMTCH U3
OCOOEHHBIX TPV POIHBIX 3a7]aTKOB UeJI0BEUECTBA...
IIpaB[Ia, MOXeT COCTAaBUTB JIsI HaC MaKCVIMY, HO He
3akoB» (AA 04, S. 425; Kanr, 1997, c. 157). MoxaO
IIpeNICTaBUTh cebe pa3yMHOe CYIIeCcTBO, KOTOpoe
SIBJISIETCSI €IVTHCTBEHHBIM ITPe/ICTaBUTeIIeM CBOErO
BUZIa V1 [PV TOM COBEPIIIEHHO pallVIOHAIbHBIM'?.,
KommenTaropsl MoryT o0BuHITE KaHTa B TOM,
YTO OH CJIMIIKOM 03a004eH pallyiOHaJIbHBIMU CY-
IIiecTBaMy BOOOIIe, a He UeJIoBeYeCcKVMM CyIile-
CTBaMM B YaCTHOCTW. DTa OCOOEHHOCTH MOXKET
OOBSICHUTD, ITIOUYEMY €TO IeOHTOJIOTMYEeCKIIL TIOf-
X071, He Cpa3sy JiejlaeT JeJIoBedecKoe BOCIIPOM3BOLI-

1 Ecym 061 03a004€HHOCTD B €r0 CHCTeMe COCTOsJIa B TOM,
YTO Y PasyMHBIX CyIIeCTB JOJDKHBI OBITh APyIue pasyM-
HBIe CyIIIeCTBa, TO B TAKOM CJIydae BCe PaBHO He BO3HVIKa-
J10 OBI HMKAKMX IIpo0JIeM ¢ COXpaHeHMeM JJaHHOTO Bujia
Pa3yMHBIX CYILIECTB.

12 Ecin y mofievt ecTh OOSI3aHHOCTH COXPaHSTh Hede-
JIoBedecKue (HepasyMHBIE) BUbL, OyleT Jiv y HMX IOJIT
BBDKWTB, YTOOBI BBIIIOJIHUTE 3Ty 00s3aHHOCTB? TOJIBKO
IIOCTOJIBKY, IIOCKOJIBKY Y HMX €CThb JOJIT BEDKITB, YTOOBI
BBIIIOJIHUTB JIIOOYIO IpyTyIio 00si3aHHOCTB. V13 paccyxie-
Hut KaHra ciiefryer, 9To y Hac eCTb 00S3aHHOCTV, [IOTOMY
YTO MBI CYIIeCTByeM, a He YTO MBI CyIIIeCTByeM IS TOTO,
YTOOBI VICIIOJIHATH O0SI3aHHOCTA.
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(Singer and Cavalieri, 1993; Dumbaugh and
Washburn, 2003). Some philosophers and tech-
nicians consider that engineers will create ar-
tificial rational beings within a few decades
(Chalmers, 2020). Any of these supposed ra-
tional beings can do the job of existing as such,
so humans need not assume the burden of ex-
isting to ensure rational beings exist.

A further objection is that humans want
other humans and that wanting imparts some
kind of moral attention. In response: The issue
is whether the need specifically for other hu-
man beings, as opposed to any other kind of
rational beings, is rational. Perhaps the need
for any kind of rational being is rational. Or,
the need for other rational beings may not be
a trait of all rational beings, but only a contin-
gent trait of our species. Kant has laid down
his practical reasoning in terms of rational be-
ings in general, not humans specifically."! As
he writes, “what is derived from the special
natural constitution of humanity [...] can in-
deed yield a maxim for us but not a law [...]”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 425; Kant, 1993, p. 34). One
can conceive of a rational being who is the
sole member of that species and yet is perfect-
ly rational.”” Commentators may fault Kant
with being too concerned with rational beings
generally and not with human beings specif-
ically. This characteristic can explain why his
deontological approach does not readily yield

T If the concern with his system were that rational be-
ings must have other rational beings, still there would
be no issue about preservation of a given species of ra-
tional beings.

12 If humans have a duty to preserve non-human
(non-rational) species, would they have a duty to sur-
vive in order to fulfil this duty? They would, only in-
sofar as they have a duty to survive to fulfil any other
duty. In Kant, it seems that given we exist, we have du-
ties, rather than that we exist in order that we may ful-
fil duties.
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CTBO COBEPIIIEHHOV VJIV HECOBEPIIIEHHOV 00s3aH-
HOCTBIO TIepe[] caMy M cOOOVI MJIV TI0 OTHOIIEHMIO
K IpyrmM. MOXXHO JKeslaTh, 9TOOBI ero KOHIIeIIIIVS
MorJIa fieJlaTh 3TO, PacIIVpPSTE ee WIN 3KCTpario-
JIVPOBaTh 10 TeX IIOp, TIOKa 3TO He MOJIyYUTCA (CM.
§ 3.2). Ho Takast Mepa He cOOTBeTCTBOBasIa OBI IIPW-
3piBy KaHTa K 1CHIO/IB30BaHMIO IPaKTUYECKOrO
pasyMa BceMU pa3yMHBIMU CyIIIeCTBaMIL.
OcraeTcs MOCIEIHUI BOIMPOC OTHOCUTETHHO
00I3aHHOCTVI BOCITPOM3BOIMUTHCS OT TeX, KTO BO3pa-
JKaeT ITPOTMB 3TUX aprymMeHToB. Kak MoxeT paszym-
HOe CyIIIeCTBO He >KeJIaTh IPOIO/DKUTE CBOVI POLI?
MoxHO mpefcTaBUTh ceOe CMepTHOe M eIVH-
CTBEHHOE VICKYCCTBEHHOe pPasyMHOe CYIIecTBO,
CKa)keM K1OOpra, KOTOPBIVI He TIOKeJTasl Obl, UTOOBI
€ro coOCTBEHHBIVI BUII IIPOIOJDKaJI CyIIIeCTBOBATh
TIOCTIe ero coOCTBeHHOV rrberi. Takas repcrieKTi-
Ba [1JIs HEKOTOPBIX JIFOIeV MOXXET ObITh TPeBOXKHOTL.
Torma MBI DOJDKHBI CIIPOCUTE, HO/DKHA JIV 3TUKA
OBITH OpMEHTMpPOBaHa Ha BCe pa3yMHBbIe CYIIlecTBa,
Kak y KanTa, a He Tosibko Ha jrrofert. O3HavaeT Jin
TaKOW IIOMIXOM, YTO STMKa HeNpVMeHMMa JIaxe
IJIS OJTHOTO THIIA Pa3syMHBIX CYIIIECTB, TaKMX KaK
JIIONY, YHUIBepCaIbHO 1 0OBeKTMBHO? ByneT j1u Ta-
KOVI TIOJIXOJT, O3HauaTh, UTO 3TMKa He OyzeT rofiep-
KMBaTbCA — Aake ISl OTHOI'O THIIAa Pa3yMHBIX CY-
ITIeCTB, TaKVX KaK JIFOIM, — YHMUBEPCAIbHO 1 00b-
eKTVBHO? [leVicTBIUTeIbHO, BO3HMKAET IIPOTUBOpe-
yyie MeX/1y, C OITHOVI CTOPOHBI, YHMBEPCaIbHOCTBIO,
OOBeKTMBHOCTBIO W IIVPOKMM ITPWIIOKEHVeM KO
BCEM Pa3yMHBIM CyIIIeCTBaM W, C JPyrov CTOPOHBI,
CJTyYalfHOCTBIO M CITEIVPUYHOCTBIO ISl ITPaKTH-
yecKmx norpebHOcTet yestopeka. Ho 3meck He me-
CTO YTy OIS ThCS JTasIbIlle B 3TOM HallpaBJIeHWIA

2.3. Oxonuameavtoe coobpaxcetue
OMHOCUMEAbHO COBepuIeHHbLY
u HecoBepuieHHvIx 00A3aHHOCMeEN
no BocnpouszBodcmby

COCpe}:[OTO‘IeHVIe BHVIMaHM: B JaHHOM pa3s/ieiie
VICKJIIOUMTEJIBHO Ha KaTeropmYyeCcKoM MMIlepaTiBe
KanTa m ero IIpMEHEH VN He ITPVBEJIO K sIBHOMY,
HeABYCMBbICJIECHHOMY YTBEPXAEHWMIO VIJIN OTpUlia-
HVIIO BOCITPOM3BOCTBA KaK COBepH_IeHHOV[ I He-
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human reproduction as either a perfect or im-
perfect duty to oneself or others. One may
wish his framework could do so, or stretch
it, or extrapolate until it does appear to do so
(see § 3.2. below). But such a measure would
not be faithful to his call for practical reason-
ing for all rational beings.

A final question remains from those who
object to these arguments concerning duty to
reproduce. How could a rational being not will
its species to continue?

One can conceive of a mortal and singu-
lar artificial rational being, say a cyborg, who
would not will that its own species must con-
tinue to exist after its own demise. Such a
prospect for humans may be unsettling for
some. We should then ask whether indeed
ethics should be oriented towards all rational
being, as Kant presents it, or rather towards
humans only. Would such an approach mean
ethics would not hold — even for one type of
rational being such as humans — universally
and objectively? There indeed appears to be a
tension between on the one hand universali-
ty, objectivity and broad appeal to all ration-
al beings, and on the other hand contingency
and specificity to human practical needs. But
here is not the place to delve further in this
direction.

2.3. Final Consideration for Perfect
and Imperfect Duties
in Reproduction

Focusing this section solely on Kant’s Cate-
gorical Imperative and its application to cases
has yielded no explicit, unambiguous favour-
ing or disfavouring of reproduction as a perfect
or as an imperfect duty. It may be worthwhile
to explore further whether the different for-



COBepIIIeHHOV 00s13aHHOCTI. BO3MOXXHO, CTOUT J10-
HOJIHUTEJILHO M3YYUTh BOIIPOC O TOM, MOTYT JIV
pasnanble dopmyriel KV, naxe ecyvt onu, 1o-su-
ZIVIMOMY, HOBTOPSIOT OIIHY W Ty >Ke MIelo, JaBaTh
pasyIvuHbIe pelleHns O MOPaJIbHOCTY PerpoyK-
. Ho ecrim dpopMysibl AericTBUTeIBHO 9KBUBa-
JIHTHBI, TO He JOJ/DKHO OBITH HMKAKOIO OTKJIOHEe-
HU OT 3TOIO «HeOoIIpeIeJIeHHOr0» pe3yJIbraTa.

Vot criocob o1leHMTh OKOHYATETHHOE 3aKJITI0-
uveHne KaHTa no sToMy Bompocy — oOpaTUTbCA
K IpyruM ero paboram. OHIM, KOHEYHO, OCTAIOT-
Cs B 3HAUMTEJILHOV CTeIleHV HacTPOeHHBbIMM Ha
KU1 kaK Ha panioHaJIBHBIVI IIPVHIINII U cCOAep>XaT
Oosiee TIIaTEIIPHOE pacCMOTpEHVIE TIOBCETHEBHBIX
MOPAJIBHBIX ITPO0JTIEM, TaKVMX KaK BOCITITAaHVIE Jle-
TeN 11 ceKCyaslbHasi OIM30CTb.

3. KaHT HenmocpecTBeHHO
00 3THKe IPOIOIKeHMsI poaa
BHe KaTeropmvecKoro mMmneparmsa

Crioco0p1, koTOpbiMM KaHT COOTHOCUT CBOM
MpaKTI4ecKo-PrIocodcke COUMHEHS 171
yreepxaenns ¢ KV, naorga HescHbl Tem He Me-
Hee Mbl He JJOJDKHBI JOITYCKaTh, UTO OH ITOTEPsiJI €70
U3 BULY U paccy>kziajl O MOpaJI i TIOJINTHKe He3a-
BUCUMO OT Hero. OHaKo B CYJIy HPUKIIaJHOIO Xa-
paKTepa 3TVX IPAKTUUECKMX padoT 11 Iiepexoria OT
TeopuM K MPaKTUYeCKOMY ITPYMeHEeHMIO coflepka-
HVIe He JJOJDKHO TepAThCs B IIepeBofie, HO MOXeT OT-
KPBITh COBEPIIIEHHO HOBBIVI MUP MHTepIIpeTaruL.
B urpy Bcrynarot MopaibHBIe (paKTOPHI 1 JIOITyI1Ie-
Hus. KaHT MoXeT, HarrprMep, IIpeIiooXnTh, YTO
npuposa 371a M 100pa TakoBa, YTO HM3KUI IOKa-
3aTesIb 371a TI0 OTHOIIIEHUIO K JOOpY IpescTaBIIseT
co0OV1 OTCEKATOITYTO JIMHWUIO 1715 TOTO, YTO MOpaJIb-
HO morrycTmMo (cM. Hioke § 3.2 1 4). Ho ata muHms
He BUANTCA IBHOM B m3yioxeHmn KV, nosromy mH-
Tyurus Kanrta — 3To To, 4TO pucyeT 3Ty JIMHUIO.
Ero Tpynpl 10 pmKIIagHO MOpaIbHOM (PUIoco-
v BrmouaroT «MeTapu3MKy HpaBOB» U YacTu
«Kputnkm cnocoOHOCT cyXaeHMs». B HacTos-
I1leM pasfiesle pacCMaTpUBAOTCS Te YacTy 3TUX pa-
00T, KOTOpBIe IMEIOT OTHOIIIEHVIE K UeJIOBEUECKO
perponyKIuy, 1 TO, KaK COBpeMeHHbIe aBTOpEl, B
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mulae of the CI, although presumably restate-
ments of the same idea, may render different
determinations for the morality of reproduc-
ing. But if the formulae are indeed equivalent,
there should be no varying from this result of
“Indeterminate”.

Another way to assess Kant’s ultimate rul-
ing on this issue is to look to his other works.
These, of course, still are heavily steeped in
the CI as a rational principle and include more
scrutiny in dealing with daily moral problems
such as the raising of children and sexual inti-
macy.

3. Kant Directly on Procreation Ethics,
Beyond the Categorical Imperative

The ways that Kant’s practical-philosophy
writings and contentions relate to the CI are
sometimes not clear. Yet, we should not pre-
sume that he lost sight of it and moralised
and politicised independently of it. However,
because of the applied-ethics nature of these
practical works and the translation from the-
ory to application, substance need not get lost
in the translation but may open up a whole
new world of interpretation. Moral back-
ground factors and assumptions come into
play. Kant may, for example, assume that the
nature of evil and good are such that a low ra-
tio of evil to good represents the cutoff line for
what is morally permissible (see §§ 3.2. and 4
below). But that line does not appear explicit
in the renderings of the CI, thus Kant’s intu-
ition is what draws this line. These works of
applied moral philosophy include The Meta-
physics of Morals and parts of the Critique of the
Power of Judgment. This section looks to those
parts of these works relevant to human repro-
duction and how contemporary authors, par-
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uvacTHocTM Xaviko Ilyiec (Puls, 2016), nHaTepIpe-
TUPYIOT 3TV OTPBIBKM, YTOOBI 3KCTPAIIOIPOBaTh
OTBET Ha BOIIPOC O TOM, Of1oOpsieT Wi He omoOps-
et KaHT B cBoeM TBOpYeCKOM HaCIIeVI PEITPOIyK-
LIVIIO YeJIoBeKa C MOPaJIbHOVI TOUKVI 3PeHMSI.
«YdgeHve o mpaBe», IlepBas u3 JIByx dacrten «Me-
TaV3VKM HPAaBOB»'®, paccMaTpuBaeT psifi FOpUaV-
YeCKMX IIpaB, BBITEKAOIIIVIX 13 MOPaJIbHOTO 3aKOHa,
B TOM U¥ICJIe IIpaBa Ha Opak 1 etopoxaerue. [Tpa-
BO Ha BCTYIUIEHVeE B Opak BKJIIOYaeT B ceds IIpaBo
Ha ITpofioJDKeHVe pojia, HO He TpeOyet 3Toro. Kant
He yTBepXXaeT 3[ech, YTO JeTOPOXIEeHWe CaMo
1o cebe MOpaJIbHO 00s3aTeIbHO VIV OIIIVIOHAIb-
HO, HO TIOJTYePKIBaEeT: MOpaJIbHOEe 3HAYeHVIe VIMeeT
TO, YTO y TIapbl €CTh CBOOOIHBIVI BEIOOP B OTHOILIIE-
HUM IpoosbkeHns pora. Torma vx cBOOOIHBI BbI-
0op rapaHTMpPYeT, UYTO VX IIOTOMKIM — CBOOOITHEIE
CylllecTBa, KOTOpPbIE, B CBOIO Odeperlb, BOOOIIe (He
TOJIBKO IIPV PasMHOXKEHMM) MOTYT JieJIaTh CBOOOI-
HbIe BEIOOPHI B KaueCTBe aBTOHOMHBIX CYIIIeCTB'.
ITpaBo 1MeTs geTert pejrioaraeT JOJIT IT0 OTHO-
IIIeHMIo K HyM. Poryrrernv 1eiaroT cBOMIX JIeTen vic-
KJTIOUNTEIIHHO CeKCyasIbHBIM OOITieHVeM (10 Kpavi-
HeV1 Mepe, Tak ObIIo BO BpeMeHa KaHTa), ITOJTHOCTBIO
vMes Ha 3To 1paBo. HoBoro desioBeka He ObLsIO ObI
Oe3 pommrertert, MpeAIIPYHIMAIOIIVIX IEVICTBIIE, KO-
TOpOe MOXeT IIPUBECT K IOSIBJIEHMIO IIOTOMCTBa. B
pe3ysibTaTe 3TOrO JIEVICTBUS IIOIYUVBIINVICS UesIo-

¥ HasBaHme 3TOVI dYacTM WMHOIHA II€PEBOAMUTCS Kak
«Dwocodmsa mnpasa» wmm «Hayka o mpase», B Helt
VIIET pedb O IIpaBaX, KOTOPBIMI YeJIoBeK oOyIafaeT Kak
CBOOOJIHBIVI palIOHAIBHBIN areHT (1, TakuM obpasoM,
«CTPEMUTCSI BOBHYTPB»), B OT/IMYME OT BTOPOI YacCTH,
KOTOpYIO IIepeBOIAT KaK «YueHue o mgoOpopeTeny» u
B KOTOPOWVI TOBOPUTCS O TOM, KaK YeJIOBeK OTHOCUTCS K
ApyruM (1, TaKMM 00pa3oM, «CTPEeMUTCS BOBHE»).

14 KoHeuHO, IIOTEHIIMAaIbHO BOCIIPOM3BOJICTBO MOYKHO
CYMTATh HEOOXOIVIMBIM B COOTBETCTBUM C HPABCTBEHHBIM
3aKOHOM, IIPeHOCTaBiIsis MPW 3TOM palllOHAJIbHOMY
cyObexTy cBobOomy BeIOOpa, Tak Kak KV Tpebyer, uToOBI
cyObekT ObUI CBOOOIEH U CaMOCTOATelleH B BblOOpe
TOTO, CJIEAOBaTh JIV HPAaBCTBEHHOMY 3akoHy. Ho B aTmx
OTpBIBKAX M3 KHUIM «YYeHe O IpaBe» OH He CYUTAET, UTO
CyIIpy>KecKue Iaphl, Jake eciIi MM IIpefoCcTaBiIeH BEIOop
OTHOCUTEJIBHO [IeTOPOXKHEeHVIS, [IOJDKHBI JeJlaTh 3TO,
4TOOBI CJlefloBaTh HpaBCTBEHHOMY 3akoHy. Kak mmirer
Ommicon, mwit Kanra «cBoboma BoIM 1 HpaBCTBEHHBIN
3aKOH SIBJITIOTCS B3aMHbIMM nIoHsATHsIMM» (Allison, 1986,
p- 394), HO 3TOT paKT He O3HAYAET, YTO PV HAININN
CBOOOIBI BCE, UTO YeJIOBEK MOXKeT BBIOpAThb, SIBJISETCS
BOIIPOCOM MOPaJIBHOTO 3aKOHA.
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ticularly Heiko Puls (2016), interpret these
passages to extrapolate a response to the ques-
tion of whether Kant’s oeuvre morally favours
or disfavours reproduction.

“The Science of Right,” Part I of two parts
of The Metaphysics of Morals,”® considers a
range of legal rights as derived from the moral
law, including rights to marry and procreate.
The right to marry includes the right to pro-
create but does not require it. Kant does not
here argue that procreation itself is morally re-
quired or optional but contends that what is of
moral significance is that a couple have a free
choice to procreate. Their free choice then en-
sures their offspring are free beings who can
in turn eventually, generally (not only in re-
producing) make their free choices as autono-
mous beings.'* With the right to have children
comes duty toward them. Parents make their
children solely (at least in Kant’s day) by sex-
ual congress wholly in their right. The new
person would not exist without parents” tak-
ing action which could lead to progeny. By
that act, the resulting person may end up with
a miserable life. Given such a chance, the par-
ents have the duty to the child to make its life
as happy as possible, at least up to the point

® The title of this part is sometimes rendered “The
Philosophy of Law” or “The Doctrine of Right,” deal-
ing with the rights one has as a free rational agent
(and thus is “inward-seeking”), in contrast with Part
11, often translated as “The Doctrine of Virtue,” which
deals with how one treats others (and thus is “out-
ward-seeking”).

4 Of course, potentially, reproduction could be consid-
ered requisite by the moral law while still allowing the
rational agent the freedom to choose it or not, since the
CI demands the agent be free and autonomous in choos-
ing whether to follow the moral law. But in these pas-
sages from “Science of Right”, he does not adjudicate
that couples, even given the choice to procreate, must
do so to heed the moral law. As Allison (1986, p. 394)
writes, for Kant “freedom of the will and the moral law
are reciprocal concepts,” but this fact does not mean
that, given freedom, whatever one may choose to do is
a matter of the moral law.



BeK MOXeT IPOXUTh HeCcUYacTHYIO XW3Hb. VIMes: B
BUJTY TaKyIO BO3MOXKHOCTB, POIIUATEIIN 00si3aHEI Clie-
JIaTh XXV3HB pebeHKa Kak MOXKHO OoJlee CHacT/IVIBOVL,
TI0 KpariHeVl Mepe 710 TOro MOMeHTa, Korfia peOeHOK
CMOXeT caM 0 cebe 1103a00TIThCS (MITV 10 OCTVIXKe-
HVISL IM COBEPIIIEHHOJIETsI). DTa 00s13aHHOCTD Tpe-
OyeT MaKCMMaJIBHO IpaBWIBHOIO BOCIIWUTaHMS U
IIOITOTOBKM K CUACT/IVIBOVI JKV3HIA.

Bo Bropon wactn «Metadumsuku HpaBos» KanT
pacIpsieT 3Ty poiIb CBOOOIIBI V1 OTBETCTBEHHOCT
Y YCWJIVIBaeT apryMeHTBI B IIOJIb3Y JI0JITa C IPYToV
TOUYKM 3peHnst. [IoToMCTBO He IPOCIIIO, UTOOBI €ro
IIPOVI3BEIIN, I OHO He MOIJIO OBITh CO3/IaHO paju
HEro CaMoro, IIOTOMY YTO areHT, IO-BUIVIMOMY, He
MOYKET COBEPIIINTE JIEVICTBIIE PaJIyl Ye€T0-TO, UTO He
cymiecTByeT. [1o 3auaTnsi He ObIIO HUMKAKMIX YCIIO-
BUII CyILIeCTBOBaHM: pebeHKa; 3auaTvie HeoOXoau-
MO [T TOTO, YTOOBI CyIIIeCTBOBaJIa Iejlb, pajyi KO-
TOPOVI [IEVICTBYIOT POIMTEIN. 3adaTvie IIOpOXKaeT
COCTOSIHVIE. DTO COCTOSTHVIE SIBJISIETCSI TTOJIOKEHIEM
CyIIIeCTBOBaHM:, OOJIee TOro, YSI3BVIMOIO CYIIIeCTBO-
BaHIs, 1151 obecItedeHns KOTOpOro pebeHKy Tpe-
OyeTcsl orpefeleHHbINI YpoBeHb 3a00ThL Pomyre-
JIVI HeCYT OTBETCTBEHHOCTD 3a €T'0 CyIIleCTBOBaHMe,
BBI3BaB €r0 IIOSIBJIEHNIE, U1 3a Te yCJIOBMSI, KOTOpbIe
C 3TVIM CBSI3aHBI, BKJTIOYasl yxof. Takom yxox ocy-
IIIEeCTB/ISIeTCS. Ha ONTVMaJIbHOM YpOBHe KaK IS
pebeHKa, Tak ¥ I ero poxuresert. OnTnMaib-
HBIVT yX07], 32 peOeHKOM pajiyi ero JaIbHEVIIIIero Cy-
IIIeCTBOBaHMS BKJIIOUaeT B ce0si cpericTBa, obecrie-
YMBAIOIIJie ero cyacThe. TaKov yXof, CBUJIETelIb-
CTBYET O TOM, YTO POMMTENIV IIPVIJIOKIIIN OITV-
MaJIbHBble YCVUIVSE: JIaKe eCJIV IIOTOMCTBO OKa’KeT-
Cs1 HECYACTHBIM, POIMTEV BBITIOITHVIIV CBOVI JTOJIT.
Kopoue rosops, mopoxxiasi [TOTOMCTBO, POINTENN
TaKyKe OOYCIIOBJIVBAIOT €r0 UeJIOBeUecKyIo IoTpeOd-
HOCTB B CYACTbhe, 32 KOTOPOe OHVI HECYT TaKyIO ke
OTBETCTBEHHOCTH, KaK 7 3a CaMOro peDeHKa.

CosmaBast 5Ty HOBYIO XXV3Hb VI TeM CaMBIM CO3-
IaBasi yCIJIOBVS, POOUTENVI EVICTBYIOT M3 COCTOS-
H1s cBoOOIBL. OHM 00513aHBI 3a00TUTHCS O pebeHKe
payt TOoro, 9ToOBI OH BOCITOJIB30BAJICS STOVI CBODO-
HOVI, VI pajiyi HOCIIEAYIOILIEro IeVICTBISL. Kant pas-
JIMYaeT MOpaJIbHbIe O0sI3aHHOCTY TI0 OTHOITIEHIIO
K CUTYyalIVsiM, KOTOpble KTO-TO BbI3BaJl, OT TeX, KO-
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where the child can fend for itself (or up to the
point of majority). This duty then calls for op-
timal proper education and preparation for a
happy life.

In the second part of The Metaphysics of
Morals, Kant extends this role of freedom and
responsibility and strengthens the case for
duty from another perspective. The offspring
did not ask to be made, and it could not have
been brought into being for its own sake be-
cause an agent presumably cannot undertake
an act for the sake of something that does not
exist. Before the child’s conception there has
been no condition of the child; conception is
necessary for there to be a sake for which the
parents act. Conception causes a condition.
That condition is the state of existence, fur-
thermore a vulnerable existence that, to en-
sure further existence, requires a certain level
of care. The parents are responsible for the ex-
istence, having caused it to come to be and for
those conditions that come with it, including
care. That care is sustained at an optimal level
for both child and parents. That optimal care
for the sake of the child’s continued existence
includes the means to ensure happiness. Such
care reflects that parents have exercised opti-
mal effort: Even if the offspring ends up un-
happy, the parents have exercised their duty.
In brief, in causing the offspring. The parents
also cause its human need for happiness, for
which they have responsibility as much as
they do for the child tout court.

In making this new life and thereby creat-
ing a condition, parents act in a state of free-
dom. They owe the child due care for having
exercised that freedom and for the subsequent
cause. Kant distinguishes moral duties toward
situations one has caused from ones that one
has not caused, the former being specifically
compensatory, the other a general duty. In the
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TOPBIE HMKTO He BbI3BaJI, IIPITYeM IIepPBbIe SBIISFOTCS
crenyryecKyt KOMITeHCallVIOHHBIMY, a IpyTve —
obmym osirom. Bo BTopoM citydae, ecjivt KTo-TO BU-
IMAT TOHYIIEro 4YesloBeKa, Y Hero eCcTh OO JI0JIT
TIOIIBITAThCS CIIACTV XKePTBY. B mepBoM citydae, cka-
JKeM, areHT HaxXOOWUTCS B KaHO3 € APYroM, KOTOPBIV
He yMeeT IUIaBaTh ¥ peKOMeH/yeT 130erarsb orac-
HbBIX MaHeBpoB. Ho rpebert caMoBOIIbHO m/1eT Ha ca-
Mble CTpalllHble OPOTM ¥ OIIPOKWUIIbIBAeT JIOIKY.
AreHT 00s13aH He TOJIBKO CIIaCTV YTOHAFOIIETo, HO
BO3MECTUTD TI0CTpajiaBllieMy IIPUUMHEHHYIO TpaB-
My, TOCIIUTaIM3alMIo 1 T. 1. TouHO Tak ke m I
obonx ponwuTesielt pebeHKa IPM3bIB K JOITy — He
IIPOCTO o0, HO "1 KOMITEHCUPYIOIIMVI TO COCTO-
sIHVIe, KOTOPO€e OHV ITOPOIVIINA

Hosr, Takum oOpa3oM, COCTOUT B TOM, UTOOBI
obecIreunTh, HACKOJIBKO 3TO BO3MOYXKHO, CUACThe —
HIOJIOKEeH e, K KOTOPOMY CTpeMUTCs desloBedecKast
KM3Hb. «[lepBort 1esIbi0 Mpuponbl ObUIO ObI 0.14-
xercmbo... entobeka» (AA 05, S. 430; Kant, 2001,
¢. 695). Poyrternvi MOTDKHBI OITTVIMaJIBHO oDecriedn-
BaTh He TOJIBKO ITPOIOJDKeHe XXI3HN pebeHKa, HO
1 ee KadecTBO. Takym oOpa3oM, cBOOOIa B 3TOM «CO-
o0I11ecTBe» IBOVIX pOIMTeIIel, KaK TOBOPUTCS, Tpe-
OyeT paBHOVI 11 COITy TCTBYIOIIIEV OTBETCTBEHHOCTA.

OpHako 3TO CBUIETENIBCTBYET TOJIBKO O TOM,
KaK CJIeflyeT pearvpoBaTb TOMY, KTO BBI3Basl CY-
IIlecTBOBaHMe peOeHKa, Ha IIPNU3bIB K IONITY, a He
0 TOM, CjleflyeT JIM BOOOIlle IIpOU3BOANUTH IIOTOM-
cTBO. B pasmunbIX paboTax, ocobernHo B «Kpu-
TUKe CIIOCOOHOCTM cyXaeHMs», KaHT mpenaraer
IBa B3IVIsia Ha (PaKThI UeJIOBEUeCKOro CYIecTBO-
BaH$, KOTOPBIe MOT'YT OTPa3UThCS Ha MOpaJIV Ue-
JIOBEYECKOTO JTIeTOPOXKeH s BooOIe. OjHa ToukKa
3peHus ONTUMMCTUYHO TeJIeOJIOrMYHa, Ipyrasi,
€CJIV VICIOJIBb30BaTh TEPMUH JIJIsI CpaBHEHMSI, T1ec-
CUMMCTUYHO 2CXaTOJIOTVIYHA.

3.1. K onmumusmy meaeoso2uu

«YueHre 0 MeTOe TeJIeOJIOrMUYeCKOl CIIOCO0-
HOCTU CyXaeHus» B «KpuTuke crocobHocTm cy-
JKIIeHVIs» TIpefljlaraeT TeJIeOJIOr o, KOTopasl BIIOJI-
He OIIpaBbIBaeT 4eJIoBeyecKoe BOCIIPOWM3BOLICTBO.
KanT oTymiiuaeT Tesieosorio, iy KOHEUHYIO 11eJ1b,

latter case, if one sees a drowning person, one
has a general duty to try to save the victim. In
the former case, e.g. an agent is in a canoe with
a friend who does not know how to swim and
he recommends avoiding dangerous manoeu-
vres. But the rower willfully proceeds into
the worst rapids and overturns the boat. The
rower has a duty not only to save the drown-
ing person but also to compensate the victim
for causing the trauma — hospitalisation and
so on. Similarly for the two parents of a child:
Their call to duty is not merely general but
compensatory for the condition they caused.

The duty, then, is that of ensuring as far as
possible the state for which human life strives:
happiness. “The first end of nature would be
the happiness [...] of the human being” (KU,
AA 05, p. 430; Kant, 2000, p. 297). Parents must
ensure optimally not only the child’s continued
life but its quality of life. Freedom in this pro-
creational “community” of two, then demands
equal and concomitant responsibility.

This much, though, tells only how one
should respond to the call to duty upon caus-
ing a child’s existence, not whether one should
procreate at all. In various works, notably The
Critique of the Power of Judgment and elsewhere,
Kant offers two outlooks on the facts of hu-
man existence that may reflect on the morality
of human procreating tout court. One outlook
is optimistically teleological; the other, to inter-
polate a term for the contrast, pessimistically
eschatological.

3.1. Toward the Optimism of a Teleology

“Methodology of the Teleological Pow-
er of Judgment” in the Critique of the Power of
Judgment offers a teleology that well justifies
human procreation. Kant distinguishes teleol-
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OT CyABOBI, MJIM YMCTO MEXaHUCTUYECKOro JeTep-
MIHV3Ma, IPUIVICHIBAIOIIEro «popMy Bellent — B
CMBICJIE CJTYyYaVIHOCTM VIV XK€ CJIeIOn HeoOXomu-
MocTi» (AA 05, S. 434; Kanr, 2001, c. 707). D10 co-
CTOSIHVIE IIPUPOIBI CYIIIECTBEHHBIM 00pa3oM Mo-
JKeT OBITh ITPeOIOJIeHO Iy TeM OOCY KIeHWs 1 IIpY-
3HaHWMS KOHEYHOV IIPWYMHBI IS YeJloBeuecTBa
BO BCeJIeHHOVL. [T0CKOJIBKY YeJIoBeK — 3TO «eIVIH-
CTBEHHOE CyIIeCTBO Ha 3eMJIle, KOTopoe oOJIazaeT
paccyzIKoM», OH 00JIajafoT CIIOCOOHOCTHIO ITPEBOC-
XOIIWTH CBOIO XKVMBOTHYIO IIPVIPOLLY I «CTaTh KOHEU-
HOM 1eT1bio» mpuponsl (AA 05, S. 431; Kant, 2001,
¢. 699). OmHaKo KakK palyiOHAJIBHBIE aT€HTHI VIMEIOT
1 IOJDKHBI IMeTB CBOOOTY BBIOOpa MOpaJIbHOTO 3a-
KOHA, TaK ¥ JIFOIV MOT'yT VIMETb CIIOCOOHOCTB, CBO-
0oy ¥ BOJIIO CTPEMUTHCS U IOCTUTATh KOHEYHO
11eJ111, KOTOpasi BO3SMOXKHA B ITAPCTBE IIPUPOJIBI, HO
KOTOPYIO IIpMpofa HAOIycKaeT, KaK ecyint Ovl 3a1a-
4Ja IpUpoAs! OblIa ITOATOTOBUTE IIOYBY [IJISI CBOE-
ro COOCTBEHHOTO HM3JIOXKEHISI, CBOETO HICIIPOBEp-
KeHms. Takum oOpasoM, uertoBe4ecTBO OOJIafaeT
HOTOOHBIM TEJIEOJIOTMYEeCKM IIOTEHIIMAIIOM. Tem
caMBIM BCs IIpUpOfa IIpOHM3aHa Iiejlecoo0pasHo-
CTBIO, HO TOJIBKO YeJIOBeUeCTBO MOXKET OCO3HATh 3Ty
tiestb. [Ipupora, co3masast HaIll BUII, YCTaHOBIIA

11es1ecoo0pasHoOe cTpeMyIeHVie IIPVPOLIBI K COBep-
IIeHCTBOBaHIIO, KOTOPOe JiejlaeT Hac BOCIIPUNM-
YMBBIMM K OoJlee BBICOKMM IIeJIsiM, YeM Te, KO-
TOpble MOXeT HaM JaTh caMa mpupoza. ...OcBo-
OoXXImaTh MeCTO IS KYJIBTYPBlI YelIOBeYecTBa...
VI 3TUIM IIOATOTaBJIVBA[Th| UeIOBEeKa K TaKOMY
YCTPOVICTBY, IIpM KOTOPOM BJIaCTBOBAaTh JIOJDKeH
TOJIBKO PasyM... IOYYBCTBOBaTh CKPBITO 3aJIo-
JKEeHHYIO B HaC IPUTOJHOCTb K BBICIIVIM IIeJISIM
(AA 05, S. 433 —434; Kanr, 2001, c. 705—707)".

B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe uejtoBeueckoe BOCITPOU3BOLI-
CTBO He TOJIBKO OOITYCTMMO, HO V1 MOPaJIbHO HeoD-
XOOMMO. DTO TIOHATUE Tpe6YET OT Ka>XI0ro mH-

15 DTOT TeKCT OOIIMpEeH M OCTABJISIET MHOIO BOIIPOCOB,
Ha KOTOpBle HeJlerko oTBeTuTh. HampumMep, kKak mpupona
JlaeT HaM 3T0 oOpa3oBaHMe, IIOUeMy caMa Ipupoa He
MOYKeT IIO3BOJINTH cebe B34Th Ha ceOsi 3TV BBICIINE I1eJIN
VI BCE JIV 4eJI0OBeYeCTBO Cpa3sy IIojlydaeT 3TO obpas3oBaHue,
VIV OHO JIOCTYIIHO TOJIBKO HEKOTOPBIM, VIV OHO OymdeT
IIOJIy4eHO CO BpeMeHeM. BaXXHbBIM MOMEHTOM 3[1ecCh
SBJISI€TCSL TO, UTO 4eJIOBEYeCTBO CIIYXKUT IIPOBOIHVKOM
CTaHOBJIEHNS VI Pa3BUTIS IIPUIPOBL.
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ogy or final end from fate or merely mecha-
nistic determinism which would assign “the
form of things to chance or blind possibility”
(KU, AA 05, p. 434; Kant, 2000, p. 301). This
condition of nature essentially can be over-
come by deliberating and recognising an ul-
timate cause for humanity in the universe. As
humans are “the sole being[s] on earth who
[have] reason” they have the capacity to sur-
pass their animality “to be the ultimate end
of nature” (KU, AA 05, p. 431; Kant, 2000,
p- 299). However, as rational agents have and
must have freedom to choose the moral law,
so may humans have the capacity, freedom,
and will to strive for and achieve the final
end that is possible in the realm of nature but
which nature allows, as if nature’s task were
to set the stage for its own overthrow, its own
deposing. Humanity, then, has this teleolog-
ical potential. All nature is thereby alit with
purposefulness, but it is humanity that may
realise that purpose. Nature, in creating our
species, set “a purposive effort at an educa-
tion to make us receptive to higher ends than
nature itself can afford [...] making room for
the development of humanity [...] and pre-
pare humans for a sovereignty in which rea-
] and thus
allows us to feel an aptitude for higher ends
which lie hidden to us” (KU, AA 05, pp. 433-
434; Kant, 2000, pp. 300-301)." In this context,
human procreation is not just permissible but

son alone shall have power [...

morally compelling. This notion need not re-
quire every individual to procreate but at the

> This text is rich and leaves many questions not readily
answerable, such as how nature gives us this education,
why nature itself cannot afford to take on these high-
er ends, and whether it is all humanity at once who re-
ceives this education, or only some who will be edified,
or whether it is accomplished over time. The important
point here is that humanity serves as the conduit for na-
ture’s becoming and burgeoning.
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AvBUIIA He 00si3aTeIbHO MPOIOJDKaTh POIl, HO II0
KparHeV Mepe COIeVICTBOBAaTh 9TOMY aKTy Kak XO-
poliieMy B TOVI Mepe, B KaKOVi OH 10 ITpaBy HallpaB-
JIsleM U yIIpaBJisieM 3Tovi Tesleosiorvet. Takum o0-
pas’oM, XOT4 3TOT aKT MOPaJIbHO OIpaB/iaH, OH He
HOJDKEH IpeBpalllaThCsl B IIPUHYXKIEHVE K IIpo-
IO/DKeHMIO pora. [encTBuTeNIbHO, Kak 00cyXa-
JIOCH BBIITIE, COCTOSIHIE CBOOOIBI BCe PAaBHO OBITIO
ObI HeoOXOIVMIMO.

KaHT paccMaTpuBaeT TesleoJIOTMIO KaK Hay-
Ky, KOTOpasl He SIBJISIeTCSI HY TeOJIOIVieV, HVI ecTe-
CTBEHHBIMI HayKaMV, XOTS OHa M KacaeTcs IIpell-
IIoj1araeMoro cBovicTsa Ipuponbl. Ho ocTaercs He-
SICHBIM, OyZIeT JIit 3Ta HayKa CJIYKUTb MeaIbHOVI,
HO HeTOCTVDKVMOV MOJIeIblo, Oy/IeT I OHa pas3Bu-
BaThCs, HECMOTPsI Ha YesloBedecKye yCuiIns, VIn
Ke oHa TpeOyeT aKTMBHOIO ¥ MeXBWIOBOIO y4a-
cTus. B 11estoM, ofHaKo, IIpesicTaBiIgeTcs, YTo Te-
neortorust KaHTa, sIBJIsiCh pe3yJIbTaToOM desloBeyde-
CKOVI BOJIV M YCUJIUT, BO3SMOXKHA TOJIBKO B KOHTEK-
CTe YeJIOBeUeCKOVl CBOOOIBI — B IIPOTVBOIIONIOXK-
HOCTB TOMY, YTO I Ha3BaJl «3CXaTOJIOrVieN», He Oy-
49Vl TIOJTHOCTBIO YOBJIETBOPEH 3TVM TEePMIHOM
(3To He KaHTOBCKMTI TepMuH). B Tpetpent «Kpntn-
ke» KaHT fevicTBUTeIPHO aHAJIM3MPYeT aJIbTepHa-
TUBY TeJIeOJIOI MY, 3aBUCAIITYIO OT CyAbObI, HaXOIIs-
IITyIOCS BHE UesIoBeYecKOV BOJIVI VI YCVIJIUTL W CBS-
3aHHYIO C BPeIOM ¥ 3JI0M, YUMUTHIBasl KOHHOTAITVIIO
CypOBI Ha IIPOTsDKeHMV BekoB. OH ITog4epKiBa-
€T 3Ty CYpOBYIO a/JIbTepHATVBY TeJIe0JIOrMM, alb-
TepPHATVBY, B KOTOPO, ITO BCEVI BUIVIMOCTVL, XVIBET
Har Bul,. Ecyivt MeI paceMoTpyM 001y FO IIEHHOCTB
STOVI XXW3HM, B3BeIIMBas Bpe M 01aro, ¢ TOUKM
3peHMs TOTro, YTO JIFOMIV IeVICTBUTEIIBHO [Ie/IaloT Ha
HIPOTSKEHW BCEVI CBOEVI JKV3HM, 9Ta IIeHHOCTH Oy-
meT «HioKe Hys» (AA 04, S. 434 Anm.; KanT, 2001,
c. 707 mpumeu.). To ecTb 1oOpo 1 Mepa 100pa, KOTO-
POVI SIBJISIeTCS CHaCThe, — 3TO, TIO-BUIVIMOMY, KpU-
TepPUT TOTO, UTO JieJIaeT XWU3Hb cTosIeit. VI Bee xe
BpeJI IlepeBelBaeT JIro0ble Or1ara.

3.2. Ileccumucmuueckuil
acxamoao2uueckuil 832440

I'lysibe mogUepKMBaeT, YTo STOT HeCCUMUCTIIYe-
CKUVI ¥ MPa4HBIVI, 3CXaTOJIOTMYeCcKMil (OIATh e
MOVI TepMUH) B3IJISA/, ABJIA€TCA BaXKHBIM IS II0-
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least to condone the act as good, insofar as it
rightfully directed to and guided by this tele-
ology. Thus, while morally condonable, this
act need not translate into coercion to procre-
ate. Indeed, the state of freedom would still
be requisite as discussed above.

Kant treats teleology as a science, but one
that is nether theology nor natural science,
although it concerns a presumed property of
nature. But it remains unclear whether this
science is to serve as an ideal model (impossi-
ble to achieve), whether it will unfold despite
human efforts, or whether it requires active
and cross-species input. Overall, though, it
appears that Kant’s teleology, being an out-
come of human will and effort, is possible
only in the context of human freedom. By
contrast is what I termed, without complete
felicity, “eschatology” (not Kant’s term). In
the third Critique he does treat the alternative
to teleology as being beholden to fate, beyond
human will and effort otherwise and, given
fate’s connotation over the centuries, associ-
ated with harm and evil. He pointedly brings
up this stark alternative to teleology, an alter-
native that our species widely appears to live
in: If we consider the sum total value of this
life in terms of what people indeed do in their
whole lives’” experience, weighing harms and
good, that value would be “less than zero”
(KU, AA 04, p. 434n; Kant, 2000, p. 301n). That
is, good — and the measure of good, which
is happiness — is presumably the criterion of
what makes life worthwhile. Yet, harm out-
weighs any good.

3.2. The Pessimistic Eschatological View

Heiko Puls emphasises this pessimistic and
grimmer, eschatological (again my term) out-



sunuu Kanra. OH nintupyer KaHra: «...KTo 3ax0-
Tesx ObI CHOBa HadaTb XKM3HbB, XOTsI ObI 1 II0-HOBO-
My, JIaXKe COCTaBJIEHHOMY (V1 COpa3MepeHHOMY C XO-
zioM Bettlen) 1tanHy»? (Puls, 2016, p. 64, mut. AA 05,
S. 434 Anm., KanT, 2001, c. 707 npumeu.). Taxor
CLieHapuil JJIsl CyIIlecTBa, Ybe MepuJIo IlepeXxiBa-
HUII — cYacTbe, MpadeH. [lysibc TIOMBOOMUT MTOT:
«Kaxk cy1recTBo, Hy>KIaloIleecs: B C4acThe, YeJIOBeK
He MOXXeT CHOBa XOTeTb cyIrecTBoBaTh» (Puls, 2016,
p. 65). Kpome Toro, yuntbiBasi 3TOT (PaKT desioBeye-
CKOro poria ¥ IpeoOIafaHMs Bpea, «3Ta OIeHKa
ABJISETCA... Cy>XKIeHMeM pasyMa U, cjlefloBaTesIbHO,
panmoHasbHOM orleHKov» (Ibid.). 3mpasoe cyxme-
HVIe IIPV3HAeT MPaYHbIN (PaKT YeJIOBEUECKOTO OIThI-
Ta CyIIIeCTBOBaHMs, TIO3TOMY OBbUIO ObI HEpa3yMHO
VI VIPPALVIOHAJIBHO CTPEMUTHCS K €r0 TIOBTOPEHVIO.
Jaxke cTpemsieHVe K IIOBTOPHOV JKM3HV B HOBBIX,
«Ovorpadrdecky ONTUMM3MPOBAHHBIX» 00CTOS-
TeJIbCTBaX BCe paBHO OyZeT CBA3aHO C 3TUM «3eM-
HBIM MVPOM», KOTOPBIVI palliOHaJIbHAs ITepCIIeK-
TUBa J0JDKHA OTBEPrHYTh. BeposaTHOCTB TOro, uTo
JTIIO[IV, HeCMOTP Ha IUIOXYIO XKM3Hb, €CJIV VX CIIPO-
CUTB, IPEAIIOUTYT JIVI OHV XXUTB VIV YMePeTh, Bbl-
OepyT nepBoe, OOHApPYXMBaeT TOIIBKO cOPM3M, a He
3mpasoe cykaeHme'. BooOpaxeHwe, Bcera OTBIIe-
KaroIliee JIFOert HOBBIMM IUIAHAMM VI HageXXIaM,
IO/ THIBaeT Hallle 3a0iTy>KIeHe, 9YTO eCiIn He Bce
XOPOLIIO, TO CO BpeMeHeM Bce HaJla/IUTCSL.

OctaeTcst HesiICHBIM, II0YeMy 1 B KAaHTOBCKOM
TekcTe, U B M3stoxeHUn Ilysibca keslaHue cylile-
CTBOBaTh KakK (palllOHaJIbHOe 4eJIOBEYeCKOe) CY-
IIIECTBO SBJISIETCS VIppalVIOHAJIbHBIM. [leccriMm-
CTUYECKUVI apryMeHT MOXeT OBbITh IIpefiCTaBIIeH
CJIeyFOLIVIM 00pa3oM:

16 VaTepecHO cpaBHUTH MMUpoBO33peHme KaHTa ¢ B3DVIA-
oM Huirire Ha «BeuHoe Bo3BpaliieHue». Hune mpocur
Hac ITOAyMaTb O TOM, KaKasi KVI3Hb JeVICTBUTEIIEHO ObUTa OBl
TIOIXOIALLICVI VI CTOSILIEVI, eciIvi ObI MBI Ha CAMOM iejIe ObUIN
CITIOCOOHBI IIPOXKWUTE 3Ty JKM3HB IIOJIHOCTBIO 3aHOBO U IIO-
BTOPSTB ee BeYHO. DTa BOOOpakaeMasl ITepCIieKTrBa IofIpa-
3yMeBaeT, UTO T10 KpaitHeVl Mepe MOXKHO ITpeJICTaBUTh cebe
TaKyIo XI3Hb Ha MUPOBOVI ClleHe — Torja Kak KanT orpu-
IIaeT TaKOW CLIEHapwil [JIsE 9TOr0 «3€MHOI0 MUpa». 10T
IpUMep JBYX aBTOPCKVX MUPOBO33PEHNI CBUIETE/IbCTBY T
JIVIIIB O OoJIee ITyOOKIIX pasHOIIACKIAX MEXK/Ty HIIMVI OTHO-
CUTEJIBHO XV3HW, 1 1To0yxaeT Hurrre Bnounts Kanra B
UMCIIO «aCKeTUYECKMX CBAIIEHHVKOB», KOTOPhIe U TaK J10-
MIHVPOBAJIN B €BPOIIeVicKov dprtocodpr.
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look as essential to Kant’s position. He quotes
Kant: “Who would start his life anew under
the same conditions, or even according to a
new and self-designated plan?” (Puls, 2016,
p. 64; quoting KU, AA 05, p. 434n). Such a
scenario for a being whose measure of expe-
rienced good is happiness is grim. Puls (2016,
p- 65) sums matters: “As a being in need of
happiness, one cannot want to exist again.”
Furthermore, given this fact of humanity and
harm’s preponderance, “This assessment is
[...] @ judgment of reason and hence a ratio-
nal assessment” (ibid.). Sound judgment recog-
nises the grim fact of human experience, so it
would be unsound and irrational to seek re-
peating this existence. Even seeking a repeat-
ed life under new, biographically optimised
circumstances would still be bound to this
earthly world, which prospect rationality must
reject. The likelihood that, if asked whether
they would live or die, people would choose
the former despite life’s harms, only reveals
sophistry, not sound judgment.’ Imagination,
always distracting humans with new plans
and hopes, feeds our delusion that, if all is not
well, it will be well in time.

It remains unclear why, in both Kant’s text
and Puls” exposition of it, it is irrational to
want to exist as a (rational human) being. The
pessimistic argument may be given as:

16 It is interesting to compare Kant’s outlook with
that of Nietzsche’s “eternal return”. Nietzsche asks us
to consider what sort of life would indeed be fitting
and worthwhile if we were indeed able to live that
life wholly again, and repeatedly for eternity. This
prospect implies that it is at least possible to imag-
ine such a life on this worldly stage — whereas Kant
denies such a scenario for this “earthly world.” This
example of these two authors’ outlook only signifies
a deeper disagreement between them concerning life
and prompts Nietzsche to include Kant among the
“ascetic priests” who have so dominated European
philosophy.
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ITl. JIromu — 3TO CyIecTsa, Ik KOTOPbIX CYa-
CTBe SABJIsIeTCSL MepOVl LIEHHOCTY VX JKU3HIA

I12. TTpu olieHKe 1IeHHOCTeV! pallYiOHaIbHO YU-
ThIBaTh, KaKOe 3TO CyIIIeCTBO, B JJaHHOM CJIydae —
4JesIoBevecKoe CyIIecTBO.

I13. 3emHOe cyIecTBoBaHVE TaKOBO, UTO OHO
IIPVHOCKUT OOJIBIIIE BPeTia, YeM IIOJTb3bL.

I14. VlppaumoHaJIbHO IIOAJEpXKMBaTh CUTYya-
LIVIO, B KOTOPOVI Hem30exxHo OyzeT Gosiblile Bpena,
YeM I10JTb3bI.

I15. TlogpepXaHue XXU3HWM VMeeT CMBICI, XOTs
npeo0sIaziaHVie Bpera IPUBOAUT K 3a0iTy KAeHMIO.

IT6. VippaumoHaIpHO HOAdaBaTbCs 3a0iTysKile-
HUIO.

BeiBom. I'mriorermueckast BO3MOYKHOCTH HOBOI'O
CyIIIeCTBOBaHMS MppallviOHa/IbHa, a paljyioHaIb-
HO — He IIPMHMMATh TaKylO BO3MOKHOCTb.

M3 Takoro aprymenTta Ilyibec m, mo-Bumymo-
My, KaHT crenanmt Obl BBIBOII, UTO HepalyIOHaIb-
HO CTPEeMUTHCS K IIPOAOIDKEHMIO (UeJI0BEUECKOTO)
CyllleCTBOBaHMs (He MofpasyMeBasi IO, 3TUM pa-
LIVIOHAJIBHOCTh CAaMOyOMVICTBa My YOUTICTBa, KO-
TOpBIe TOJIIBKO yBeJIMYMBaIOT Bper). OnHaKo apry-
MeHT oOpeMeHeH BOIIpOCoM, sBirsieTcs jin 1) cua-
CTbe MepoVl IIeHHOCTM YeJIOBeYeCKOV >KM3HV;
2) 3eMHOe CyIleCTBOBaHVe IIPUHOCSIINM OOJIbIIe
Bpefa, ueM Os1ara; 11 3) MppalvoHaIbHbIM HOAep-
JKaHMe CUTyaluy, B KOTOPOV KOJIMYEeCTBO Bpera
IIpeBBIIIIaeT KOJIMYeCTBO OJ1ara, Jake ecyIv CXO-
Hasl TIOCBIJTKA 3aKJTI0OUaeTCs B TOM, UTO Hallla Ipu-
poria IOJDKHA CIIOCOOCTBOBATh CYACTHIO.

Yro )Ke KacaeTcsi IIepBOV 3aMVHKM (OTHOCUTEIIb-
HO CYaCThsI M [IEHHOCTV XM3HM), TO OHa JIOo Heo-
IIPOBEP>KMMO aKCHMOMaTMYHa, 1100 HeTouHa. Ecyn
OHa aKCMOMaTW4Ha, IOJOOHO akcMoMaM MaTeMa-
TUKM, OHa JIOJDKHa oOpalliaTbCsd KO BCeM VHTYW-
M. OcMeTTIoch CKasaTh, YTO MHOTVIE JIIOMV Ha-
XOIAT KaKyI0-TO IIEHHOCTD B JKM3H, IOCTaTOYHYIO,
4TOOBI BEIJIEPXKMBATh Jaxke IIpeodsiaziaHyie MpakKa.
(Ku3HB OT poXIeHMS 10 CMEPTV B aOCOIIOTHOV
OecripocBeTHOI ThbMe ObUIa OBl VCKJIIOUEHVEM.)
DTOro I0CTaTOYHO, YTOOBI OIIPOBEPTHY Th IIPeJIJIO-
JKeHHYIO akcvoMy. IInpokomocTyHble ITpuKIa-
HBle VICCIIENOBAHMS CYaCThsl M IIEHHOCTM CJiejla-
s OBl Ty TOCBUIKY HETOYHOW. Bropast sammHKa
IpeficTaBIIsieT coOOV IIPOCTO Hedasibcuduimpye-
MYIO TUIIOTe3y. ByyIiiee BITOJIHe MOXET coflepKaTh
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P1. Humans are beings for whom happiness
is the measure of their lives’ value.

P2. In making value assessments, it is ration-
al to take into account what kind of being one
is, in this case a human being.

P3. Earthly existence is such that it can only
render more harms than goods.

P4. It is irrational to sustain a situation in
which there are inevitably more harms than
goods.

P5. Maintaining life is worthwhile although
a preponderance of harms leads to succumbing
to delusion.

P6. It is irrational to succumb to delusion.

Concl. The hypothetical option to exist again
is irrational, and it is rational not to take such
an option.

From such an argument, Puls and presum-
ably Kant would draw the conclusion that it is
not rational to seek to continue (human) exist-
ence (without implying it is rational to commit
suicide or murder which only increases harm).
However, the burden rests on the argument as
to whether: 1) happiness is the measure of hu-
man life’s worth; 2) earthly existence must ren-
der more harm than good; and 3) sustaining a
situation with more harms than good is irra-
tional, even if the first premise is that our na-
ture is to favour happiness.

As for the first setback (concerning happi-
ness and life’s worth), it is either unassaila-
bly axiomatic or inaccurate. If axiomatic, like
math axioms it must appeal to all intuitions.
I daresay many people find some worth to
life that weathers even a preponderance of
darkness. (A birth-to-death life of coerced ex-
treme darkness without light would be an ex-
ception.) This much is enough to undermine
the suggested axiom. Readily available field
studies on happiness and value would ren-
der this premise inaccurate. The second set-
back is simply an unfalsifiable conjecture.



crioco® obecrieunTh IIpeoOsIaziaHVie CYACTIIMBOTO
ombITa. B jTydrmrem cirydae sTa OChUIKA pacKpbIBa-
eT Taxke He TIoIarommiics dpaabcudmKamm Me-
TadpVI319IecKn B3IJIsA, Ha IIPUPOy A00pa 1 371a BO
BCesIeHHOVI. TpeTbhs HesiICHasI ITOChUIKA O IIpeBasIv-
PpOBaHMM Bpe/ia HaJl I0JIb30V TaKXe TpedyeT 000-
cHOBaHMs. BooOrrie ToBOpsl, 0OHa IPOCTO HeEBepHa
U1 MHOTIX CJTy9aeB, KOIzia 4esioBek OepeT Ha cebds
v OeCKOHEYHO TepnnT Bper, paay Onara. HeomsiT-
HBIVI TUIOBEL], IIBITAOIINTICS CITaCTV yTOIAOIIETO,
YCEPOHBIV CTYOEHT, YIOPHO TPYHSAILINUVICS VI Ha-
HIPATAIOIINVE 3pEeHVIe B TIOJTyHOYHOM CBeTe, — IIPV-
Mepbl MHOTOUMCIIeHHBL. [laxke kimire «be3 Tpyna
He BBITAIIMIND ¥ PBIOKY M3 Ipy[da» 3aKjIodaeT B
ce0e IIPOTVBOIIOIIOKHOCTD STOVI ITPETIIOCHUIKE.

Hexoropele gpyrue wacTi apryMeHTa Takke
3aCITy KMBAIOT KPUTUUYECKOro paccMoTpeHms. Ho
Y 3TUX TpexX IMpOOJIEMHBIX IIPEAIIOChUIOK I0CTa-
TOYHO, UTOOBI IIOKa3aTh, YTO KAHTOBCKUW apry-
MEHT O TOM, YTO ITPOIOJDKEHVIE VIV TIOBTOPEHVe
UeJI0BeUYeCcKOV XM3HM HepallMOHaJIbHO, Ha CaMOM
Iere HeamekBaTeH. IlecCMMMUCTUYECKNUIT B3I
KaHTa Ha IIeHHOCTH YeJIOBEUeCKOro CyIecTBOBa-
HVS JajieK OT yOeaUTeTbHOCTIA

Iyrnbc mpogoIDKaeT COIOCTABIISATh OITVIMUCTY-
4UecKyIo Tesreosiornio KanTa ¢ ero meccmmuicTirde-
CKOVI 3CXaTosIorvet (i BHOBb Movi TepMiH). OH yxke
HpMBeJI OOIIVpPHBIE IOBOIBL B IIOJIB3Y KaHTOBCKO-
rO IIeCCMM3Ma, JTaKe eCyI HEeKOTOpble YacTy ap-
ryMeHTa " TpeOyioT Ooslee IIPUCTaIPHOTO BHU-
MaHmg. Yto Kacaercs, omHaKo, Dosree oOriero Bo-
poca, TofyepXasl 0b1 KaHT B [1eVICTBUTETBHOCTI
MIPOHATAIBHYIO VT AaHTWHATAJIBHYIO IIO3VILIVIO,
Kant sToT BOmpoc «siBHO He oOcyxmaer.. OmHa-
KO PEKOHCTPYKIIVS BO3MOXKHOV PeIpOmyKTVBHOV
3TUKM Oblyla ObI HEITOJIHOV, eyt Obl OHa IIPUHU-
MaJla BO BHMMaHVIe TOJIBKO Te OTPBIBKI 3 €ro Ha-
cJlefvisi, KOTOpBle YIIOMMHAJIVICh 10 cux rop» (Puls,
2016, p. 67—68). C morpkHOM OJ1arokesiaTe;IbHOCTHIO
Iysbe TIpeIocTaBIIseT JJOCTATOUHBIVE JIOBOZ, B TIOJTb-
3y KaHTMaHCKOVI TeJIeOJIOr M, KOTOpasi, €C/IV C Hel
COIVIAIIIaThCs, ODOecIiednBaeT IIPOYHOe OCHOBaHVe
IUIS TPOHATaJIBHOV STMKM. DTa TeJIeoJIOrvs OX-
BaTbIBaeT ITOKOJIEHVIS], YXOIS [1ajleKO B ITPEJIBICTO-
PVIO ¥ IIPOCTHpasich B OyjyIriee, KOTOpOe MOXeT
OCTaThCA HEeM3BECTHBIM B eTaJIsIX, HO COOTBETCTBO-
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The future may hold a way to ensure a pre-
ponderance of happy experience. At best this
premise reveals a metaphysical outlook, also
non-falsifiable, on the nature of good and evil
in the universe. The third unclear premise
about sustaining a preponderance of harms
beyond rationality likewise demands justifica-
tion. Generally, the premise simply does not
hold for many a case, in which one assumes
and indefinitely sustains harm for the sake of
good. The inexperienced swimmer attempting
to rescue a drowning person, the zealous stu-
dent slaving away and straining eyesight —
the examples are numerous. Even the cliché
“No pain, no gain” encapsulates the contrary
to this premise.

Some other parts of the argument merit crit-
ical examination as well. But these three prob-
lem premises suffice to show that the Kantian
argument that continuing or repeating a hu-
man life is not rational is, in fact, inadequate.
Kant’s pessimistic view on the value human
existence falls short of cogency.

Puls proceeds to weigh Kant’s optimistic
teleology against Kant’s pessimistic eschatol-
ogy (again, my term). He has already offered
an extensive case for Kant’s pessimism, even
if some parts of the argument want fuller at-
tention. More generally, though, as to whether
Kant would actually have supported a pro-na-
tal or anti-natal position, “Kant does not ex-
plicitly discuss this question [...]. However,
the reconstruction of a possible ethics of re-
production would be incomplete if it only took
into account the passages from his work that
have been mentioned so far” (Puls, 2016, p. 67-
68). With due charity, Puls provides a suffi-
cient case for Kantian teleology that, if one
concurs with the teleology, provides a solid
grounding for a pro-natal ethic. This teleology
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BaThb 3TOM Terteorornm. «Cama deroBedeckas MCTO-
Vst OOBEKTMBHO He pacKpbIBaeT CBOEr0 CMBICIIA, HO
MOXXHO CUMTATh, 00110 MyIpasi Ipupoa HaCTPOu-
J1a JTEOZIEVI V1 VIX CIIOCOOHOCTY TaK, UTOOBI OHV Pas3Bi-
BaJIVI CBOVI BO3MOYKHOCTVI V1 TaJIAHTBI Ha IIPOTSDKe-
Hv victopun» (Puls, 2016, p. 68). Besi coBokyTtHOCTB
TaJIAHTOB UeJIOBEYECTBa, KOTOPBIE HEOOXOIMO
pasBMBaTh, KaK ecjIi Obl YeIoBe4ecTBO ObUIO ey-
HBIM areHTOM, TpeOyeT CyIIecTBOBaHMS UesloBede-
CTBa CKBO3b BpeMsI V1 IIOKOJIEHVIS], YTO IIpeJiiosiara-
€T IIpOHaTaIbHYIO 3TMKY. Kak MyHVIMYM, Bu HOTT-
JKEH TIPOJIOJDKaTh CBOE CYIIIeCTBOBAHME (J1aXe eCIIn
He BCe ero OT/IeITbHbIe WIeHbI JJOJDKHBI BOCITPOV3BO-
IUTBCS)”. DTOT acIieKT TeJIeosIormyl YAauHO COIvla-
CyeTcs C OOHVM M3 Hamboslee 0OCYXKTaeMbIX KaH-
TOBCKVX ITPVIMEPOB IIPVIMEHEHMs KaTeroprdyecKo-
T'O VIMITepaTiBa, KacaloIerocs pasBUTIS TaJlaHTOB
KaK COBEPIIIEHHOV O0sI3aHHOCTY IIepell caMVIM CO-
Gor1. DTa gBHasi coracoBaHHOCTH ¢ KV yemmsaer
IIpeJiCTaBJIeHVe O TOM, 4To Testeortorvs Kanra fent-
CTBUTEJIFHO He TOJIBKO COBMECTVMMA C ero Metadu-
3VIKOVI IIPAKTIYECKOrO pasyMa, HO IIPVICYIIA €.

Ho xak MBI MOXeM HNPUMWPUTBH OITVMUCTV-
uveckum B3I KaHTa ¢ TeM, 94TO KaXkeTcs IIpOTH-
BOpedalllIM IecCMUCTIYecKnM B3ssnoM? Ha
done stont nytemmer [1yribc, cTpeMsch K OHOMY,
CaMOIOCTaTOYHOMY apryMeHTY, 3a/IMCTBYeT MBIC-
JIV M3 MHOIMX courHeHmin Kanra Tak, kax ecau Ovl
OHM 00pa30OBBIBAIN eVHYyI0 padboTy. Cricremaru-
uveckmy1 riomxor, KaHTa Ha IpOTSDKeHMM BCETO €ro
TBOpYECTBA MOXET BbI3BaTh MCKYIIIEHVE paccMa-
TPMBATh COBOKYITHOCTB €ro paboT Kak efgnHoe Iie-
710€, cJIOBHO KaHT cam BbIpasil Takoe HaMepeHIe.
OnHako, KaK y>ke TOBOPWJIOCH BBIIIIE, OH He BbICKa-
3bIBaeT SIBHOIO MHEHWSI O MOPJIBHOCTY UeJIoBeye-
CKOT'O BOCITPOM3BOJICTBA. Y HAC ecTh /iBa BapvaH-
Ta. JInbo ocraBuTh AnteMMy, 1100 3KCTparosm-
PpOBaTh YMO3aKJIIOUeHNsI, YTOOBI HOMBITAThCS pe-
T IIpobrieMy. Iysibc BEIOMpaeT nocyiesiHee, e-
JIast BBIBOJI, UTO 3/1€Ch JIOJDKEH OBITH BBIOOP MeX-
Ay IpO- ¥ aHTMHATAJIN3MOM, U OH IIpefIiojiaraer,
UTO TIOCJIENHNU SBJIsieTcs Hanboslee perrpeseHTa-
TVBHBIM /1)1 KAHTOBCKOT'O YUEHVISL.

7 Ho cm. § 2.2 Bbime o mpobrieMe TOTO, KaK HeCoBep-
IIIeHHbIe 0053aHHOCTH I10 OTHOIIEHMIO K caMoMy cebe He
MOTYT IepexoduTh B HecoBepIIeHHble 00S3aHHOCTI IIO
OTHOIIIEHUIO K BV, €CJIV TaKye BO3MOXKHEL
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spans generations, reaching far back to prehis-
tory and extending into a future that may re-
main unknown in details but is consistent with
this teleology. “Human history itself does not
objectively reveal its meaning, but it can be re-
garded as if a wise nature had configured hu-
man beings and their faculties such that they
develop their capacities and talents during the
course of history” (Puls, 2016, p. 68). 7 This as-
pect of the teleology happily concurs with one
of Kant’s most discussed application of the cat-
egorical imperative concerning talent-devel-
opment as a perfect duty to oneself. This overt
dovetailing with the CI strengthens the notion
that Kant’s teleology is indeed not only con-
sistent with his metaphysics of practical rea-
soning but also intrinsic to it.

Then how can we reconcile Kant’s optimis-
tic view with what seems a contradicting pes-
simistic view? Up against this dilemma, Puls
extrapolates from the many works of Kant as
though they formed a single work toiling to-
ward a unified, self-sufficient argument. Kant’s
systematic approach throughout his ceuvre can
make it tempting to see the body of work as
one, as if Kant explicitly made such an inten-
tion clear. Yet, as discussed above, Kant does
not come out with an overt opinion about the
morality of human reproduction. One has two
choices. Either leave the dilemma or extrap-
olate inferences in order to attempt to resolve
the issue. Puls opts for the latter, inferring that
there should be a choice between pro- and an-
ti-natalism and he proposes that the latter is
the most representative of Kant’s ceuvre.

I question whether such an attempt at reso-
lution is necessary. Is it indeed faithful to the

7" But see § 2.2 above on the problem of how imperfect

duties to oneself may not transfer to imperfect duties for
the species, if such is possible.



51 comHeBaroCch B HEOOXOIVIMOCTY TaKOVI TIOITBIT-
KV peltieHns IIpodsieMbl. [1ericTBUTEIIBHO JIV OHa
BepHa TBopdecTBy KaHTa 11 onTMasIbHO Iojle3Ha
KaK JIJIsl ero ymuTaresiert B 11eJI0M, TaK W JjIs JIVC-
KyCCUW II0 BollpocaM BocrponspozcTsa? [Tpu skc-
TpanoJIgiuy 13 TeKCcTa TpeOyeTcs OIHO3HAYHOe
«la» VIV «HeT», 4ero, KaxeTcs, He IIpe/IiosiaraeT
Bce TBopuecTBO. [Io kpartHen Mepe, TeKCTbI HKOT-
Ila He J1aloT IooOHOro IIpuMepa 1 He ITpOsBIIs-
IOT VHMILIVATUBY BBICTYIIATh 3a TY VIV MHYIO TOY-
Ky 3peHMNs], He TOBOPs yXXe O TOM, IOJDKHO M BO3-
MOYKHO JIVI 3MVCTeMOJIOTMYeCKM IPVHATD Ty WIN
npyryto cropony. I'lo Bcent Buaymocty, KaHT mipo-
CTO MOT OKa3aThCs B TYIIVIKe 1 He yBUAeTh HUKaKO-
ro pemteHus. ToT mpocTot akT, UTO OH TPyAUJI-
Cs HaJl 3TMM BOIIPOCOM, He BbIOVpasi IBHO Ty VIJIN
JPYTyIO CTOPOHY, CBUIETEJIbCTBYeT KaK MUHU-
MyM O TOM, HaCKOJIBKO TPYAHO ObUIO OBI permmThb
3TOT BOMPOC, ecjint Obl OH BOOOIIIe pertasics. Tesuc
Ilysbca 0 CBOAMMOCTM KaHTOBCKOIO TBOpYeCTBa
K OIHOVI TIO3MIIMY JaeT IyOJIiKe IIpeficTaBlieHye
0 TOM, UTO MBI (J1roy, piocodbl, KAaHTUAHIIH 1
MOpaJIbHbIe 3aKOHOJIATesIV) MOYKeM JI0BOJIBHO JIeT-
KO IIPUWTY K 3aKJTIOUEHVIIO 10 3TOMY BOIIPOCY'™.

He To uToOsI BepaukT 0 mo3uumm Kanra nen-
CTBUTEJIBHO HEOOXOIMM, YTOOBI CKJIOHUTB JIMCKYC-
CMIO B CTOpOHY IleccummsMa. Ckopee BoepKaHue
OT CTpOroro TpeboBaHMs CKas3aTh «da» VIV «HeT»
KaKeTCsI He TOJIBKO OoJlee ITpaBOMEPHBIM ITO OTHO-
IIeHMIO K KAHTOBCKVM TeKCTaM, HO 1 BoJlee T10J1e3-
HBIM JJIs1 00Cy>XeHMs. B camoM [iesle, KaK IOKa-
3pIBaeT KaHT, Ha KapTy IIOCTaBJIeHbI KOJIOCCaIb-
Hble, KOMIUIEKCHBIE IIeHHOCTHBIe ITPO0OsIeMbl, YTO
ZlestaeT obe MO3MLINN TOBOJIBHO CVJIbHBIMU. Eciim
KanT He Mor y/10B/IeTBOPUTEJIEHO PeIInThb X, TO
VI HaM CJIe/lyeT JIeVICTBOBaTh C OOJIBIION OCTOPOXK-
HOCTBIO. DTa AVICKYCCHS ITPeJICTaBIIsAeT, BOSMOXKHO,
OZIVIH M3 CaMBIX Ba)KHBIX BOITPOCOB /1715 ITIpaKTIye-
ckomt pvtocodpnn, ecint He ISt Beelt prytocodpmm
1 4deJIoBevYecKMX IeHHOCTe. VI, MoxeT ObITh, IO-
PAAKY BCEJIEHHOVI, 4eJIOBeYeCKOMY Cephily U pa-
3yMy HpUCyIIle, 9YTO MBI CTaJIKVBaeMcs C Hepaspe-
IIVIMOVI AVJIeMMOVL. MOXkeM JIV MBI C STUM XUTh?

18 HOST/II_U/ISI Hynbca T10 OTHOIIIEH IO K [TeCCUMUCTNYECKOTT
TOYKe 3peHM ITOVICTVMHE IBYCMbICJIEHHA, KOHEI CTaTbl
JBIIINT OIITUMWM3MOM.
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ceuvre and optimally useful for its readers in
general and for the reproduction debate? In
extrapolating from the text it demands an un-
equivocal yea or nay, which the ceuvre seems
not to demand. At least the texts never set
an example and initiative by coming down
for one view or another or even saying that
such taking sides is epistemically possible or
should and must be done. By all appearances,
Kant simply might be stumped and see no res-
olution. The bare fact he toiled with this issue
without explicitly choosing a side at minimum
attests how very, very hard resolving this is-
sue would be, if resoluble at all. Saying Kant’s
oceuvre does come down on one side, as Puls
argues, gives the public the idea that we (we
humans, philosophers, Kantian moral-law-
makers) can pretty readily reach a conclusion
on this issue.'

Not that this verdict about Kant’s position
is indeed going to tip the debate’s balance to
the pessimistic pan. Rather, abstaining from
a strict yea-or-nay demand would seem not
only more faithful to the texts but also more
enlightening for the debate to admit. Indeed,
as Kant exemplifies, there are some tremen-
dous, complex value issues at stake here,
rendering both sides quite strong. If Kant can-
not resolve them to his satisfaction, we, too,
should proceed with intense caution. This de-
bate may represent one of the most important
questions for all practical philosophy if not
all philosophy and humanity’s values. And
maybe, just maybe, it is inherent in the order
of the universe and of the human heart and
mind that we face an indomitable dilemma.
Can we live with it?

8 Puls’ siding on the pessimistic view is veritably equiv-
ocal, the end of the article barely out-tipping the opti-
mistic.
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4. 3akIroueHMe

B a0V cTarhe OBUI 3a7jaH BOIIPOC O TOM, KaKOV
Obuta ObI MOpasTBHAsI TOUKa 3peHMs KaHTa Ha TO,
00s13aHBI JIV JTFOAV BOCITPOV3BOAMUTHCS VIV He 00s-
3aHBL. DTOT BOMPOC HajleK OT IIPOCTOrO yMo3pe-
HWsI, HO BO3HVKAeT B KOHTEKCTe BCe YCIIOXKHSIO-
IIeVICS. IVICKYCCUM O TOM, MOYKET JIVI BOCIIPOV3BOLI-
CTBO OBITH aKTOM MOpPAJIFHOIO 3HA4YeHWs, VI eCIIN
7a, TO YTO IPeAIVChIBaeT 3TKA BOCIIPOV3BOICTBA.
Pasnple aBropsl, BKmodas Pycco 1 Mwuwis, a Tak-
e KaHTa, Ha IpOTsKeHMY BEKOB OOCY KITasIv CBsi-
3aHHBIE C 3TVM BOIIPOCHI, KOHIIEHTPUPYSCH IIpeu-
MYIIIECTBEHHO Ha BOIIPOCe O POIMUTEIIHCKOV OTBET-
CTBEHHOCTM B BOCITMTaHWM V1 IIPVHVIMAsI BO BHVIMa-
HVie POXIEHHOro pebeHKa, a He 3a/1aBasiCh BOITPO-
COM, MOpaJIbHO JIV 3a4aTye BooOrtie. Torrpko B XX B,
0COOEHHO B paboTax TaKMX VCCiIefoBaTesier], Kak
DHcKoM (Anscombe, 1989), aToT BorIpoc crai ogHO-
3HAYHOV ¥ Y€TKO IIOCTaBJIEHHOV MOPAJIBHOV IIPO-
6remort. CoBpeMeHHBIe aBTOPBI PEIIAOT ero B JI00,
YacTo 3aHMMasl IIPOHATAJIBHYIO MV aHTVHATaIIb-
HYIO IIO3MIIVIO, VIHOTAA JOCTAaTOYHO KBaIMpuIIn-
POBaHHYIO, YUUTBIBas IIperioyiaraeMble YCIIOBs
COLIMAJIBHOTO M (PU3MUEeCcKOro OKpy keHus pebeHKa.

Kak n B cirydae co MHormmum ¢pumsocodckm-
MM BOITPOCaMM, ITI0 MeHBIIIeVT Mepe I10JIe3HO oOpa-
TUTBCS K VICTOPUM, YTOOBI Y3HATh, Kak Oojlee paH-
HVe aBTOPBI HOOXOOWIN K 3TOMY BOIIPOCY, eCiIn
OHW VM BOOOIIe 3aHVMaIINCh. B rryurem ciydae
TaKOe VCCiIeZIoBaHVe MOXXeT YKPeluTh 3aHVMae-
Myto nosuumio. TogHo Tak ke pabora Okkama 10
TEOPETM3MPOBAHNMIO B HAYYHBIX VCCIIEIOBAHMSIX
obecrieunyia prtocodnio HayKy IOJIe3HBIM IIpa-
BUJIOM JIJISI OLIEHKV TeOpWil, a OTHOCUTEIBPHO He-
JlaBHee BO3pOXJIeHVe apVCTOTEeIeBCKOrO BOIIpOca
0 ToOpopeTesy IOCTaBWIIO TIeper] IIPVHIIVIIVIAIb-
HBIMM 3TUYECKMMM CUCTEMaMV HOBYIO BaXKHYIO
npoGsemy. Ilockonbky Kant ssnsiercs dpurypors,
KOoTOpas cpery aBropos HoBoro BpemeHu Orvoke
BCero MOoIoIIa K aKTyaIbHBIM CeTOfIHS BOIIpocaM,
€ro HacJjlelvie MOXeT J1aTh YOeaTeIIbHbIe BBIBOMIbI
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4. Conclusion

This article has inquired into what Kant’s
moral outlook would be as to whether hu-
mans have any obligation to reproduce or ob-
ligation not to. The inquiry is far from mere
speculation but arises in a context of increas-
ing discussion as to whether reproduction
can be an act of moral import and, if so, what
would the ethics of reproduction prescribe.
Related issues have been discussed over the
centuries by many authors including Rous-
seau and Mill as well as Kant, who focused
more on parents’ responsibility in child-rear-
ing, given a birthed child, rather than wheth-
er it is moral to conceive offspring in the first
place. Not until the twentieth century, espe-
cially in works such as Anscombe (1989), has
that latter issue come to an unequivocal, ex-
plicitly confronted moral issue. Contempo-
rary authors are tackling the issue heads-on,
often taking a pro-natal or anti-natal posi-
tion, sometimes a qualified stance, given
prospective conditions for the child’s social
and physical environment. As with many
philosophical issues, at the least it can be il-
luminating to look to history for how earli-
er authors approached the issue, if any did.
At best, such an investigation can strength-
en a current position. Similarly, Ockham’s
work on theorising in scientific research has
provided philosophy of science with a ben-
eficial rubric for assessing theories and the
relatively recent revival of Aristotle’s virtue
has given principled ethical systems a sig-
nificant new challenge. As Kant is the figure
who, among pre-contemporary authors, has
come closest to the issues of the contempo-
rary debate, his work should provide cogent



II0 3TOMY BOIIPOCY ¥ HPWIATh IVUCKYCCUM 3aciIy-
KVMBAIOLIVTV BHUMAaHS IMITYJIbC.

Barsin Ha KV B ero pasuooOpasHbIx dopmy-
J1aX, KacaloIluxcs COBepIIeHHBIX 1 HecoBepIlleH-
HBIX 00g3aHHOCTEV! 110 OTHOIIIEHMIO K cebe TIn K
OPyTMM, He [1aJT OHO3HAYHBIX pe3yJIbTaTOB: OHU
yKasajii Ha TO, YTO y areHTOB HeT TaKMX O0s3aH-
HOCTeV1 /1715 BOCIIPOV3BOJICTBA VJIV OTKa3a OT Hero.
Bropont nomxon obparaics K pa3maHbeIM pado-
TaM KaHTOBCKOI'O HacJleIVisl, VICCTIeNTysl, MOXXeT JIu
nperyiokeHHass KaHTOM onTmMucTIIgecKast Tejle-
0JIOrMs VJIV aJIbTepPHATVBHOE eVl IeCcCUMUCTIIYe-
CKO€ «3CXaTOJIOrMYecKoe» MUPOBO33peHNe SIBHO
HofiIepXMBaTh JIMOO ITpoHaTaIn3M, JINbo aHTU-
Hartam3M. OHaKO TeKCTHI TakK U He JaIil YeTKO-
T'O OTBeTa «Ia» VJIN «HeT». TOJIbKO SKCTParoInpys
13 HIUIX HaCTOMYNBOe CTpeMJIeHVie c/ielaTh BBIBOJL
B TI0JIb3y TOVI VIV MIHOV CTOPOHBI, MOXXHO OBLIIO
ObI HPUITH K SICHOMY pellleHMIo. 3aTeM B cTaTbe
OBbII TIOCTaBJIEH BOITPOC, IIPaBOMEepPHa JIM 3Ta 9KC-
Tpanossnys, OyZTo MBI IIPOYMTAIIV B yMe aBTOpa
TaKy10 HeoOXoaMocTb. Hackoibko MbI MOXeM Cy-
IUTB, TEKCTHI He OOHAPYKMBAIOT HAMEPeHMs pa3-
pemmTh pobiieMy Ha OCHOBe pacCyKIeHNs U J10-
Kas3aTeJIbCTB, KOTOpble OHW IIPOIEeMOHCTPUpPOBa-
. B KoHeYHOM WMTOre OHM YCTaHABJIMBAIOT IJIy-
GOKO ITPOTMBOPEUNBYIO, TPEBOXKHYIO IIVIIEMMY.

DTO OTCYTCTBUE pellleH s, MOXeT ObITh, He TaK
YK IUIOXO 7171 HBIHEeIIHMX Je0aToB 110 BOCIIPOM3-
BOJICTBY 4esioBeKa. OHO MOXeT J100aBUTh Ba)KHBIN
HIOAHC, BBITEKAIOIIN 13 CAMOI'O XapaKTepa 4esIo-
BEYeCKOro CyIeCTBOBaHMS: 3T0 (popMa XXM3HM, KO-
TOpasi 3BOJIIOLVOHMPOBajla, YTOObI BELKUTD, B TO
JKe BpeMs VICIIBIThIBasl PajiocTh U OOJIb pajiyi BbI-
KmBaHMd. YesioBeueckoe CyIleCTBOBaHMe, TaKMM
00pa3oM, MOXXET VIMETb 3aJI0)KeHHbIe B HeM ITPOT-
BOpeusi, KOTOpble Hepa3pelIMBbl, KaK MUHVIMYM,
0e3 M3MeHeHNMs 1O Hey3HaBAaeMOCTV CaMOIO €ero
CYIIeCTBa, eCJIV TAaKOBOE M3MeHeHVie He IO phIBa-
eT ero IeHHOCTh 11719 MHAMBIA0B. Kpome Toro, B
IIPaKTMYeCKOM ¥ TIOJIUTUYEeCKOM IIJIaHe B KOHeU-
HOM cueTe JI1O0 UucTas IpoHaTaIbHasd, JI10o aH-
TUHAaTaJIbHasl TIO3UIIVS MOXeT VMeThb cepbe3Hble
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perspectives on the matter and give the de-
bate a worthwhile boost. First, a look at the
Categorical Imperative in its varied formu-
lae concerning perfect and imperfect duties
to oneself or others yielded no unambiguous
results: They indicated that agents had no
such duties to reproduce or not. A second ap-
proach turned to different works in the ceu-
vre, investigating whether Kant’s suggested
optimistic teleology or, alternatively, pessi-
mistic “eschatological” outlook could clearly
support either pro-natalism or anti-natalism.
However, the texts failed to yield a distinct
yea or nay. Only by extrapolating from them
an insistence on drawing a conclusion fa-
vouring one side or another could a clear
resolution be made. The article then contest-
ed whether it is faithful to the texts to so ex-
trapolate, as if reading into the author’s mind
such a need. For all that we can tell, the texts
reveal no such intention to resolve the issue
from the reasoning and evidence they evince.
In the end they pose a deeply divided, unset-
tling dilemma.

This lack of resolution may not be bad for
the current debate on human reproduction.
This lack may add an important note arising
from the very character of human existence: It
is a lifeform which evolved to survive, while
also experiencing joy and pain to aid that sur-
vival. It may thereby have inconsistencies
embedded in it that are irresoluble, at least
without changing the very thing itself, render-
ing it unrecognisable if not undermining its
worth for individuals. Further, on a final prac-
tical and political note, either a pure pro-natal
or anti-natal position could have serious con-
sequences for policy, which a solidly recog-
nised dilemma could curtail, at least in states
in which a comprehensive doctrine does not
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ITOCJIEZICTBMS AJIS TIOJINTUKY, KOTOpble MOIvIa OBl
CBeCTr Ha HeT O6H.[€HpVISHaHHaH avieMMa, I10
KpaviHert Mepe B TeX IoCyIapCTBax, Iie He IpaBuUT
BCceoOBeMITIONIee yUeHMe. [leTicTBUTeIbHO, HaBs-
3bpIBaHVIE TAKOI'O YUYEeHM, KaK IIpO- MJIN aHT/HaTa-
JIVI3M, VIMeJIO OBI IITMPOKIIEe TIOCIIeICTBIASL.

Baazodapnocmu. baazodapio Kapoa I'yad, Ixec-
cu Ipunya, Ixona I'punByoa, Hosan Koppossra u
Huxoaaca Ilannaca, a maxxe MOUX AHOHUMHbIX pe-
yen3enmoB 3a ux kpaiHe nose3Hvie KOMMeHMApUU K
bosee pannets Bepcuu 3moi crmamvi.
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KAHT: PRO ET CONTRA

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

II. O. Poxxun!

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

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

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

KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

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

D. O. Rozhin!

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

! Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University.

14 Alexandra Nevskogo st., Kaliningrad, 236016,
Russia.

Received: 22.08.2020.

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

KanmoBexuir cooprux. 2021. T. 40, Ne 1. C. 97 —123.

Kantian Journal, 2021, vol. 40, no. 1, pp. 97-123.



H. O. Poxun

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

UUnesa o beckoHeuHoMm
KaK KJIIOYEeBOV IIPUMHIINII
Bcert MeTacdpusmuku ['onyomHCcKoOro

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

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

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

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

* Golubinsky uses the term “reason” in a meaning simi-
lar to Kant’s use of the term “understanding”. Occasion-
ally he also uses the term “mind” in a meaning similar
to Kant’s “reason”.



H. O. Poxun

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

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

(Bosbdp, 2001, c. 238)

Crpykrypa metadpmsukm X. Borbda

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

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

OHTONIOT A

OHTOIOT A

OnTOoNmorms

OMnmpudecKas IICUXO0JIOT M

Kocmornorms

O01as KocMOJIOT VISt

YMospuresbHOe Oorocsiosue

PaHVIOHaHBHaﬂ IICMIXOJIOT A

TTHeBMaTOIOIMSI VI TICVIXOJIOT S

ITHeBMaTOIOTNST (YMO3PUTEIbHAL
TICVIXOJIOTWSI)

EcrecTtBeHHOe Oorocsiosme

EcrecTtBeHHOe Dorocsiosme

Kocmomorms

Structure of Christian

Structure of Friedrich

Structure of Fyodor

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

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

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

MBeI co3HaeM cebs 11 IpyTiie BEII.

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

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

D. 0. Rozhin

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

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

He who is conscious of himself and other
things exists.

We are conscious of ourselves and other
things.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

AnpwopHsble pOpMBI UyBCTBEHHOCTH
M YUCThIe KaTeropuu paccyaKa
B dpmocodpmm Kanra

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

¢ On Krug see Krouglov (2016).



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

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

@opmamMy AeSTeNIBHOCT pasyMa (paccyrika)
cortacHO loiyOMHCKOMY, SIBJISIOTCS KaTeropuu,
IIaBHast PYHKIVS KOTOPBIX — VICKAaTh €IVHCTBO
715 pa3sHOOOpa3HOro 11 OCHOBaHMe J1J1d YCJIOBHOTO.
Kareropwm BbIpakaroT IOTpeOHOCTH paccyzaKa vc-
KaThb eIMHCTBO ¥ OCHOBBLIBAIOTCS Ha eIMHCTBE ca-

D. 0. Rozhin

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

7 Forms of understanding in Kant’s terminology.



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

8 Huruto (r1aT.).

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

193aBucMOCTS (J1aT.)

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3 PeryrnsiTBHOE 3HaYeHMe (JIaT.).

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

3aK/IroueHe

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

Conclusion

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



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

B 1erom penmrmosHo-MeTadmsmueckas Ha-
IpaBJieHHOCTh [osryOuHCKOro He mpesrosiaraer
ero B KOHPOHTALINM C KpUTHUecKo drstocodpu-
et KaHTa B OTHOIIIEHWUN TeOpuI IPOCTPAHCTBA U
BpeMeHN 1 YUeHMs O UMCThIX KaTeroOpysiX pacCysl-
ka. Hamportwms, pyccknit dpniocod crpemMmnTcs Iie-
pepadotars B3rysabl KaHTa B COOTBETCTBUM C Iie-
JIAMM U 3a71adaMy coOcTBeHHOM MeTadpmsukm. [To-
3TOMY OH IlepeHVMaeT Te MeV HEMEIKOro onio-
codpa, KOTOpBIe YKJIaJAbIBAIOTCS B PAMKM €r0 puIo-
codpum, 1 MoaMUIIMPYeT Te Ujien, KOTOpble BCTY-
IA0T B IIPOTMBOPEUNe C €ero KIIIOYeBBIMI THOCEO-
JIOTMYeCKMMM YCTaHOBKaMU ¥ IJIaBHBIM TPVHIIV-
IOM BceVt MeTadpr3mky — vizeelt 0 beckoHegHOM.

Crmcok muTeparypsl

Abpamob A. M. KaHT B PyccKoU 1yXOBHO-aKalleMMu-
uveckont prtococpum // Kaut u dpmstocodmst B Poccum.
M. : Hayxka, 1994. C. 81—113.

baymeiicmep Xp. Metadmsuka / niep. ¢ mem. f1. Tor-
maueBa. CIIO. : Turr MeOwMIIMHCKOrO elapTaMeHTa
MuwunncrepcTsa BHYyTpeHHUX Aei1, 1830.

Boavgp Xp. Metadmsuxka / mep. ¢ Hem. B. A. Kyuxo-
Ba // Xpuctmnan Bomed 1 pmmocodms B Poccum. CII6. :
PXI'V1, 2001. C. 227—357.

I'abprowun H. K. «Cronn Llepksu»: mporouepen
@. A. TosryOGuHckmit u ero 1ikosia // VccrremoBasms 1o
VICTOPUVL PYCCKOV MBICTHM: eXeronHMK 3a 2008—2009
rog / non pen. M. A. Kosteposa, H. C. ITitoraHukoBa.
M. : REGNUMV, 2012. C. 7—51.

121

D. 0. Rozhin

growing awareness of the extraordinary signif-
icance of Kant’s ideas for the development of
philosophy, something Golubinsky repeated-
ly admitted in his lectures. Golubinsky himself
had a high regard for Kant’s philosophy, albe-
it with some reservations. Finally, it is possible
that Golubinsky, in constructing his philoso-
phy that was substantially different from criti-
cal philosophy, aimed to provide an apology of
theology, in particular, natural theology, which
is impossible without criticising natural theol-
ogy and its theoretical foundations in Kant’s
philosophy.

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

. X1aoe!

Pen. Ha xH.: Konzepte der Einbildungskraft
in der Philosophie, den Wissenschaften und den
Kiinsten des 18. Jahrhunderts: Festschrift zum
65. Geburtstag von Udo Thiel / hrsg. von R. Meer,
G. Motta, G. Stiening. Berlin ; Boston :

De Gruyter, 2019. XX, 509 S.

Pertensupyemasi KHWUra IIpofoOJDKaeT pasBu-
BaThb TeMYy CIIOCOOHOCTV BOOOpakeHMsl, OCTaro-
IIYIOCs IIpeIMeTOM OXVBJIEHHOV VccilefIoBaTeIb-
CKOVI AMCKYCCUM B TIocsienHmux pabotax P Iledepa
(Schiéfer, 2019), A. ®murmana (Fliethmann, 2019),
M. Mronsbaxepa (Miihlbacher, 2019), P.-I1. XopcT-
Mana (Horstmann, 2018), T. Kocresuioe (Costelloe,
2018), C. Anprirysiepa (Altschuler, 2018) 1 B psme
KOJUIEKTUBHBIX cOOopHUKOB («Polytheismus der
Einbildungskraft»..., 2018; Imagination..., 2019).
Iom srumovt 3asiBJIEHHOVI TeMBI M3/JaTesissM cOop-
HMKa yAaJoch coOpaTh M3BECTHBIX MCCile[loBaTe-
JIeVl TI0 PasfIMYHBIM AVICOUIDIMHAM — uioco-
dum, icTopu HayKM M MICKYCCTBOBEIeHMIO, Oila-
rofiapsi YueMy KHUTa IIpeJICcTaBsIsgeT OOJIbIIION MHTe-
pec 11 yyeHblIx, 3aHmMaroyxcs I Ipocserienviem
B paMKaX pa3HbIX HayUYHBIX HaIlpaBJIeHUTA.

DTO 100MJIeMHBI COOPHMK, IIOCBSIIIIEHHBIV
65-tetmio  mpodpeccopa Ymo Twrst, durocodpa
Y VICTOpUKa dpviocodnn, IIperoiaBaBbIiero B Te-
ueHMe OecsaTwieTus B ['parie. OcHOBHOe BHVMa-
HMe B CBOMX McciIefoBaHMAX TiIb yesisil cucTe-
MaTM4YeCKOMY W3yUYeHMIO BOIPOCOB CaMOCO3Ha-
HUS 1 JINYHOCTHOM maeHTnyHocTr. B 2011 1. m3-
naTtesibcTBo OKcpoprckoro yHMBepCUTeTa OIy-
6rmkoBasio ero kuury «CyObekT parnero Hosoro

! ABcTpuricKas akazeMmisI Hayk, BeHa.

1030, ABctpus, Bena, @opnepe Llosumsamrerrpacce 3.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 16.11.2020 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2021-1-4

DIE EINBILDUNGSKRAFT
ALS GEGENSTAND FACHUBERGREIFENDER
DISKURSE IM 18. JAHRHUNDERT

J. Hlade'

Review: Rudolf Meer, Giuseppe Motta und Gideon
Stiening, Hg., Konzepte der Einbildungskraft
in der Philosophie, den Wissenschaften und den
Kiinsten des 18. Jahrhunderts: Festschrift zum 65.
Geburtstag von Udo Thiel. Berlin und Boston:
De Gruyter, 2019, XX, 509 S.

Das vorliegende Buch greift mit dem Vermo-
gen der Einbildungskraft ein Thema auf, das in
eine lebhafte Forschungsdiskussion eingebettet
ist (vgl. zuletzt etwa Schéfer, 2019; Fliethmann,
2019; Miihlbacher, 2019; Moeller und Whitehead,
2019; Horstmann, 2018; Costelloe, 2018; Altschu-
ler, 2018; Sommadossi, 2018). Dem Band gelingt
es, namhafte Forscherinnen und Forscher aus
verschiedenen Disziplinen — der Philosophie,
der Wissenschaftsgeschichte und den Kunstwis-
senschaften — zu diesem Thema zu versammeln.
Aus diesem Grund ist das Buch fiir Aufkldarungs-
forscherinnen und Aufklarungsforscher unter-
schiedlicher Richtungen von grofiem Interesse.

Es handelt sich um eine Festschrift fiir den
eine Dekade in Graz lehrenden Philosophen
und Philosophiehistoriker Udo Thiel, anldsslich
seines 65. Geburtstages. Der Schwerpunkt von
Thiels Forschung lag auf systematischen Fra-
gen zum Selbstbewusstsein und zur persona-
len Identitadt. 2011 erschien bei Oxford Universi-
ty Press sein vielgeschétztes Buch The Early Mo-
dern Subject: Self-Consciousness And Personal Iden-
tity From Descartes To Hume (die zweite Auflage
s.: Thiel, 2014), das seine Forschungsergebnisse
im Rahmen eines umfassenden Werkes biindel-
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BpeMeHVI: CAMOCO3HaHVe V1 JIMIHOCTHAS VIeHTIY-
HOCTb OT ekapta 110 FOma», nosryumsIyro mmpo-
KOe TIpM3HaHMe B Hay4YHBIX KpyraxX U IepensaaH-
Hy!o B 2014 . (Thiel, 2014). DTOT OOIIMPHBIN TPYL,
OOBeIVIHWII Pe3ysIbTaThl €r0 MHOTOJIETHVIX VICCIIe-
nmosaHMUM. B xome cBoert paboTe! Ttk HeOTHOKpaT-
HO 3aTparvBajl TEOPMIO IO3HABaTEeJIBHON (PYHK-
LIV CIIOCOOHOCTY BOOOPaskeH s, VI B 3TOM CMBICIIe
TeMa pelleH3MpyeMoro cOOpHMKa IIOJTHOCTBIO CO-
OTBETCTBYeT TeMaTVIKe VICCIIeOBaHMII I00mIspa.

Henb3g obomTu BHUMaHMEM IIpeKpacHoOe
odopmiieHre KHUTHU. VI300paxeHUe oOmHOV W3
«Tannosmmiy (Danzatrice che si regge il velo, volta a
destra, 1798—1799) Antonno KaHoBbI Ha 00s10)KKe
He TOJIPKO IIpVBJIEKAeT BHVIMaHVE YMTATeIIs, HO
" MeaJIbHO MOAXOAUT K cofiepKaHWIo cCOOpHMKa.
MoTuB TaHIa Urpas leHTpasjibHy0 poiib y Ka-
HOBbIL. CKYJIBIITOP AHTOHMUO 11 DCTe, Py KB
¢ KanoBor1, ykasbIBasl B aBTOOVMOr padprraeckmx 3a-
MeTKax, UYTO TOT VICIIOJIb30BaJI VIX PeryJIIpHbIe Co-
BMeCTHBIe TIPOTYJIKM «C IIeJIBIO YBUAeTh, KaK TaH-
IIyIOT JIeBYIIIKM M3 Hapofa; YBUIETh TaHell, KOTO-
PBIVI eMy O4eHb HPaBUJICS HeBUHHOCTBIO TaHIIOB-
IITAIT V1 13 KOTOPOT'O OH BCer/ia M3BjieKasl YPOK JIs
COBEpPIIIEHCTBOBAHMS CBOETO MICKYCCTBa» (LUT. IIO:
Krahn, 2016, S. 7).

IlepBble cTpaHMIEI KHUTM 3aHMMaeT Tabu-
la gratulatoria (Konzepte der Einbildungskraft...,
2019, S. VII-XII; masee yKasbIBalOTCS TOJIBKO HO-
Mepa CTpaHMWII pelleH3VpyeMoVi KHIUTM), B KOHIIe
npuBOANTCs crincok Tpynos Y. Tus (S. 499—505),
3a HIM CJIefTyeT CIIVICOK aBTOpoB. B cOopHuMKe 11Me-
eTCs pacIlojIoKeHHas B caMOM Hauasle IIBeTHas
dororpadis 100MIIsIpa, a TaKXKe ero HOPTPeTHHIN
PUCYHOK (S. 498).

Coobpa3Ho ¢ HayuHBIMM MHTepecamm Tuiig
KHWTa IoCBsAIeHa B reppyro ouepensb XVIII cro-
netuio. HecMoTps Ha Gosbllioe KOJIMYeCcTBO aBToO-
poB (19) u pasHOOOpasme 1x McciIeHoBaTeIbCKIX
VMHTEpPeCcoB VI HAy4YHBIX HaIIpaBJIeHUV, COOPHMK
yOasIoch CCPOKYCT/IpOBaTB Ha OIHOV TeMaTU4eCKOIL
obmactun. bosiee Toro, BeIOpaHHas TeMa CITOCOOHO-
CTVI BOOOpa’keHMS [Ta’ke BBIUIPBIBAET OT MHOIO-
obpasus asropos. B XVIII B. criocobHOCTH BOOO-
pakeHVs He TOJIIBKO ObLiTa mpemmeToM durocod-
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te. Thiel bertihrte im Zuge seiner Untersuchun-
gen selbst immer wieder Theorien der Erkennt-
nisfunktion der Einbildungskraft und in diesem
Sinne passt das Thema dieser Festschrift sehr
gut zum Themenspektrum des damit Geehrten.
Ins Auge sticht bereits die schone Aufma-
chung des Buches, so dass die auf dem Einband
abgebildete Darstellung einer Téanzerin Antonio
Canovas (Danzatrice che si regge il velo, volta a destra,
1798—1799) nicht nur eine optische Aufwertung
darstellt, sondern auch perfekt zum Inhalt des Bu-
ches passt. Dieses Motiv spielte eine zentrale Rol-
le bei Canova. Antonio D’Este, ein mit Canova be-
freundeter Bildhauer, wies in autobiografischen
Aufzeichnungen darauf hin, dass Canova die re-
gelmifligen gemeinsamen Spazierginge dazu
nutze, ,um die Mddchen aus dem Volk tanzen zu
sehen; ein Tanz, der ihm in der Unschuld dieser
Tanzerinnen sehr gefiel und aus dem er aus den
Betrachtungen zu den nattirlichen Bewegungen
dieser Madchen immer eine Lehre zog, zum Vor-
teil seiner Kunst” (zit. nach: Krahn, 2016, S. 7).
Die ersten Seiten des Buches sind mit einer
Tabula gratulatoria (Meer, Motta und Stiening,
2019, S. VII-XII; im Folgenden werden nur die
Seitenzahlen angegeben) versehen. Des Weite-
ren wurde ein Schriftenverzeichnis Thiels einge-
ftigt (S. 499-505). Schliefillich wurde auch ein Per-
sonenregister erstellt. Der Band enthilt sowohl
eine an den Anfang gestellte Farbfotografie des
Geehrten als auch eine Portritzeichnung (S. 498).
Das Buch widmet sich, wie es sich auch aus
Thiels Forschungsinteresse ergibt, in erster Linie
dem 18. Jahrhundert. Trotz der grofien Zahl der
beteiligten Autorinnen und Autoren — es sind
immerhin 19 — und den unterschiedlichen For-
schungsinteressen und Disziplinen der einzel-
nen Mitwirkenden, ist es gelungen, den Band auf
einen Themenkreis zu konzentrieren. Als beson-
ders geschickt hat es sich hierbei erwiesen, dass
mit der Einbildungskraft ein Thema gewdahlt
wurde, das gerade von der Pluralitédt der Betei-
ligten in groflem Ausmaf$ profitieren kann. Das
Vermogen der Einbildungskraft war im 18. Jahr-
hundert nicht ausschliefSlicher Bestandteil phi-
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CKMX W 3CTeTUYeCKMUX IVCHUWUILUIVH, HO U BBICTY-
rajia B KayecTBe MCTOUHMKA TI03HAHVISI B MEXIVIC-
IMIIIVMHAPHBIX OVcKyccusix. Ha 3To oOcrositens-
CTBO yKa3bIBaeT caMO Ha3BaHMe cOOpHIKa, yoernm-
TeJIBHBIM 00pa30M IIPEJICTABIISIONIETO «KOHIIEIITHI
CIIOCOOHOCTY BOOOpakeHMs» B paMKax OVCKYP-
CMBHO-MeXAVCHUILIMHAPHOro nogxoda. ViMeHHO
Or1aromapsi TaKOMy MeXAUCIIUIUIMHAPHOMY IIOf-
XOILy MICTOpUYeCKIe VI CUCTeMaTIYecKyie Tiepcriek-
TUBBI BKJIIOYAIOTCS B IIOAOTBOPHOE OOCYXKIeHMe.
DTO BIOJIHE B [yXe Hay4HOI'o IoXxoa o0mdpa:
caM Yno Twib Bceria CTpeMmIICst COeIMHSTh MCTO-
PVIYeCKITI B3IJIS, C CYICTEMATYeCKVIM.

Yxe B XVII B. criocobHOCTH BOOOpakeHMsT 00-
CyXIIaeTcs C pasHBIX TOYeK 3peHMs KaK «Cula»
BCIIOMVHAIOIIIEV PeITpOIy KM IIPOIUIBIX U «aH-
TaCTUYECKOV» ITPOAYKIIMM HOBBIX UyBCTBEHHBIX
Ipe/ICTaBJIeH VI CTAaHOBUTCH IIPeIMEeTOM U3y Ue-
HUs Teopuy Ho3HaHMA M ncuxosornn. Crremyro-
Ilee CTOJIeTVe ITPOJOJIKAeT JIMCKYCCUIO M OTKPbI-
Baer elte Oostee mmpokvie edarsl. C OTHOV CTOPO-
HBI, CIIOCOOHOCTV BOOOparkeHMsI OTBOIVIIACH 3Ha-
unTesIbHas poJib B IIO3HaHUM U Hayke. Tak, oHa
Obuta 00OBJICHEeHA KaK CIIOCOOHOCTH CO3MaHMs 00-
Pas30B, OCYILIeCTBIIAIOIas [IOCPeTHIYECTBO MEXTY
CIIOHTaHHOCTBIO U PellelTUBHOCTBIO, CIJIaXKIBaro-
IIasi HeJOCTaTKM CYOBEKTVBHOIO IepIeNTVBHO-
ro anmapara. OgHaKo, ¢ Jpyrov CTOPOHBI, 3ByYa-
JIVI IPeIOCTEPEXKEH NS VI 00 OIacHOCTY 3a0iTyKie-
HUVI JTyXa 13-3a CIIOCOOHOCTY BooOpakeHws. Eite
B XVII B. paHHenpoTecTaHTCKasi aHTPOIOJIOT Vs
IoJIeMM31poBajla OTHOCUTEIIBHO CIIOCOOHOCT BO-
oOpa’keHMs], IPOTMUBOIIOCTABIISAS €e CMUPEHMIO Ha
OCHOBaHWM €ee CBSI3V C TBOPYECTBOM, BCJIEIICTBIIE
KOTOPOVI CIIOCOOHOCTh BOOOpPaskeHVIsI MOXKET IIpU-
BECTU K «BBICOKOMepHio». Prstocodnsi parmoHa-
JM3Ma paccMaTpuBajla CIIOCOOHOCTB BOOOpake-
HVs He MeHee KPUTHUYeCK!, HO 10 APYyTovi Ipuau-
He. [lekapTa 0COOEHHO 3aMHTEpPEeCcOBaIO0 «HEKOH-
TpoJIpyemMoe, CBOOOIHOe BOODpakeHMe», KOTO-
poe efBa JIv MOXKHO 3arledarieTh B cogitare. Vicro-
puro nonsTns B XVII-XVIII BB. KpaTko mpepcra-
Bw1 XaHc-Iletep HoBuikut B craTbe, MOCBAIIEH-
HOVI 1€ TaJIbHOVI PEKOHCTPYKLIVIVI ITO3VILIAA Buian-
7J1a 110 3ToMYy Borpocy (S. 164—175).
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losophischer und dsthetischer Disziplinen, son-
dern fungiert als Erkenntnisquelle fachertiber-
greifender Debatten. Diesem Umstand wird der
vorliegende Band schon mit der Wahl des Titels
gerecht, so dass in tiberzeugender Weise im Sin-
ne einer diskurs- und diszipliniibergreifenden
Herangehensweise von ,Konzepten der Einbil-
dungskraft” gesprochen wird. Diesem interdis-
ziplindren Zugang ist es schliefdlich auch zu ver-
danken, dass historische und systematische Per-
spektiven in einen fruchtbaren Diskurs treten.
Dies ist ganz im Sinne der Herangehensweise
des mit diesem Buch Geehrten: Udo Thiel war
selbst stets bemiiht, historische und systemati-
sche Perspektiven zu verbinden.

Schon im 17. Jahrhundert wird die Einbil-
dungskraft als ,Kraft” der erinnernden Repro-
duktion gehabter und der ,,phantastischen” Pro-
duktion neuer sinnlicher Vorstellungen kontro-
versiell diskutiert und zum Gegenstand der Un-
tersuchung von Erkenntnistheorie und Psycho-
logie. Das 18. Jahrhundert fiihrt die Diskussion
fort und eroffnet eine noch breitere Debatte. Ei-
nerseits wurde der Einbildungskraft eine bedeu-
tende Rolle fiir Erkenntnis und Wissenschaft zu-
gesprochen. So wurde sie zum zwischen Spon-
taneitdt und Rezeptivitdt vermittelnden, Mangel
des subjektiven Wahrnehmungsapparats aus-
gleichenden, bilderschaffenden Vermogen er-
klart. Andererseits warnte man allerdings auch
vor den Gefahren der Tdauschungen des Geistes
durch die Einbildungskraft. Bereits im 17. Jahr-
hundert polemisierte die altprotestantische An-
thropologie gegen die Einbildungskraft, und
brachte sie aufgrund des mit ihr verbundenen
Schopfertums in einen Gegensatz zur Demut, so
dass die Einbildungskraft zu ,Hybris” fithren
konnte. Aus einem anderen Grund, aber nicht
weniger kritisch betrachtete die Philosophie des
Rationalismus die Einbildungskraft. Descartes
hatte es insbesondere auf die, durch das cogita-
re kaum habhaft zu werdende, , unkontrolliert,
freiwaltende Imagination” abgesehen. Hans-Pe-
ter Nowitzki hat in seinem sehr umfangreichen
Beitrag, der eine detailreiche Rekonstruktion der



HeBo3MOXXHO 3aTpOHYTH BCe YacTHBIe /1e0aThl,
KOTOpBIe Pa3bIrPhIBAJIVICh BOKPYT ITOHSTS CIIOCO0-
HOCTY BOOOpakeHMsI I HaIIUIV OTpakeHue B CTa-
ThsAX cOopHMKa. OTHeIbHBIe aBTOPBI paccMaTpy-
BaIOT BKJIa/], B pa3BUTHE 3TOTO MOHATHS TaKMX XO-
]POLIIO M3BECTHBIX, HO BCe )Ke He BCerzla BCeCTOPOH-
He OlLleHeHHBIX dumstocodos, Kak CrmHosa (Ypcy-
71a Penrr), Jlent6ramt (Capa Tpomnmep), JIokk (XarHec
Opervicitep) v Borrsrep (Muita Bar ¢pou Ieprep),
a Tak)Ke XOT< ¥ JOCTaTOYHO M3BECTHBIX, HO CIIVIII-
KOM MaJIO M3yYeHHBIX B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe MBICIIV-
Tesiers, TakMx Kak mapkmsa gro Illamie (Tomac Ba-
nenTrH Xap0), Kpysuyc (Augpee Xamans), Meviep
(ITaoma Pymope) n Bwiann, (Xanc-Iletep Hosuii-
K1). DTV aBTOPBI 1O OOJIBIIIel YacTy pyKOBOICTBY-
IOTCS ITIOCTAaHOBKOVI CHCTeMaTIYeCKIX BOIIPOCOB.

Hpyrue paGoThI IOCBSIIEHBI 0 CMX IIOP MaJIo-
YUYTEHHBIM acIleKTaM B AVICKYpce TOTO BpeMEeHI.
Tpu m3 HUX CcylemyeT BBIAETIUTH 0CO0O0, TIOCKOIIb-
Ky Ha IIepBbIV IJIaH B HVIX BBIIBUTAETCS HayYHO-
ncropndeckoe wmsMepenme. Cratba Ymo Pora,
B IIeHTpe BHMMaHVs KOTOPOVI HaXOOWTCs pury-
pa dwtocodperByromero spava Voranna Asrycra
YH1lepa, oOpailrjaeTcsi TakXke K «MeIVIITHCKOMY
B3IVISTy Ha CIIOCOOHOCTH BOOOpakKeHMs», TaKMM
0o0pa3oM XOpOIIIO pacKpbiBas Oortee ITMPOKWMI
KOHTEKCT coBpeMeHHBIX AebatoB. [mpeon IllItu-
HVHT B CTaTbe, IocBsieHHON Voranuy leopry
Ienpuxy ®efiepy, yKasblBaeT, YTO «BOKPYT CITIOCO0-
HOCTV BOOOpa’keHMsI COCPedOTOUMBAIOTCS IIeH-
TpasIbHble TeMBI ¥ BOIIPOCHI (PyHIaMeHTaIbHO
aHTPOIIOJIOI MM M TICVIXOJIOrmy no3Hero ITpocse-
IIIeH1sl, TaKye KaK Teopus KJIMMara v IIpooiie-
MaTuKa Tesa u gy (S. 281). Pabora CrmoHa f1e
Amxervica B KOHEUHOM WUTOTe IlepeMelaeT IVic-
KYCCHIO O CIIOCOOHOCTV BOOOpakeHMsI B OOIIMp-
HBIVI IMCKYPC Pa3IMYHBIX HAayK, TeM CaMbIM 00b-
[CHSIS Ha IIVPOKOVI OCHOBE ITPeIIIOChIIKI OT/Ie/Ib-
HBIX J1e0aToB. ABTOp Cjle[lyeT HOBeVIIIlell TeH/JeH-
LIV Hay4YHBIX IITYAUV, IIOMelllas B II0jle 3peHus
«00/120CpOtHble TIPOLIECCH MeXAy BospoxmeHnem
u Ilpocsemennem» (Human and Animal Cogni-
tion..., 2017), 1 TeM caMBbIM CTaBUT BOIIPOC O TOM,
«Kak crieridndeckast popma 3HaHUS O YesIoBekKe,
KoTopasi copmmposaiack B XVI 1 XVII Bekax Ha
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Position Wielands zum Thema hat, in sehr kon-
ziser Form die Geschichte des Begriffes im 17.
und 18. Jahrhundert dargestellt (S. 164-175).

Auf all die einzelnen Debatten, die sich um
den Begriff der Einbildungskraft abspielten und
in den versammelten Beitrdgen zum Ausdruck
kommen, kann hier nicht eingegangen werden.
Die einzelnen Beitrdge widmen sich einerseits
wohlbekannten, aber dennoch nicht immer um-
fassend genug gewtirdigten Denkerinnen und
Denkern der weiteren Entwicklung des Begrif-
fes wie beispielsweise Spinoza (Ursula Renz),
Leibniz (Sarah Tropper), Locke (Hannes Fraiss-
ler) oder Voltaire (Mischa von Perger) und zwar
bekannteren, teilweise aber in diesem Zusam-
menhang zu wenig gewtirdigten Denkerinnen
und Denkern wie du Chatelet (Thomas Valentin
Harb), Crusius (Andree Hahmann), Meier (Pao-
la Rumore) und Wieland (Hans-Peter Nowitzki).
Diese Aufsitze sind zum Grofsteil von systema-
tischen Fragestellungen geleitet.

Weitere Aufsédtze widmen sich vor allem auch
bisher noch wenig berticksichtigten Facetten im
damaligen Diskurs. Drei Aufsitze sollen hier be-
sonders hervorgehoben werden, weil sie die wis-
senschaftshistorische Dimension in den Vorder-
grund riicken. Udo Roths Beitrag sticht heraus,
weil in seinem, dem philosophierenden Arzt Jo-
hann August Unzer gewidmeten Aufsatz auch
,die medizinische Sicht auf die Einbildungs-
kraft” zu Wort kommt und der Beitrag damit den
breiteren Kontext der zeitgendssischen Debat-
te klar hervortreten ldsst. Gideon Stiening weist
in seinem Beitrag, in dem Johann Georg Hein-
rich Feder im Mittelpunkt steht, darauf hin, dass
»an der Einbildungskraft zentrale Themen und
Problemlagen der Fundamentalanthropologie
und Psychologie der Spataufklarung — wie die
Klimatheorie oder das Korper-Seele-Problem —
ausgetragen” werden (S. 281). Simone De Ange-
lis” Aufsatz verortet die Diskussion tiber die Ein-
bildungskraft schliefllich in einem umfangrei-
chen Diskurs unterschiedlicher Wissenschaften
und erkldrt damit die Hintergriinde der Einzel-
debatten auf einer breiten Basis. Er folgt in sei-
nem Aufsatz dem Trend der jingeren Forschung
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repecedeHMV PVITOCOPCKOV, MEIVUIIVTHCKO, O0-
TOCJIOBCKOVI, STUYECKOV ¥ eCTeCTBEHHOIIPAaBOBOWI
pobrieMaTnKy 1 opopMmIack B cpepy 3HAHUM
“anTpornosornu’, KOHIIENTyaJIbHO pa3pabaTbiBa-
J1ach 1 00Cy>Kaaslach Kak IIpo0sieMa B IIPOMEXYT-
ke Mexay 1670 1 1800 romamm» (S. 303).

HaxoHer1, ocsieiHssl, caMas OOIIMpHas YacThb
cOopHMKa mocssiieHa KaHTy u1 ero BeIBOaM, 4To
B CMJIy 3HAYMMOCTM €T0 BKJIaZla B YTOUHeHUe II0-
HSTMS CTIOCOOHOCTY BOOOpaskeH s BIIOJIHE OIIpaB-
nmanHo. KaHT 3a7a1 HOBOe HalIpaB/IeHVe OVCKYC-
CUM, TOCTaBMB aJIbHEVIINe OIpefesleHNs CIIo-
COOHOCTM («CMITBI») BOOOpakeHMsI B 3aBUICHIMOCTD
OT TOrO, UTO OHa JO/DKHA BOCIIPMHMMATbHCS Kak
«CcoCTaBHasg 4acTb caMoro ocopuaTus» (A 120;
Kanr, 2006, c. 173). Takum obpasom, 3acinyra Kan-
Ta 3aK/Il04ajlack B oOecriedeHMN OKOHYaTeJIbHOV
TMIOHSTUVIHOV $ICHOCTV B OTHOIIEHUW PasHMUIIBI
MeX][ly HPOAYKTVUBHOV M PelpOmyKTVUBHON CIIO-
COOHOCTBIO BOOOpaskeH s,

B mocriemHeM pasperte paccMaTpuBarOTCH pas-
JIVYHBIe TeMaTVYecKyie 00J1acTy 1 acTieKThL. PajTka
TomeukoBa MpUBOANUT CpaBHeHMe TIOHATNU y JIok-
Ka, fOma 1 KanTa. OHa cripaBenyinBo Hog4yepKu-
BaeT, 4To «B Hadasle [XVIII] Beka B cBs3M ¢ panm-
OHAJIVI3MOM IIPOIIIOrO BeKa BooOpakeHVe ObLIO
IIOZIBEPTHYTO CKOpee 00eCIIeHVBaHWIO 11 OTHOCH-
TeJIBHO VICTVHHOIO 3HaHMS OLIeHMBaJIOCh HU3KO»,
Ho «Ha mcxore XVIII Beka B kaHTOBCKOMI “KpuTu-
Ke YICTOro pasymMa’ OHO [CTAaHOBUTCS]| CIIOCOOHO-
CTBIO, KOTOpasi IIproOpeTaeT CyIIeCTBeHHYIO POJIb
B CTPYKType 1o3HaHus» (S. 326). OcHOBHOe BHU-
MaHVe [PV 3TOM YIeIsieTCs BaXHOMY 3HaueHWIO
SMIIMPV3Ma B PEKOHCTPYMPYeMOM 37IeCh pas3BU-
. Kopn Y. [Iuk ykaseiBaeT B cBOeV cTaTbe Ha
HEKOTOpble Ccepbe3Hble pa3Inuus B HOHMMaHUM
KanTom criocoGHOCTM BOOOpakeHms B ero JOKPU-
TUYeCKWUI Ileprof, B cpaBHeHMN ¢ «KpuTuKom um-
CTOrO pasyMa», OH Takke IOIUepKMBaeT U OIpe-
JleJIeHHYIO ITpeeMCTBeHHOCTb, Ha KOTOpYIO pa-
Hee o0palriaIv CJIMIIIKOM MaJjlo BHMMaHMS. [ToH-
tep Llgiutep mccrenyet KiaccudmKalio BpeMeH !
B «Kputuke gucroro pasyma». [Ixysemnre Morrta
B CBO€V [IOCTOVIHOVI BHUMAHWS CTaThe yKa3blBaeT
Ha TO, YTO C TOUKM 3peHMs PelpogyKIM MOX-
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die , longue durée-Prozesse zwischen Renaissance
und Aufkldrung in den Blick zu nehmen” (Bu-
chenau und Lo Presti, 2017) und stellt sich dar-
in die Frage, ,wie sich eine spezifische Form des
Wissens iiber den Menschen, die sich im Span-
nungsfeld philosophischer, medizinischer, theo-
logischer, ethischer und naturrechtlicher Frage-
stellungen im 16. und 17. Jahrhundert konstitu-
ierte und sich zur Wissensdoméne der ,Anthro-
pologie’ konfigurierte, zwischen 1670 und 1800
konzeptuell weiterentwickelt und problemati-
siert wurde” (S. 303).

Der letzte, umfangreichste Teil ist schliefslich
Kant und seinen Folgen gewidmet, was sich auf-
grund seiner Bedeutung fiir die Kldrung des Be-
griffes der Einbildungskraft als berechtigt heraus-
stellt. Kant gab der Debatte eine neue Richtung,
indem er weitere Bestimmungen der Einbildungs-
kraft davon abhidngig machte, dass sie als ,Ingre-
dienz der Wahrnehmung selbst” (KrV, A 120) auf-
zufassen sei. Damit war es Kants Leistung, fiir
endgiiltige begriffliche Klarheit in Bezug auf den
Unterschied zwischen produktiver und repro-
duktiver Einbildungskraft gesorgt zu haben.

In diesem Abschnitt werden unterschiedli-
che Themenkreise und Aspekte behandelt. Rad-
ka Tomeckova liefert einen Vergleich zwischen
den Konzepten bei Locke, Hume und Kant. Sie
betont zurecht, dass , die Imagination zu Anfang
des [18.] Jahrhunderts im Anschluss an den Ra-
tionalismus des vorigen Jahrhunderts eher einer
Entwertung unterzogen und in Bezug auf wahre
Erkenntnis gering geschitzt” wurde, aber ,am
Umbruch des 18. Jahrhunderts, in Kants Kritik der
reinen Vernunft, zum Vermogen [wird], welches
in der Erkenntniskonstitution eine geradezu we-
sentliche Rolle tibernimmt” (S. 326). Der Fokus
liegt dabei auf der grofien Bedeutung des Empi-
rismus fiir diese Entwicklung, die hier rekonst-
ruiert wird. Corey W. Dyck weist in seinem Bei-
trag auf die teilweise gravierenden Unterschiede
in Kants Auffassung der Einbildungskraft von
seiner vorkritischen Periode zur Kritik der reinen
Vernunft hin, betont aber auch eine gewisse Kon-
tinuitdt, die bisher ebenfalls zu wenig beachtet
wurde. Glinter Zoller beschéftigt sich mit der
Klassifikation der Zeit in der Kritik der reinen Ver-



HO IIOJIYYUTh Pa3bsCHEHMs OTHOCUTEIBHO op-
MBI VI 3Ha4eHWs BCeyl HelyKIuu KaTeropuit. Py-
noinbd Mep paccmarpuBaeT BooOpakaeMble ITpe]i-
MeThI Ha IlepecedeHn1 MeX/1y Ooslee paHHeV KaH-
TOBCKOV paboTont «'pesbl yXxoBujlla, IOsICHEeH-
Hble Irpe3aMy MeTadvsuky» 1 «Kpurukont umcro-
TO pa3yMa» CO CCBUIKOV Ha HbIOTOHOBCKVVI KOHIIEIT
focus imaginarius (dpoxyc BooOpakaemoro). B men-
Tpe BHUMaHMsA AxuMa Becriepa naxomwurest ocy-
ITI[eCcTBIIeHe CTIOCOOHOCTY BOOOpaskeHMs C TOUKM
3peHus U3AITHBIX McKyccTB. V1 HakoHerl, CredaH
Kimmaraep nocssmaet craTsio coBpeMeHHon Kan-
Ty, HO JIO CMX IIOp MaJIo u3yudeHHoV paboTe Vloran-
Ha [eOxapma Dpenpernxa Maaca «OmbIT 0 crioco6-
HOCTV BOOOpakeHMs1», a MaproH XartHI] 3aBepillia-
eT COOPHVIK KpUTMYeCK/M aHaJIM30M PaboThI Xari-
merrepa «KaHT 1 ipobriema metadmsmki» (1929).
IlomBorist MTOT, MOXKHO OTMETUTB, UTO COOpHM-
Ky y/1aJIOCh HaBeCTU MOCTBI MeX]Ty pasIMUHbIMU
nucimiuivHamMi. [lorsiTue criocobHOCT BOOOpa-
JKEHWSI pacCCMOTPEHO C pasHBIX To4ek 3peHms. Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, M3daHVie BHOCUT Ba’KHBIVI BKJIAJL
B VICCIIEIOBATEIIBCKYIO IVICKYCCHUIO BOKPYT 3TOV
aKTVMBHO 00CY>X/TaeMOVI B HacTOsIIIee BpeMs TeMBL.
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nunft. Giuseppe Motta weist in seinem ebenfalls
lesenswerten Beitrag darauf hin, dass man aus
der Perspektive der Reproduktion Aufschliis-
se tiber Form und Bedeutung der gesamten De-
duktion der Kategorien gewinnen kann. Ru-
dolf Meer thematisiert in seinem aufschlussrei-
chen Beitrag eingebildete Gegenstdnde im Span-
nungsfeld zwischen Kants frither Schrift Triume
eines Geistersehers: erliutert durch Triume der Meta-
physik und der Kritik der reinen Vernunft mit Be-
zug auf Newtons Konzept des focus imaginarius.
Im Mittelpunkt von Achim Vespers Beitrag ste-
hen Ausfiihrungen zur Einbildungskraft in Hin-
blick auf die schonen Kiinste. Stefan Klingner
widmet sich schliefflich Johann Gebhard Ehren-
reich Maafs’ zeitgendssischer, aber bisher wenig
beachteter Schrift Versuch iiber die Einbildungs-
kraft und Marion Heinz beschliefit den Band mit
einer kritischen Analyse von Heideggers Kant
und das Problem der Metaphysik von 1929.

Zusammenfassend kann gesagt werden, dass
es dem Band gelingt, eine Briicke zwischen un-
terschiedlichen Disziplinen zu schlagen. Der Be-
griff der Einbildungskraft wird von verschie-
denen Blickwinkeln ins Auge gefasst. Der Band
liefert damit einen wichtigen Beitrag zur For-
schungsdiskussion, dieses aktuell lebhaft disku-
tierten Themas.
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