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IIPEOVICIIOBUE PEOAKTOPA

T.T. I1]leopuna’

Hoporve unraresi!

B s3TOoM HOMepe MBI ITyOrIMIKyeM CTaThby 110 MO-
TUBaM J[OKJIaJIOB, IIpOYMUTaHHBIX 17—18 HOAOpPs
2022 1. na xoHpepenun «Kant n IlmeT: KoH-
BepreHIMN ¥ AMBEPreHIINN», KOTopasi Oblia op-
raHv30OBaHa Hay4HO-VCCIIeJOBaTeILCKM IO pas-
nerreHeM «Akamemus Kantmana» basrTuiickoro
denepasnbHOro yuusepcurera nm. V. Kanra.

IIpencraBieHHble MaTepuasibl — pe3yJIbraT
CBOEOOPA3HOrO  «MBICJIEHHOTO — 3KCIIEpPVIMEHTa»:
KOHBepruposaHus / nvsepruposanus. C ofgHOM
CTOPOHBI, aBTOPHI IOMBITAJIVICh OMBICJINTE, IIPU
KaKIX yCJIOBMSIX U B KakKom «cpere» naen KanTa
u IlIneTa MOryT yCTpeMJIATECS OPYT K APYTy WIN
IpyT OT Opyra OTTaJIKMBaTbcA. [IpyruMm cjiosa-
MM, MBI XOTeJIVI IOHATH, KaKas TeMaTndecKas cde-
pa MOXeT CIocoOCTBOBaTh KOHBEPIMPOBaHMIO
unent Kanra n [lnera, a kakasgs — OyBepruposa-
Hto rx. OTBeuas Ha 3TV BOIIPOCHI, MBI TeM CaMbIM
GoJ1ee OTUETIIMBO OCO3HABAJIV 1 TO, KaKasi IIpo0Ite-
MaTMKa BOJIHYeT CerofiHs Hac, B KaKOW CpeJie MBI
«cxBaTeIBaeM» cxoficTBo naent Kanra u Illmera n
HOJTy4yaeM «KOHBEPreHTHOe CBOVICTBO», a B KaKOW
OTYETJIVBO ITPOCTYIaeT VX pa3sHOCTb.

C npyrovt CTOpOHBI, IMEHHO CEerOfIH4 B paMKax
HapacTaollerl MeXIVCIUIIIVMHAPHOCTI OCMBbIC-
JIeHVie TIPOIIeCCOB KOHBEPTeHIIUY V1 JVBepreHImn
mpuobpeTaeT ocoboe 3HauUeHMe U [JIsL eCTeCTBO3-
HaHMs, ¥ 111 TYMaHUTapHbIX AUCHUILIVH. Takas
IIocTaHOBKa IIpO0JIeMbl 3acTaBiIsieT Hac 3a1yMaThb-
s HaJl popMIMpOBaHVIEM CpeJIbl He TOJIBKO /115 I0-
Ipy>KeHMs, HO M IJId BbIOOpa IIpeMeTa pasroBo-
pa: 5TO MOXeT OBbITh YeJIoBeK, IIpefIMeT, 3110Xa, TO
ecTb TO, uTO OyzieT O0BbeANHSTD VWIIN pasbeIVHATh
Hammx repoes — Kanra n Ilmeta — He m3BHe,
KakK «Cpe[ia», HO M3HYTpPH, KaK CMBICJI (KOHKpeTHOe
VIeVIHOE CofIeprKaHIe).

! MacturyT dpwiocodpnn PAH,

Poccms, 109240, Mocksa, yi1. l'onuapnas, 12, crp. 1.
Iocmynuaa 8 peoaxyuro: 31.08.2024 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2024-3-1

EDITOR’S FOREWORD
T.G. Shchedrina®

Dear readers,

This issue contains the articles based on the
presentations delivered on 17—18 November
2022 at the Conference “Kant and Shpet: Conver-
gences and Divergences”, organised by the re-
search unit Academia Kantiana of the Immanuel
Kant Baltic Federal University.

The papers are the result of a “thought exper-
iment” of sorts: convergence/divergence. On the
one hand, the authors have tried to imagine un-
der what conditions and in what “environment”
the ideas of Kant and Shpet may have attracted
or repulsed each other. In other words, we have
tried to understand what thematic areas may
contribute to the convergence or divergence of
the ideas of Kant and Shpet. By answering these
questions we have become more clearly aware of
what problems engage our minds today, in what
environment we are more likely to “capture” the
similarity of the ideas of Kant and Shpet and re-
veal “converging property” and what environ-
ment brings out the differences between them.

On the other hand, it is today, in the frame-
work of growing interdisciplinarity, that un-
derstanding the processes of convergence and
divergence becomes particularly important, both
for natural sciences and humanities” disciplines.
This approach encourages us to create an envi-
ronment not only for immersion, but also for the
choice of the objects of conversation: it may be a
human being, an object, an epoch, i.e. something
that will unite or set our heroes apart — Kant
and Shpet — not externally, as an “environ-
ment”, but from within, as meaningful (concrete
intellectual content).

! Institute of Philosophy, Russian Academy of Sciences.
12/1 Goncharnaya Str., Moscow, 109240, Russian
Federation.

Received: 31.08.2024.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2024-3-1
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T.T. Wenpuna

[levicTBUTENIBHO, B IIpollecce pabOTHI CTasIo
OYeBM/IHO, UTO CO3[IaHMe CUTYyalluy «OOIIeHMs»
(kouBepruposanue / nusepruposanve) Kanra u
[IIneta oTHIONb He CBOAUTCS TOJIBKO K COIIOCTaB-
JIHVIO VX VeV, HO IpejrojlaraeT ele " «3a-
cJIy>keHHOro cobeceHuka»: 310 Ilbep AGertsip u
ITéTp Vcnanckuv, Butbressm don I'ymGomear
n OamyHnp, I'yccepis, Dpuer Kaccupep n Vorann
Tordpun I'eprep. Bece aTu MbIcIMUTE M YyYaCTBYIOT
B OOIIIeHMUY Ha paBHBIX M TIOMOTalOT HaM IIOHSTH,
uro dpustocodprg Kanra u Ilnera cymiectsyer He
cama 110 cebe, HO B JKMBOV MCTOPWYECKOVI ITpeeM-
CTBEHHOCTM.

W eme. B myOnmkyeMbIX TeKcTax umTaTeslb
BCTPETUTCS C Pas3IMUHBIMIU MeTOI0JIOr MUeCKMU
crparerviamu. OIHM VCCIIeIoBaTe IV XOTAT KPUTH-
YeCKM ITPeB30VTHU TeX, O KOM HNUIIYT, Apyrue IIbl-
TalOTCs JTOCKOHAJIbHO OOBSCHUTH MX KOHIIENTY-
aJIbHbIe YCTaHOBKM, a TPeTbU — JKeJIalOT ITOHSTh.
B saBucmMocCTM OT TOro MJjIM MHOIO Iiejleriosiara-
HUS U pasBepThIBaeTcst (PriIocopCcKmit pasroBop.

B craTpsx HoMepa BBl HavizieTe ¥ AViBepreHIm
nnen Kanra n [era, v X KOHBepreHIMm. JTOT
MBICJIUTEJIbHBIVI SKCIIepUMEeHT OTYacTV HarloMU-
HaeT TO, YTO ITPOVCXOAUT WM3HYTpw boribioro
a/IpOHHOTO KoJUlavjiepa. YueHble pacCMaTpUBalOT
YacTUIIBI B OCOOBIX YCIJIOBUAX, I7le OHU CTaJIKMBa-
IOTCSL IPYT C APYTOM, IIOPOXK/Iasi B pe3yJsibTare Ho-
Bble (POPMBI MUKPOMMPA, a 3HAUYNUT, ¥ HOBbIe 3Ha-
Hus 0 HeM. Tak 1 MBI, «cTajikuBash» ujaen Kanra
n IlmieTa y>xe B Hallev KyJIbTy pPHO-MICTOPUYECKOVI
peatbHOCTH, (PUKCHpPyeM HOBble IIOCTAaHOBKM BO-
IIPOCOB, 3aBUCSIINX OT MHOI'MX BHEITHUX paKTo-
POB, IpeXJie BCero OT KOHTeKCTa MOrpy>KeHwsl, HO
TaK>Xe 1 OT MX COOCTBEHHOIO CMBICIIA.

711 IUTUPOBaHMST:

Hledpuna T. I TIpenuciosue penakropa // KanTosckmi
cOoprmk. 2024. T. 43, Ne 3. C. 7—8.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2024-3-1
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Indeed, during the course of our work, it
became evident that creating a situation of
“communication” (convergence/divergence) be-
tween Kant and Shpet is not confined to com-
paring their ideas, but also calls for “a merited
interlocutor”: these are Pierre Abelard, Peter of
Spain, Wilhelm von Humboldt, Edmund Hus-
serl, Ernst Cassirer and Johann Gottfried Herder.
All these thinkers take part in the conversation
as equals, helping us to understand that the phi-
losophies of Kant and Shpet do not exist in a
vacuum, but in living historical continuity.

And there is one more point to observe: In
the texts published here the reader will encoun-
ter various methodological strategies. Some re-
searchers try to be critically superior to those
they write about, others are at pains to meticu-
lously explain their conceptual standpoints and
others again are anxious to understand. The
philosophical conversation unfolds, depending
on the goal pursued.

In the articles of this issue you will find both
convergences and divergences of the ideas of
Kant and Shpet. This mind experiment is not
unlike what happens inside the Large Hadron
Collider. Scientists examine particles in special
conditions where they collide with one another
to generate new forms of the micro-world and
new knowledge about it. And so, letting the ide-
as of Kant and Shpet collide, we capture new
approaches to questions that depend on many
external factors — above all the context of im-
mersion, but also their intrinsic meaning.

Translated from the Russian by Evgeni N. Filippov
To cite this article:
Shchedrina, T. G., 2024. Editor’s Foreword.
Kantian Journal, 43(3), pp. 7-8.
http://dx.doi.org/10.5922/0207-6918-2024-3-1

© Shchedrina T. G., 2024.
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CTATBHU

KAHT I INTIET:
KOHBEPTEHIINM 1 AUBEPTEHIIVIN

VK 1(091)

I'VCTAB IIITET, UMMAHYWJI KAHT
N TEPMUHWUCTCKAJS JIOTIKA

M. Henn'

Conocmabaas 6 pabome «f6renue u cmolca» mpan-
cyendenmarvHyto soeuxy Mmmanyusra Kanma ¢ mpaou-
YuoHHoU npobremamuxoi ¢purocogpuu Asvika, I'ycmab
[Inem cuea ymecmmvim u KOHYenmyaissHo sgpgpexmub-
HbIM 00pamumucs k cpedHebexoBomy cXOAACUUeCKOMY
cnopy 06 yHubBepcarusx. Ilosonee, 8 mexcme «I'epmered-
muxa u ee npobaemul», o cHoba BosBpawaemcs K 3motl
Juckyccuu u 3ameuaem, umo 6 ee pamkax gopmupoba-
Aach, mpaduyus «mepmunucmexoi» roeuxu XIII 6. I1ao-
domBoprocms makoeo nodxoda Llnem cBasviban c paspa-
bomanHoi um KoHyenyuetl Bnympenneil gpopmol cr06a.
Tepmunucmcekas s0euka ocHoBaHa HA onpedeseHUU U
amaiuse makux mepmunol, xax significatio, suppositio,
expositio, exponibilia, u Illnem, paccmampubasn ux, Oe-
MoHcmpupyem co3Byunocms cboetl KoHyenyuu c mep-
munucmexon 102uxoi. Ommarkubascy, om A02UHECKUX
paspabomox  XIII 6., on npedsaeaem cBoi Bapuanm
npeodosenus npomubopeuuii, obHapyxubaemvix 6 kpu-
muueckotl ¢pusrocogpuu Kanma. Ilpobrema ommouenus
UHMYUYUU U NOHAMUA 0cmaiack, no mueruto Illnema,
HepaspeuieHHol  mpaHcyeHOeHMAAbHbIM — UOALUSMOM
(Onxe HecmMomps. Ha MO, UMO KAHMOBCKUT «CXeMa-
musm» npedcmabasem cobotl NOUCK MAKO20 PeULeHU).
Oma npucywjan kanmuancmby npobaema aAbasemca 044
IInema cBoeobpasmon mouxoil ommarkubanus, u o
Bo3Bpawyaemcs k Heil Ha Bcem npomsaxeHuy c6oeeo mbop-
uecmba. Hac 6yoym ocobenHo unmepecoBams makue eeo
npousBedenus, kax «d6renue u cmvica», ede Ilnem pac-
wiupsaem npobaiemamuxy geromerosoeuu 3. I'yccepas, u
«Brympennas gpopma car06a», ede on nepeocmwicaubaem
¢usocogputo sasvika B. pon T'ymborvoma. M 6 mom u 8
opyeom cayuae IlInem noxasvibaem, umo nu I'yccepato,

! Bopno, @panrys.
Iocmynuaa 8 peoaxyuro: 10.12.2023 e.
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IMMANUEL KANT AND GUSTAV SHPET:
CONVERGENCES AND DIVERGENCES

GUSTAV SHPET, IMMANUEL KANT
AND TERMINIST LOGIC

M. Dennes'

In his book Appearance and Sense Gustav Shpet,
comparing Immanuel Kant’s transcendental logic with
the traditional problems of the philosophy of language,
thought it appropriate and conceptually effective to
turn to the medieval scholastic debate on universals.
Later, in the Hermeneutics and Its Problems, he
goes back to this discussion and notes that it was the
framework in which the thirteenth-century tradition
of “terminist” logic was formed. Shpet attributed the
fruitfulness of this approach to his concept of the inner
form of the word. Terminist logic is based on the defini-
tion and analysis of such terms as significatio, suppo-
sitio, expositio, exponibilia, and Shpet, in examining
them, demonstrates the consonance of his concept with
terminist logic. Proceeding from thirteenth-century
logical studies, he proposes his own approach to resolv-
ing the contradictions found in Kant's critical philoso-
phy. Shpet believed that transcendental idealism failed
to resolve the problem of the relation between intuition
and concept (even though Kantian “schematism” was
a search for such resolution). This inherent Kantian
problem is for Shpet a take-off point to which he kept
returning throughout his career. I will pay particular
attention to such works as Appearance and Sense,
in which Shpet broadens the problematics of Husserl’s
phenomenology, and The Inner Form of the Word,
in which he reinterprets Humboldt’s philosophy of lan-
guage. In both cases Shpet shows that neither Husserl
nor Humboldt managed to overcome the Kantian con-
tradiction. So the reference to Kant is a starting point
from which Shpet proceeds to put forward and consoli-
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Hu T'ymboavdmy He yoasoce npeodosems kanmobckoe
npomubopeuue. Tax umo ccviaka wa Kawma — 3mo cBoe-
20 pooa ocHoBanue, ommaskubasace om xkomopozo Ilnem
Bvi0Bueaem u 3akpenssem cBou eunomesvl. Vimenno 6
mepmunucmexon aoeuke XIII 8. IlInem yBudum opueu-
HAALHBLTL cnocob npeodoserus kanmobekoeo npomubope-
uysa U HANpaBum Hac K 0CMblCAeHUI0 npodaem ¢puaoco-
uu A3viKa.

KatoueBvie caoBa: I'ycmaB Ilnem, Vmmanyua
Kanm, mepmunucmckas soeuxa, puiocogpus A3vika,
Grympennas gpopma ca06a, cmpykmypa caoba

Ananus B3manos [Inera n KanTa B TpakToB-
Ke dprstocodmm g3bIKa 1 JIOTMKY OTHIOIb He orpa-
HUYMBAeTCs B JaHHOM CJIydae LeIssMU VICKITIO-
YUTEIPHO MCTOPUKO-PUIIOCOPCKOTO yTOUHEHVIS
KOHKPETHOI'O CIO)KeTa B VX SIMCTeMOJIOTMYeCcKIX
KOHIIeNIInsX. B ocHOBe Halllero mHTepeca JIeXKUT
VI MOMEHT aKTyaJIM3aliy VX MeTOHOIOrMYecKmX
TIO/IXOJIOB [IJIs COBpeMeHHBIX MccilefioBaHmit de-
HOMeHa si3blKa. MBI PacCMOTPUM WX B KOHTEK-
CTe Tex IIPOLIeCccoB, KOTOPble TPaHCHOPMUPYIOT
COBpPEeMEHHYIO VHTEeJUIEKTYaJIbHYIO0 KYJIBTYpy W
MPOSIBJIAIOTCA KaK B OTeUeCTBEHHOV, TaK U B MU-
poBoVt prI0cOdCKOVE MBICIIV IIPY PacCCMOTPEHUN
po0sieMbl BeIpakeHMs B XuBon peunt. Illneros-
CKas TpakToBKa mpet KaHTa 1mos3BosigeT B 3TOM
IIaHe BHeCTM B 0O0JIacTh II03HaBATeIBLHOWV IIPO-
6r1eMaTMKM 371eMeHThI IIOHVMaHWs ee VICTOKOB U
Ty TeV perreHms.

B aTo11 cB31 OTMETIM ITpeXx[ie Beero, uto KanT
TaK WIM VHa4ye IIPUCYTCTBYeT IPaKTUYeCKU BO
Bcex pabotax Illmera (c 1914 mo 1927 r), To ecTh
oT «fIBieHus v cmbiciia» (1914) mo «BuyTpeHHen
dopmsl coBa» (1927). ITpuyem Bo Bcex paboTax
MIPOCMaTPVBAETCS YCTOMYNMBast TPAeKTOPYIs IIITIe-
TOBCKOV MHTepIIpeTalny KaHTOBCKOM (UIIOCO-
¢un. IlIner paccmarpusaeT KaHTa Kak IJ1aBHOTO
IIPEICTaBUTENIST «OTPULIATeIbHO»  prytocodpmm
(cm. 00 stom: lempuna, Hlenpura, 2022), a ioTo-
My, o ero MHeHMIo, KaHTa 11iensaT Oosiblile 3a ero
KpUTWYecKrie BbIBOIBI, YeM 3a 11eJIOCTHYIO puIo-
CO(PCKYIO TTO3UIINIO.

Vxe B «SIBenun n cmpiciie» Ilner ykaseiBaer
Ha r1po0siemy, ipucytyro dvtocodpmn Kanra: sTo
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date his hypotheses. It is in thirteenth-century terminist
logic that Shpet will see an original way of overcoming
the Kantian contradiction and direct us toward inter-
preting the problems of the philosophy of language.

Keywords: Gustav Shpet, Immanuel Kant, ter-
minist logic, philosophy of language, inner form of the
word, word structure

Analysis of the views of Shpet and Kant
with regard to the philosophy of language
and logic is not, in our case, limited to histor-
ical-philosophical clarification of a concrete
issue in its epistemological concepts. My in-
terest is also prompted by the goal of making
their methodological approaches relevant to
the modern studies of the phenomenon of lan-
guage. I will examine them in the context of
the processes which transform modern intel-
lectual culture and are manifested in the phil-
osophical thought in Russia and the world in
dealing with the problem of expression in liv-
ing speech. From that point of view Shpet’s
interpretation of Kantian ideas enables us to
introduce into cognitive problems elements
of comprehension of its sources and paths to-
wards its solution.

It should be noted that Kant is in one way
or another present in practically all of Shpet’s
works (from 1914 to 1927), i.e. from Appearance
and Sense (1914) to The Inner Form of the Word
(1927). In all these works we see a sustained
trajectory of Shpet’s interpretation of the Kant-
ian philosophy. Shpet considers Kant to be the
chief representative of “negative” philosophy
(see Shchedrina and Shchedrina, 2022), which is
why, in his opinion, Kant is given credit more
for his critical conclusions than for an integral
philosophical position.

Already in Appearance and Sense Shpet points
to an intrinsic problem in Kant’s philosophy.
This is the abiding dilemma between intellec-
tualism and intuitivism, arising from the un-
resolved question concerning the nature of the



HelpeooJleHHasl JujleMMa MeX1y VHTeJlJIeKTya-
JIV3MOM Y MHTYUTWBM3MOM, BO3HMKIIIAS 13-3a He-
PeIIeHHOro BOIIpoca O IIpUpofie MOHATS U IIPU-
pore umHTymuuu: «KaHTOBcKoe pellleHMe 37eCh
BOOOIIIe HV TPV YeM, TaK KaK 3 By X HEeIIOHSATHBIX
Belllerl HeJlb3d [leJjlaTh OfHY IIOHSATHYIO, — MHTY-
ULV VI TIOHSATYe — He “JacTu” 1 He aOCTpaKIIML.
Bompoc mpocTo-HampocTo maer o TOM, KAk Mol
noHuMAaeM TIOHATUS Y, COOTBETCTBEHHO, KaAK Mbl
noHuMaeM VIHTYUIIMV, @ MOXXHO IIOCTaBUTh U BO-
IIpOC, KaK MBI IIOHVIMaeM MOHSITHS C “TIOIBOAVMBI-
mu” o, Hux uHTynysMn. [Toka HeT oTBeTa Ha
aToT Borpoc...» (et 20056, c. 81). ITo MmHeHMIO
IIr1eTa, ¢ TOVI ke caMOVI ITPOOIIEMOVI CTOJIKHYJICS 11
I'yccepiib; BOIIpeKM BceM CBOVIM YCVUIVISIM OH TOXe
He Mor ee pemnTb. Benb on (I'ycceprib) coxpaHmit
TOJIBKO 7IBa BUAa WMHTYUIIUV, 3MOETUYECKYI0 U
4yBCTBEHHYIO, TOT/la Kak crelyduka IrIeToBCKOo-
O TOIXOIa, YXKe C «f61eHus u cMblcAa», COCTOUT B
TOM, UTO OH J00aBJIsieT TPeTUM BUJI MHTYUIUN —
«HTEeJUINTOeIBbHY0»:

...371eCh PeUb UJIET TOJIBKO O PofaX MHTY VIV,
Y3 KOTOPBIX KaKIBIII MOXET VMMeTb CBOU BB,
¥ VIMEHHO B 3TOM pas3/IM4ui POIOB JIEXUT BCs
TPYHAHOCTB IIpobsiemsl. Bemp Best mctopus dwto-
codpvm JaeT TOJIBKO 3TO pasfiesieHye: YyBCTBeH-
HOe M pasyM, — B pasHBIX ¢popMax, IO, BUIOM
pasHbIX Teopuyi, 06 ogHOM MeT peus y Iliato-
Ha, [lexapra, KanTa, — 1 He mpas i1 Tenieps I'yc-
cepJib, MpU3HaBas IePBUYHYIO JaHHOCTb TOJIBKO
3a YyBCTBEHHBIMU VHTYWUIVISIMU VI VHTYWULIVIS-
Mu cymtHocTr? Mbl He OyzieM 371ech MCITpaBIIATh
ITnaTona min [lekapra, HO oOpalliaeM BHUMaHe
Ha 00paTHYIO CTOPOHY 3TOTO OCHOBHOTO (bWIIO-
codpcKOrO pasziesieHs: BCIOy, Ile OHO IIPVBO-
IOWUTCSL B TOV VIV IHOV (pOpMe, MBI BCTpedaeM U
KOpeHHOe 3aTpyaHeHue B pwIiocodpmm Ipu 1mo-
IIBITKe ITepeKMHYTh MOCT Yepe3 IIporacTh, oopa-
3YIOIIYIOCS MeXAy Ha3BaHHBIMM ABYMs pofamMu
VICTOYHVKOB ITO3HaHMA. BOT cobcTBeHHO 0 HEM 1
vzeT y Hac peus... (Ilmet, 20056, c. 121).

Onnaxo 1InieT noguepkmBaeT TOT 2JIEMEHT, KO-
TOPBEIVI MOr ObI 1O3BONIUTH KaHTY meperiarHyThb
IIpoIacTh MeX/y WUeaIM3MOM VI CeHCYasI3MOM:
9T0 cxeMaTm3M. «YueHme KaHTa o cxemaTmsMe eCcTh
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concept and the nature of intuition: “Kant’s
solution here is in general of no concern, since
from two incomprehensible things it is impos-
sible to get a single comprehensible one. In-
tuition and concept are not ‘parts’ and not
abstractions. The question simply concerns how
we are to understand concepts and, correspond-
ingly, how we are to understand intuitions. [...]
we can also ask the question how we are to un-
derstand concepts with intuitions ‘subsumed’
under them. As long as we have no answer to
this question [...]” (Shpet, 1991, pp. 51-52). In
Shpet’s opinion, Husserl faced the same prob-
lem; try as he would, he could not solve it. For
he (Husserl) preserved only two kinds of in-
tuition, eidetic and sensible, whereas the dis-
tinctive feature of Shpet’s approach, beginning
from Appearance and Sense, is that he adds a
third type of intuition, which he calls “intelli-
gible”:

[...] it is merely a question of the genera of
intuitions — each genus can have its own spe-
cies. But it is precisely in this distinction be-
tween the genera that the entire difficulty of the
problem lies.

The entire history of philosophy certainly
gives only the division between the sensuous
and reason, in various forms and under the
guise of various theories. We find one of these
in Plato, Descartes and Kant. And is Husserl
not right in recognising originary givenness
for only sensuous intuition and intuitions of
essence? We are not considering correcting ei-
ther Plato or Descartes here. Rather, let us turn
our attention to another side of this fundamen-
tal philosophical division. Everywhere that we
find this division, regardless of its form, we en-
counter a basic difficulty with that philosophy’s
attempt to throw a bridge across the precipice
generated between these two generic sources of
cognition. Properly speaking this is the point
(Shpet, 1991, p. 101).

However, Shpet stresses the element that en-
abled Kant to step over this precipice between
idealism and sensualism: this is schematism.
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GeccrITbHBIN TTOPBIB 3aIIOJIHUTD Ty IIPOIACTh, KO-
TOPYIO OH caM CO3[1aJI cBoe1 AyyieMMort. . .» (Ier,
200506, c. 122). VimeHnHO K 3TOMY T10710keHMIo ITer
BepHeTcs B 1927 1. B KHure «BHyTpeHH:d dpopMa
crtoBa». OgHaKo, 3aberasi Briepes, MOXKHO CKa3aThb,
uTo Kaxnpivi pas Illmer nomuepkusaeT Heymady
KaHTOBCKOTO CXeMaTM3Ma B pelleHuN BOIIpoca
O IIpUpOe «OTHOIIEHVs IIpeaMeTa ¥ IIOHSATWS»
(Tam xe, c. 123). MBI 3HaeM, 4TO B 3TOM COCTOUT U
OCHOBHas IpobsieMaTiKa CpeTHeBeKOBOVI JIOT KV
U ee IIpeciIOBy TOro criopa 00 yHuBepcanmusx. Ceoe
«paspelrieHne» 3toro cropa lllmner mpencrasu B
rase VII «fIBieHms v cMbIciia». A 5TO O3HAYaeT,
Ha MOV B3IJISAII, YTO CCBUIKM Ha JIOruKy CperiHeBe-
KOBb SBJISIOTCS He IIPeIIIOChIIKOV, a IOITBepPXK-
IIeHVIeM ero peleHMs.

DTU CCBIIKM HOSIBJISAIOTCA KaK B OITyOJIMKOBaH-
HBIX, TaK ¥ B HeM3[JaHHBIX PV €ro >XM3HU TeK-
CTaX, KOTOpble COCTaBJISIOT KOPIIyC €ro IeJIoCT-
Hom dpvtocodpnm ciosa. IIpexae Bcero Mul MeeM
B BUJIy YIIOMMHaHVe IpobsieMbl YHUBepcaIuil B
KHUTe «[epMeHeBTMKa 1 ee IpoOJIeMbl», ITle OH
yTBepXXaeT, 4TO «CpellHeBeKoBasl JIOMKa C ee
IparolileHHBIM CIIOPOM 00 YHMBepcaInsiX, OCO-
GeHHO B JIViIle HOMVHAJIVICTOB, ¥ B HanboJlee sp-
KOV 1 3axBaThIBarolier opme y Buisressma Ok-
KaMa, BeCbMa MHOTOCTOPOHHE 11 IIIyOOKO CyMeJIa
pa3zobpaTh MMeHHO JIOTMUYeCKYI0 TeOPUIO 3HaKOB»
(IrreT, 20054, c. 276). Ilo3nHee yrioMHAHMS 3TO-
TO CpeIHeBeKOBOIrO CIIopa MBI OOHapyX1BaeM BO
«BryTpenHen ¢popme ciioBa». Bce oHM TO3BOIISIOT
ety BHYTpU dprstocodnn si3biKa (IIprdeM Tou
durocodpum g3bIKa, KoTopas cama INTyOOKO yKO-
peHeHa B MCTOpUY 3araHON prytocodmm) HaTH
3JIeMeHTBI, IIOATBepXKIaloIe II0AX0, KOTOPhIN
OH pa3BMJI Ha OCHOBe (eHOMeHOsIorum I'yccep-
71 (OTK/IMKasich Takke 1 Ha KaHTa). DTrimu arte-
MeHTaMW SIBJISIOTCS HeKOTOpble TOHATWS, Haxo-
AdIIecs B CO3Byunm ¢ TeMu, koTopble IIneT cam
BBIZIBMHYJI B KOHTeKcTe dpeHoMeHos1ormm. ITpowic-
XOIUT IepeHOC CTPYKTYPbI CJIOBa M BBIPAKEHMS C
ee 3j7IeMeHTaMU B JIPyTOV KOHTeKCT U Ha OCHOBe
ApyTuX HOHATUI. VIHTepecHO IIpOCiIeiuThb, KaK
VIMEHHO ITPOVICXOAVT TaKOVI IIepeHOC.
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“Kant’s theory of the schematism is a power-
less outburst to fill in the abyss he himself cre-
ated with his dilemma” (ibid., p. 102). Shpet
would fall back on this proposition in The Inner
Form of the Word (1927). However, while antic-
ipating somewhat, I can say that Shpet invari-
ably stresses the failure of Kant’s schematism
in grappling with the “question of the relation
between the object and the concept” (ibid.). As
we know, this is also the main problem in me-
dieval logic and its notorious debate about uni-
versals. Shpet presented his “resolution” of
the argument in Chapter VII of Appearance and
Sense. This means, in my opinion, that reference
to medieval logic is not a prerequisite, but a
confirmation of this solution.

These references crop up both in works
published and not published in his lifetime
that constitute the entire body of his philos-
ophy of the word. I am referring above all
to the mentioning of the problem of univer-
sals in the Hermeneutics and Its Problems, in
which he writes: “[...] medieval logic with its
valuable dispute about universals, particu-
larly by the Nominalists and in a sharper and
more comprehensive form by William of Ock-
ham, succeeded in providing precisely a deep
and many-sided analysis of the logical theo-
ry of signs” (Shpet, 2019, p. 26). Later we find
references to this medieval disputation in The
Inner Form of the Word. Between them they en-
able Shpet, within the philosophy of language
(namely the philosophy of language which is
itself rooted in the history of Western philoso-
phy) to find elements that bolster the approach
he developed on the basis of Husserl’s phe-
nomenology (responding also to Kant). These
elements are concepts which chime with those
Shpet put forward himself in the context of
phenomenology. What happens is the trans-
fer of the structure of the word and expression
with its elements into a different context and on
the basis of other concepts. It would be interest-
ing to trace how such a transfer takes place.



CHayajyia HaITOMHVIM IIOJIOKUTEJIBHOE CyXKIle-
Hre Ilnera o durtocodpun Ilbepa Abernsipa. Bo
BTOPOVI YacTM «SI3bIKa M CMBIC/Ia» (paboTa Taxxke
He Oplta orryOimkosaHa mpu xusHM 1llnera), on
mmreT: «4ro Kacaetcst camoro Abersipa [1079—
1142], T0, O-BMOMIMOMY, OH CTAHOBUTCS Ha Ty TOY-
Ky 3peHsI, KOTopasi IBJIeTCs HanbosIee IIpaByIb-
Hom» (Ilmet, 20058, c. 573). DTO 3HAUUT, YTO OH
olieHMBaeT roaxor Abestsipa, onvpasch Ha TO, YTO
caM ompenenvul KaK ITpaBUJIBHOE OTHOIIEHVE K
A3BIKY. V1 B CBS3V1 C 3TMM OH 100aBJIsieT: «Bo BcsakoM
cilydae, OHa (Touka 3peHus Aberspa. — M. [1) ne-
j1aeT Oecriosie3HBIM CIIOP O TOM, CYIIECTBYIOT JIU
CJIOBa, BOBCe JIMIIIEHHBbIe 3HAUeHMs], ¥ YCTpaHsIeT
MeXaHW4ecKoe pellleHre BOIIpoca O pa3Inmdinim Ka-
TeropeMaTn4ecKnx W CUHKaTeropeMaTidecKyx
BBIP@KEHUTI I TeM CaMBbIM IIO3BOJISET YIIIyOUTb
3TO pas3fyne A0 ero MPVHIMIINAIBHOIO 3Have-
Hus» (Tam xe, c. 573 —574).

DTO, MOXeT ObITh, He OpocaeTcs B IJIa3a, HO
OUYeHb Ba)KHO IJIs HOHMMaHMS IIpodreM durio-
codmu s13bika. C omHOM cTropoHsl, IIneT BeIferns-
eT y Abesisgpa TeMaTuKy, KOTopasi cTajla IIpVopu-
TeTHOV B TepMuHVCTCcKOM jtoruke XIII B. (1, Takmm
oOpa3oM, HaumHad ¢ AbGesigpa, OH OTKpbIBaeT HaM
IIyTh 151 OOpallieHNs K 3TOMY BpeMeHM), a C Ipy-
TOVI CTOPOHBI, CChIIasich Ha AOessipa, oH IIpefia-
raeT pelleHue Borpoca, nocrasjeHHoro B XIII B.,
B KOHTEKCTe pa3paldaTbIBaeMOVI IM FepMeHeBTIUue-
CKOVI METOMOJIOTMN ISl paspereHns OVIEMMBI,
KoTopyIo yeuaen y Kanra. [oBopst o «1peryiorax m
COIO3ax», KOTOPBIE, IO CyTH, «He 0003HauJaoT “Be-
mrert’”’, Kak 3TO [eJIaloT MMeHa U IJ1arojibl», OH IIVi-
IIIeT: «...OHV He JIVIIIeHbI 3HaUeHNs], HO OHU VIMe-
10T “HecopepirieHHOe 3HaueHme» (Llmet, 20058,
c. 574). D10 3HAUMT, 4YTO Hy1s Aberisipa, Kak M IS
[MeTa, cyImiecTByeT IpeXje BCero O3Hadarollast
dyHKIMSA S3bIKa U 9TO 3Ta PYHKIIMS peasn3yeT-
Cs1 Be3Zie B SI3bIKe VI Yepe3 BCe ero 2JIeMEHTHI.

W nevicTBUTENTBHO, KOIZIa MBI TOBOPUM O
«KOHILIeNTyam3Me»” Abessipa, MMEHHO 3TO MbI

251 VICTIONTB3YIO STOT TEPMUH, XOTS OH He IPWHST HEeKOTO-
phIMU (DpaHIly3CKMMM CIIeLaIMcTaMiu, HarpuMep Ajte-
HoM J1e JInbepa.
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Let us first recall Shpet’s positive judgment
of the philosophy of Pierre Abelard. In Part
Two of Language and Sense (also not published
in Shpet’s lifetime) he writes: “As for Abelard
(1079 —1142) himself, apparently he takes the
most correct view” (Shpet, 2005, p. 573). This
means that he assesses Abelard’s approach,
proceeding from what he himself described as
the correct attitude to language. And in this
connection he adds: “In any case this (Abelard’s
point of view — M. D.) renders useless the ar-
gument as to whether there exist words totally
devoid of meaning and eliminates the mechan-
ical solution of the question of the distinction
between categorematic and syncategorematic
expressions and thereby permits to deepen this
distinction to its fundamental meaning” (ibid.,
pp. 573-574).

This may not catch your eye, but it is very
important in terms of comprehending the prob-
lems of the philosophy of language. On the
one hand, Shpet singles out Abelard’s themes
which were central to thirteenth-century ter-
minist logic (and thus, beginning from Abe-
lard, enables us to turn to that time) and, on the
other hand, citing Abelard, he offers a solution
to the question raised in the thirteenth centu-
ry in the context of the hermeneutic method-
ology he developed to resolve the dilemma
he saw in Kant. Speaking about “prepositions
and conjunctions” which actually “do not de-
note ‘things” as do nouns and verbs”, he writes:
“[...] they are not devoid of meaning, but they
have ‘imperfective meaning’” (Shpet, 2005,
p. 574). This means that for Abelard, like for
Shpet, there exists above all the signifying func-
tion of language and that this function is re-
alised everywhere in language through all its
elements.

And indeed, this is what we mean when
we speak of Abelard’s “conceptualism”.? The

2 ] use this term although some French specialists, e.g.
Alain de Libera, do not accept it.
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U mMeeM B Bujly. VI3BeCTHBII COBpeMeHHBIN
MenyeBrcT AsieH fe JInbepa XxopoIrio mokasbiBaeT
TO, UTO Ba’KHO y ADejIsgpa: 3TO He «Belln» (res), He
«MarepmasbHas popMa cjIoBa» (voces), a TaK Has3bl-
BaeMble Serniones, TO eCTh «CJIOBa B CeMaHTMYECKOM
acrieKTe MHTeHLMYM o3HadaTh» (Libera, 2014, p. 70).

3ameTnM, UTO B «JIeKIMSIX IO CpeTHEBEKOBO
dunocodprm»  (Jlexrmm..., 2010), omyGrmkoBas-
HBIX B IpUJIOKeHNUM K KHUre «Drtocodms 1 Ha-
yKa», T7le COOpaHbl COXpaHMBILIVECS B apXViBe JIeK-
v era, B 4-11 ekt (Tam xe, c. 385—396)
eCTb CTpaHMIlA, Ha KoTopovt Alessp IpecTas-
JIeH KaK OfIHa V3 «HaJII00O0IBITHENIINX» (PUTryp
CpenneBekoBbsi. Peub m11eT MMeHHO 0 ero KOHIIer-
TyaJIVi3Me ¥ O MecCTe, 3aHSITOM VM B cIiope 00 yHU-
Bepcassax (Tam xe, c. 386). Ho mmockosibKy «aBTOp-
CTBO YCTaHOBUTH TOYHO He ymasiochk» (Illempuma,
2010, c. 482), MmbI He OyieM aKIIeHTMpPOBaTh BHUMa-
HIe Ha 3TOM TeKcTe (XOTs U IoHmMaeM, yto Illner
HaBepHsIKa ObLI 3HAKOM C TOYKOVI 3peHMs, M3JI0-
JKEHHOVI B 3TUX «JIeKmmsix.. .»).

Ob6patmmcs k orryorkosanHom 11IeToM KHY-
re «BHyTpeHHds1 dpopMma cjI0Ba», TakK KakK B 3TOM
TekcTe IllmeT, yxe He ccbulasich Ha Abesigpa, BO3-
BpalllaeTcsd K TeMaTuKe KaTeropemMaTuyecKux U
CMHKaTeropeMaTm4ecKux BelpakeHun. Ho B man-
HOM CJIy4dae HaM Ba’XHO OTMeTUTb, UTO OH OTHO-
cut ee 1nipssMo K XIII B. 1 BBOAUT OIHOBpEeMeHHO
B CBOVI aHaJIM3 Te TIOHATVS TEPMUHWUCTCKOV JIOT V-
K11, KOTOPbIe TI03BOJIAIOT eMY BepHYThCs K KAHTOB-
CKOVI IVJjIeMMe B KOHTEKCTe IIPEIJIOKeHHOV VM B
«SIBJIEHUM VI CMBICIIe» «CTPYKType CJIOBa M BbIpa-
KeHMs». OOpaliasich K KAHTOBCKOMY cxeMaTu3MYy,
OH MoKasbiBaeT, uTo KaHTy Bce-Taku He yJ1ajioch
pelmTh IpobsieMy OTHOIIeHMs pasyMa M 4yB-
crBeHHON MHTYMUMM. OH nmeT: «[lo cobcTeen-
HbIM oroBaM KaHTa, “cXeMbl YMCTBIX HOHATUI
paccyzika CyThb MCTUHHBIE V1 eIVHCTBEHHBIE YCIIO-
BUsI, KOTOpPBbIe MOTYT JIOCTaBUTb 3TUM IOHSTUSIM
omHowleHue k obsexmam, m.e. snauexnue”» (Llmer,
2007a, c. 434). OnHako, no mueHMio IlInera, cxema-
TV3M He IIPMHOCUT HaCTOSIINI OTBET Ha BOIIPOC,
KacaroIuics BBIPa3mTeIIbHOM (pyHKLU/m SI3bI-

14

prominent modern medievalist Alain de Libera
(2014, p. 70) shows well what is important for
Abelard: it is not “things” (res), not “the mate-
rial form of the word” (voces), but what he calls
sermones, i.e. “words in the semantic dimension
of the intention to signify” .’

It would not be irrelevant to note that in
“Lectures on Medieval Philosophy” (Ano-
nym, 2010), published in the supplement to the
book Philosophy and Science, containing surviv-
ing Shpet lectures, in Lecture 4 (ibid., pp. 385-
396) there is a page which describes Abelard
as one of the “most curious” medieval figures.
This is a reference to his conceptualism and the
place he occupies in the debate on universals
(ibid, p. 386). But because “authorship could
not be established exactly” (Shchedrina, 2010,
p. 482), I am not going to fix attention on this
text (though I understand that Shpet definite-
ly was acquainted with the view presented in
these “Lectures”).

Let us turn to The Inner Form of the Word,
published by Shpet. In this book, without citing
Abelard, he revisits the theme of categoremat-
ic and syncategorematic expressions. But in this
case it is important to note that he refers this
theme directly to the thirteenth century and
simultaneously introduces in his analysis the
concepts of terminist logic which enable him to
turn back to the Kantian dilemma in the context
of “the structure of the word and expression”
he proposed in Appearance and Sense. Concern-
ing Kant’s schematism, he shows that Kant,
at the end of the day, failed to solve the prob-
lem of reason and sensible intuition. He writes:
“According to Kant’s own words, ‘the schemes
of pure concepts of understanding are the true
and only conditions that may lend these con-
cepts a relation to objects, i.e. ‘meaning” (Shpet,
2007a, p. 434). However, in Shpet's view,
schematism does not yield a true answer to the

* Cf. “[...] les mots dans la dimension sémantique de
Uintention de signifier”.



Ka. «...KaHT pasgupaer MpllUTeHMe 1 UyBCTBEH-
HOCTB...» (Tam xe, c. 435). V1 maspiiie OH KOMMeH-
Tupyer KaHTa, m3jiarast cBo0 TOUKY 3peHMsl Ha
11po0sieMy COOCTBEHHBIMM CJIOBaMV-TIOHATVISIMIAL:
«V1, c Ipyrov CTOPOHBI, CiIV IIOHATUSA — He FOTo-
Bble (POPMBI, HamsAubawuuecs Ha npeomem... “mo
npaBvIaM” ¥ cOOOpa3sHO CMBICITY, TO 3TH IIpaBU-
JIa M Hy>)KHO TIOHMMAThb Kak pOpMBI 00pa3oBaHMs
CaMVIX TIOHSITUVL, 0(DOpMAEHH020 CMbLCA0B020 co0ep-
JKAHUA, KaK A420pUmMMbl IIPVEeMOB, Bedyujux K 3a-
HeYaTIeH IO, BbipaskeHuto U coo0ujeHun cMoicAd B
crcTeMe yCJIOBHBIX BHEIIHMX 3HaKOB...» (Tam e,
c. 435; xypcus mont. — M. JT)).

Dra unTara nokaseisaet, uto lllmet, vcxons n3
cxemarmsma Kanra, rosoput yxe He o KanTe, Ho o
CBOeM IOHMMaHWY 0OPMIIeH S TIOHATII VI TTO/I-
pasyMeBaeT IIpoliecc oOpa3oBaHMs «BHYTPEHHMX
CJIOBECHO-JIOTMUYeCKMX ¢opm». «Tak, — mmier
[IIrreT, — He TOJIBKO ITPEOI0JIeBAETCS BCAKMVI KOH-
LIeNITya/In3M, HeyBsAIaeMbIVl IyX KOTOPOro BUTaeT
u Hax cxemamn Kanra, — (MO0 ero cxembl MOX-
HO ITOHVIMATh. .. KaK CBOeTo poria KOHIIeITyaIn3M
BTOPOVI CTeIleH)), — HO TaK 3aKJIaZlbIBaeTcs U OC-
HOBaHMe [IJIsL TOV pafyKaIbHOM pedOpMBbI JIOIM-
KVI, 0 KOTOpOVI ObljTa peusb BbIIIe» (TaMm xe).

I[IreT 3HaeT, K yUeMy OH caM cTpeMuTcs. [opops
o KanTte, oH OTKpBIBaeT MyTh K TOMY, YTOOBI pac-
KPBITh CBOE ITOHVIMaHVe U IPeJIOKUTD pellleHe
BOITpPOCa 00 OTHOIIIEHWVI IIOHATHS VI COIep KaHMs
4yBCTBEHHOVI MHTYUIIMN. [1JIs1 9TOro OH y>XKe MMe-
€T B CBOEM pacIIOpsDKeHMV IIOHATUVIHBIV arlla-
paT — MMEHHO TOT, KOTOPBIVI OH caM pa3padoTail
Ipyu 000CHOBaHMM IPOOJIEMBI «CTPYKTYPBI CJIOBa
U BbIpakeHUs» B «Baenuu u cmovicae». Ho Terepnb
eMy HY)XHO IIOKa3aThb 3Ty IIpo0jieMy B KOHTEK-
CTe ee VCTOpUYeCKoro craHosieHms. [Tosromy on
cHavasia obpaTwmica K I'ymOonpary m moroM, de-
pe3 Hero, HaMepeBaJICsl BEpHYThCS K CAMOMY IJIaB-
HOMY Ilepuofy ee paspuTius — K CpeHeBeKOBBIO.
Y T'ymbornbaTra OH B3sI IOHSTHE «BHYTpPEHHeN
dopmbl», a obpareHne kK CperHeBeKOBBIO TI03BO-
JIgeT eMy 100aBUTh Ty paboTy Hall CJIOBOM, KOTO-
past HeoOXomyMa 151 TOro, UTOOBI IIepeHeCT ! T10-
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question concerning the expressive function of
language. “[...] Kant tears apart thinking and
sensibility [...]” (ibid., p. 435). And furthermore
he comments on Kant, spelling out his point
of view on the problem in his own word-con-
cepts: “And on the other hand, if concepts are
not ready forms pulled onto an object [...] ‘ac-
cording to rules” and congruently with meaning,
these rules should be understood as forms of
the concepts themselves, shaped as sense content,
as algorithms of devices leading to the record-
ing, expression and communication of meaning in
the system of conventional external signs [...]”
(ibid., p. 435; my italics — M. D.).

This quotation shows that Shpet, proceed-
ing from Kant’'s schematism, goes on to speak
not about Kant, but about his own comprehen-
sion of how concepts are formed, implying the
process of the formation of “inner verbal-logi-
cal forms”. “Thus not only is all conceptual-
ism overcome, whose perennial spirit is wafted
over Kant’s schemes (because his schemes can
be understood [...] as a kind of conceptualism
of the second degree), but so is laid the founda-
tion for the radical reform of logic referred to
above” (Shpet, 2007a, p. 435).

Shpet knows what he is after. While speak-
ing about Kant, he paves the way towards un-
folding his comprehension and proposing a
solution of the question of the relation between
the concept and the content of sensible intui-
tion. He already has the conceptual toolkit for
this, the one he worked out himself when deal-
ing with the problem of “the structure of word
and expression” in Appearance and Sense. Now,
however, he needs to look at this problem in
the context of its historical evolution. That
is why he first turns to Humboldt and then,
through him, intends to go back to the key pe-
riod of its development, the Middle Ages. From
Humboldt he took the concept of “inner form”
and, turning to the Middle Ages, could add the
verbal work that is necessary to transfer the
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HATUVHBIN alrapar "3 «BjleHud 1 cMbIciIa» B
paMKu ucrtopum duocodpum g3blKa, TPOAEMOH-
CTpUpPOBaTh ITPOAYKTUBHOCTb OTKPBITUS CTPYK-
TYPBI CJIOBa M JaTh OCHOBBI (JIOTMYeCKue ¥ MeTo-
J0JIorMYecKyie) 11714 IIPVIMeHeHsI 3TOrO OTKPBITHS
KO BceM 00JIacTsIM 3HaHMA (TO eCTh IIpUAaTh eMy
yHUBepcasIbHOe 3HaueHe).

Wrak, et obpairjaeTcss K TepMMUHUCTCKON
norvke Cpe/THeBeKOBbsl W BblAeJISeT ITOHATWS
(TepMIMHBI), KOTOpPbIe MO3BOJISIOT €My II0-HOBOMY
dopmypoBaTh OTKpBITHE, cAeslaHHoe B 1914 T.
OcwMmpblcvBast MCTOpUYeCKoe pasBUTHe ITPodJIeMbl
MOTEeHIIVaJIbHOVI  ITPOTVBOPEUMBOCTYL  TIOHATS,
et mmtupyer Ilerpa Vcranckoro (ok. 1220—
1277) v uepes Hero cpa3y BO3BpalllaeTCsl K TeMaTy-
Ke KaTeropeMaTMUecKMX ¥ CHHKaTeropemaride-
CKMX BblpakeHUV. YIIOTpeOIsisi B 3TOM KOHTEKCTe
noHATHe exponibilia, 0OH KOHCTaTHpyeT, UTO IIpo-
1IecC BBISIBJIEHMSI CMBICTIa (expressia) Bcerya siBiisi-
eTcs, 110 cyTH, popmornt expositio. [lIner ormevaer
«gpe3BbIYaliHO Ba’kHOe 3HaueHMe SKCIIOHMOVIIb-
HBIX IIPeIJIOKeHUN Y MeTOHa IKCHO3UUUU I
PacKpBITVSL WCTVHHOW HPUPOALI CYXIeHWUs U
npenyoxenns» (Imet, 2007a, c. 412, mpumeyu.) n
CHOBa oOOparraeTcsi K KEHUrcoeprckomy dusioco-
dy, mpusHasas, yrto «y Kanma moHsITVE 3KCIIO-
3ULUY UTpaeT BUAHYIO poiib» (Tam xe). OgHako
TYT e MUIIeT, uTo «y KaHTa ecTh pacxoxaeHue
MeXAy OOIIMM onpedeseHuem TepMWHA U Npu-
MeHeHueM caMoro Ipuema skcnosuiuu B TpaHc-
LeHleHTasIbHOM DcTeTuke (B. S. 38ff), 3actaBus-
mee Qaixuneepa (Kommentar, Bd. II. Stuttgart,
1881. S. 155) mpu3HaTh IpUMeHeHMe 371eCh Tep-
MmuHa “Henonxorsimm”» (Tam xe). Ilner mpuso-
AUT oIlpeesieHve SKCIIOHMOVUIBHBIX CY KIIeHWI B
TpakToBKe KaHTa, momuepkmsasi, uro KanT omnpe-
HeJIsieT VX «KaK CYXXIeHMsl, B KOTOPBIX COIepXKIT-
Cs1 B CKpBITOM pOpMe yTBepXK/ieHVe 1 OTpULIaHue,
IpydeM yTBepXK/ieHVe BbICKa3bIBaeTCsl SIBHO, a OT-
puitaame — ckperro» (Tam xe, c. 413, mpumeu.). V1
Hajlee 3aMedaeT: «ompesesieHe Kanra — mmpe
¥ MHTepecHee, YeM yKa3aHMsl, KOTOpble MOXHO
BCTPETUTD Y HOBBIX JIOTMKOB...» (TaM xe). OgHaxo
cam KaHT oTHOCUT 3TO ompefiesieHe He K JIOTMKe,

conceptual apparatus from Appearance and Sense
to the realm of the history of the philosophy of
language. He was able to demonstrate the pro-
ductiveness of the discovery of word structure
and provide (logical and methodological) foun-
dations for the use of this discovery in all ar-
eas of knowledge (i.e. he could lend it universal
significance).

So Shpet turned to the medieval termin-
ist logic and singled out the concepts (terms)
which enabled him to reformulate the discov-
ery he made in 1914. Looking at the histori-
cal development of the problem of potentially
contradictory character of concept, Shpet cites
Peter of Spain (circa 1220—1277) and through
him goes back to the theme of categorematic
and syncategorematic expressions. Using the
concept of exponibilia in this context, he states
that the process of revealing the meaning (ex-
pressia) is always essentially a form of exposi-
tio. Speaking about the “exceedingly important
role of exponible sentences and the method
of exposition for revealing the true nature of a
judgment or sentence” (Shpet, 2007a, p. 412n),
Shpet again turns to Kant, recognising that
“with Kant, the concept of exposition plays a
prominent role” (ibid.). But he stresses in the
same breath that “with Kant there is a diver-
gence between the general definition of the term
and the application of the device of exposition
in Transcendental Aesthetics (B. S. 38ff.), which
made Vaihinger (Kommentar, Bd. II. Stuttgart,
1881. S. 155) concede that the use of the term
here was ‘inappropriate’” (ibid.). Shpet cites
the definition of exponible judgments accord-
ing to Kant, stressing that Kant defines them as
“judgments which contain in a disguised form
predication and negation, predication being
explicit and negation implicit” (ibid., p. 413n).
Then follows the remark: “Kant’s definition is
broader and more interesting than those we can
hear from the new logicians [...]” (ibid.). How-
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a K 'paMMaTHKe, 1 II0TOMY et cumraeTr HeOO-
XOAMMBIM BEPHYTBCI OT KanTa x Cpe,ZLHeBeKOBOVI
sioruke. YToOn1 YJIOBUTB CMBICJI 5TOIO BO3Bpallle-
HW, HeOGXO,ELT/IMO 34eCh IIponmUTMPOBaTh I1I0JIHO-
CTBIO pacCyxIeHvie [Imera:

Ha ToMm ocHOBaHMM, YTO SKCITOHMOWIIbHBIE CY-
XKIIeHWs 3aBUCAT OT YCJIOBUI SI3bIKa, 110 KOTOPBIM
3apa3 BeIpaXkaeTcd JiBa cyxkaeHus, Kanr cumrai,
YTO IIOIeXallyie SKCIIOHMPOBAHUIO CYXKIEHWS
OTHOCSTCH He K JIOTVKe, a K pammamuke. OmHaKoO,
VIMesd B BUJLy, YTO SKCIIOHMPOBaHME TaKMX CYyXK-
JeHWUV JeJlaeTcs C HeJIbI0 PacKPBITH HesBHBIX
CMBICJIOB IIPEJIOXKEHVIs, X, CKOpee, CJIe[yeT OT-
HeCTU depes eepMerebmuky B Ouaiekmuxy v B jio-
IMYeCKYI0 TEOPVIO HEITOCPEICTBEHHBIX BHIBOIIOB.
ITocnentee, KcraTu, COOTBETCTBYeT TpaIuIVIN
Cpe/THeBeKOBOVI JIOTVKM, BHUMaTeJIbHO paspala-
TBIBaBIIIeV IIpobi1eMy exponibilia v cBs3pIBaBIIEN
ee C Tak Ha3bIBaeMbIMU consequentia... (Tam xe).

Bosspamasice Kk cperrHeBekoBont sioruke, Ilmer
aKIIeHTVpPYeT B HeVl TO, YTO Hanboslee COOTBETCTBY-
€T ero MOAXOY: «Y CpeIHEeBeKOBBIX JKe JIOTMIKOB, C
I[Terpa VicraHcKoro, orpeserieHvie SKCIIOHOVITh-
HOTO IIpelJIoKeHVs JaeT IIpaBo HaXOIUTh BO BCS-
KOM 1pedAoxeHuy SKCIIOHMOVITBHOCTE» (Tam Ke).
W ou murtupyer ero: «Propositio exponibilis est
propositio habens sensum obscurum expositione
indigentem propter aliquod syncategorema in ea
positum implicite vel explicite in aliqua dictione»
(Tam xe). To ectp myrs Illrera 3mech BakKHO, UTO
SKCIIOHMOMITBHOE IIpeJIoKeHNe COIEPXKUT B cebe
«CKPBITBIVI CMBICII», KOTOPBIVI MOXKET OBITH ITPOsIC-
HEeH TOJIBKO TPV HaJIMYIMM CITyKeOHOTro (CMHKaTe-
ropeMaTinJeckoro) cjosa’. B xonrie xonros Illmer
Harresl csoe! OH koMMeHTHpYeT: «Ho ecym ore-
HVBaTh 3HaYeHVe CJI0Ba C TOYKM 3peHMs ero KOH-
TeKCTa, TO BCSIKOEe CJIOBO MOXKHO paccMaTpuBaTh
KaK cuHKareropemy» (Tam »ke). DTo 3Ha4mMT, 4TO
711000e€ CJI0BO JIF00Oro rpaMMaTNYeCcKOro THIla Vc-

> Cp. dppanysckni iepeson: «La proposition exponibile
estune propositionayant unsens obscur, exposant (mettant
en évidence) l'indigence relative a un syncategoréme se
trouvant, au sein d'une expression, dans une position
implicite ou explicite» (Chpet, 2007, p. 165).

17

M. Dennes

ever, Kant refers this definition not to logic but
to grammar, which prompts Shpet to go back
from Kant to medieval logic. To capture the
meaning of this retreat it is necessary to quote
Shpet’s statement in full:

On the grounds that exponible judgments
depend on the conditions of language under
which two judgments are expressed at once,
Kant believed that the judgments being
exponed pertain not to logic but to grammar.
But considering that the exponing of such
judgments is made in order to reveal hidden
meanings of a sentence, they should rather be
referred through hermeneutics to dialectics, i.e. to
the logical theory of immediate inferences. The
latter, incidentally, corresponds to the tradition
of medieval logic which was attentive to the
problem of exponibilia and linked it to so-called
consequentia [...] (ibid.).

Going back to medieval logic, Shpet empha-
sises what mostly corresponds to his approach:
“With medieval logicians, from Peter of Spain,
the definition of an exponible sentence confers
the right to find exponibility in any sentence”
(ibid.). He quotes it: “Propositio exponibilis est
propositio habens sensum obscurum expositione in-
digentem propter aliquod syncategorema in ea pos-
itum implicite vel explicite in aliqua dictione [...]”
(ibid.). For Shpet it is important here that an
exponible sentence contains a “hidden sense”
which can be clarified only through the pres-
ence of an auxiliary (syncategorematic) word.*
At the end of the day Shpet found what he
sought! His comment: “If we are to assess the
meaning of a word in terms of its context, any
word can be seen as a syncategoreme” (ibid.).
This means that any word of any grammati-
cal type is used by the speaker always to intro-
duce a certain tinge or emphasis, i.e. to include

* Cf. French translation: “La proposition exponible est
une proposition ayant un sens obscur, exposant (mettant en
évidence) I'indigence relative a un syncategoreme se trouvant,
au sein d'une expression, dans une position implicite ou
explicite” (Chpet, 2007, p. 165).
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TIOJTB3YeTCsI TOBOPSIIIVIM BCeryia, YTOOBI BBECTH Ka-
KOVI-TO OIIPeIeJIeHHBIVI OTTE€HOK WJIV aKIIeHT, TO
€CTb BKJIIOUNTDH B BBIPa’KeHVIE OITpefieJleHHOe KO-
JIVYEeCTBO CBOETO CYOBEKTMBHOIO OIIBITa, IIPUIATh
[IlepBOHAYAIPHBIM  3HAUEHWSIM  OIperle/IeHHBIN
CMBICIT C HeJIBIO [1aTh IOHSATH UTO-TO OIIperiesieH-
HOe, OTHOBpEeMeHHO OOBeKTVBHOe M CyOBeKTVB-
HOe, TOT «KBas3u-IIpeaMeT», Oy1arogapsi KOTOPOMY
mo0oe 51 In «MIMpeK» MOXKET HalITV CBOe MeCTO B
CBOEM COLIVIOKYJIBTYPHOM MVpe. DTOT BBIBOI BO3-
BpallaeT Hac K Tomy, uro IlIner mucas, Kommen-
Tupyss AOenspa. [ Hero BaXHO IIPeONOsIeTh
pasidre KaTeropeMaTHYecKmX ¥ CHHKaTerope-
MaTUYeCKMX BbIPa’KEHMVI, ITOKa3aTh, YTO €CTh OC-
HOBHasl CTPYKTypa, KOTOpasi HpHCylla JII00oMy
S3BIKOBOMY aKTy COOOIIIeHMs ¥ KOTopas pyKOBO-
OWUT — DJIaBHBIM OOpa3oM depe3 caM ITpoliecc Oc-
MBICJIEHUSA — BCEM OHTOJIOTMYECKOW jIedTeIbHO-
CTBIO YeJIOBEKaA.

B derBeprom miaBe «Buympenuen cpopmui
cs06a» 11ImeT, ToBOPSE 0 MOPOTIOrMYeCKMIX VI CUH-
TaKCM4IecKnX popMax U MMesi B BUIY BbISBIIEHVIe
OCHOBHOVI CTPYKTYPBbI BbIpakeHMs B KOHTEKCTe
drstocodpum si3bIKa, SBHO OCYIIECTBIISET IIepexor],
OT TEPMUHOJIOTUM «SIBJIeHVS U CMBICIIa» K Tep-
MVHOJIOTMVI CpeHeBeKOoBOVI JIormkiu. OH IINIIIeT,
uTo «Mopdosiornueckme opMbl caMu 110 cede,
T.e. He B VIX CMHTaKCYeCKOM IIpMMeHeHWV, 3Ha-
YEeHWMI Y CMBICJIOB HE VIMEIOT... He BBIIOJIHSIOT
curHuduKaTMBHON (PYHKIINM, U Tespective, He-
ITOHATHBI (camm 1o cebe)» (Tam xe, c. 379). B cBs3un
C 5TUM OH BOCITPOM3BOAUT y>ke cOpMyJIMpOBaH-
HOe VM paHee olIpefiesieHNe cjIoBa: «Boobiie e
caMO CJIOBO €CThb HeKOTopasi “Bellls’, VMMeoIIas
CBOM OHTUYecKVe POPMBI, C MM IPUCYIIM 0CO-
0biM comlepKaHMEM, KOTOpOe BXOAUT, KaK CMBICI,
B 0cCODOBIe CJIOBa: CJIOBA-3HAKM O CJIOBax-BeIllax.
DTU CJI0Ba, TaK CKas3aTb, BTOPOro IOpsIKa (CyI-
MO3MIIMOHAJIBHBIE IIPeAVKATHI)... OHU TPeOyIoT,
KOHEYHO, JIJISI CBOEr0o OT/INUMSI 0CO00ro umeroba-
Hus» (Tam xe, c. 380).

W MMeHHO B CHOCKe, OTHOCAIIEVICS K 3TOMY
dparmenty, IlIner ocy1ecTssigeT epexor K Tep-
MVHOJIOTMIV TEPMUHWUCTCKOV JIormku CpegHeBe-

in an expression a certain amount of subjec-
tive experience, to invest the primary meanings
with a certain sense in order to convey some-
thing definite, simultaneously objective and
subjective, the “quasi-object”, thanks to which
I or “So-and-So” may find their place in their
socio-cultural world. This conclusion takes
us back to what Shpet wrote as a comment
on Abelard. For him the important thing is to
overcome the distinction between categorem-
atic and syncategorematic expressions, to show
that there exists the basic structure inherent in
any language act of communication which con-
trols — mainly through the process of compre-
hension — the whole ontological activity of the
human being.

In Chapter 4 of The Inner Form of the Word
Shpet, speaking about morphological and syn-
tactic forms with a view to revealing the ba-
sic structure of expression in the context of the
philosophy of language clearly switches from
the terminology of Appearance and Sense to the
terminology of medieval logic. He writes that
“morphological forms in themselves, i.e. not in
their syntactic application, do not have mean-
ings and senses [...] do not have a signify-
ing function and are thus not understandable
(in themselves)” (ibid., p. 379). In this connec-
tion he reproduces his earlier definition of the
word: “In general the word itself is a ‘thing’
which has its ontological forms, with its inher-
ent special content which is present as meaning
in special words: word-signs and word-things.
These are words, as it were, of the second order
(suppositional predicates) [...] they demand,
of course, a special designation to distinguish
them” (ibid., p. 380).

It is precisely in the footnote to this frag-
ment that Shpet switches to the terminology
of medieval terminist logic. Like the thir-
teenth-century philosophers, he works on cat-
egorical definitions, distinguishing word-thing
and word-sign and showing how in a certain
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KoBbs. OH Tak ke, Kak ¢wiocodrr XIII B, pado-
TaeT HaJl KaTeropuajbHBIMI OIlpeslesIeHUsIM,
OT/IMYasi CJIOBO-BeIllb OT CJIOBa-3HaKa ¥ IIOKa3bl-
Bas, KaK B OIpelleJIeHHOVI CUTyalluy (Hallpumep,
Korga ymnoTrpebrsercs: cyddpuKc poamTeIbHOro
mazie’ka) oOpas3yIOTCsl CJI0Ba-3HAKM CJIOB-BEIIeN.
J1 He cTaHy LUTUPOBATh Bech IpumMep. 51 TOJIBKO
MOIUYepPKHY, YTO MMEHHO TO, K YeMy OH IIpuIle],
CJI0BO-3HaK cJioBa-Bery, llIner HasbIBaeT «peastb-
HOVI cyTosuiiyer». OHa MosABIISeTCs, HallpyMep,
Ha MecTe «HOMWHaJIbHOV» (CYMIIO3UIINM) U «3a-
CTaBjIgeT yKasblBaTh Ha HEKOTOpYIO MonauduKa-
ILIVIIO peasTbHOro ObITHS» (TaMm xe, c. 381, iprme.).

SIBHO, uTo llImIeT yoTpebiiseT MOHATVE CYIIIO-
3UIIMV, YTOOBI IIpeICTaBUTh HOBBIM 00pa3oM 3Jie-
MEeHTBI ¥ IIPOIecC OCYIIECTBJIEHWUS CTPYKTYpPBI
cs10Ba 11 BeIpaskeHws. Vimenno y Ilerpa Vicrancko-
ro oH 310 Haxogut. VI B camoM pene, [letp Vcnan-
ckumt ObpUT B XIII B. caMBIM V3BECTHBIM IIpeJCTa-
BUTeJIeM ITapVDKCKOM IIKOJIBI  CXOJIaCTMYeCKON
sorviku (Libera, 2007, p. 295—299), ero «Iractatus /
Summulae logicales» cityxmi ygebHMKOM 110 ca-
Moro XV B, I IMEHHO B €T0 yYeHWUM ITpeJICTaBIsgeT-
Csl VI aHJIM3MpPYeTcsl IIpobJieMaTKa Cynnosutyui,
KOTOpas SIBJIAeTCs OIHVM U3 1IeHTpaIbHbIX TIOHS-
TUV cXoJIacTUKM 3Toro Bpemenu. I1lmer sanMcTBy-
€T y Hero pasHble BU/Ibl CYHIIO3UIINI (IIPOCTYIO,
MaTepUaIbHYIO M JIMYHYIO) U C VX IIOMOIIBIO JTaeT
MOHATH, YTO MMEHHO HOIpasyMeBaeTcsl IOfI, JIIo-
ObIM OIperiesieHVeM, Ha3HauYeHVeM VIV HaVIMeHO-
BaHMeM. TeMaTnKa CyIIIO3MITNM, IIPMOABIIAACH K
yKa3aHHOMY BhIIIle BOIIpocy o0 exponibilia, T103Bo-
nget llnery nepexoquTh OT TOrO, YTO IO pa3yMe-
BaeTcs, K TOMY, YTO BbIpakaeTcsl, TO eCThb [1aTh I10-
HSITh, KaK BbIpakaeTcs o pa3syMeBaemoe’. DTuM

* MoxHO cocitaTecsd M Ha «ODcTeTmdeckye dQparMeH-

Tbl», THe BO Bropou dactu Illmer obparaer BHMMaHMe
Ha IIPOLIecC, KOTOPBIVT MOXET OCYIIIeCTBUTBHCS Ha OCHOBE
suppositio u significatio, 1 I 3TOroO IIEPEXOONT K ITOHS-
TUVHOMY allllapaTy Ha PyCCKOM S3bIKe, II0JIb3Y5Ch TAaKMMI
TepMMHaMM, KaK «II0fIpa3yMeBaeMOCTb», «IIOfIpa3yMeBa-
eTcs» VWIN «TTofipasyMeBaeMoe». Cu., Harrpumep, (LLmeT,
200706, c. 229), T/1e MBI HAXOJIMM TaKOe JKe M3JIOKEHVIE IIPO-
OJ1eMaTVKI IIOCPENCTBOM 3TMX TEPMUHOB, KaK BO «BHy-
TpeHHel popMe cJI0Ba» IIOCPeICTBOM IOHSTII expositio,
exponibilia, suppositio, significatio v T. 1.
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situation (for example, when the genitive-case
suffix is used) word signs of word-things are
formed. I am not going to cite the whole exam-
ple, I will merely stress that Shpet designates as
“real supposition” precisely what he arrived at,
i.e. the word-sign of the word-thing. It surfac-
es, for example, in place of the “nominal” sup-
position to point to a modification of real being
(ibid., p. 381n).

Obviously, Shpet uses the concept of sup-
position to present in a new way the elements
and the process of structuring the word and
expression. He finds it in Peter of Spain. In-
deed, Peter of Spain in the thirteenth centu-
ry was the best-known representative of the
Paris school of scholastic logic (Libera, 2007,
pp- 295-299), his Tractatus / Summulae logicales
served as a textbook until the fifteenth century
and it is his doctrine that presents and analyses
the problematics of supposition, one of the cen-
tral concepts of scholasticism of the time. Shpet
borrows from him various types of supposi-
tion (simple, material and personal) to show
exactly what is meant by a definition, desig-
nation or name. Supposition, coupled with the
above-mentioned question of exponibilia, en-
ables Shpet to pass on from what is implied to
what is expressed, i.e. allows us to understand
how the implied is expressed.” In this way
Shpet uncovers for us the inherent process of
constitution, the shaping of the concept, in oth-
er words, “the inner form of the word” corre-
sponding to what he earlier (in Appearance and
Sense) meant by “the structure of the word and
expression”.

> Ican also cite Aesthetic Fragments where in the second
part Shpet looks at the process which can be based on
suppositio and significatio, to which end he switches to
Russian concepts using terms like podrazumevayemost’,
podrazumevayetsya” and podrazumevayemoye. See, for ex-
ample Shpet (2007b, p. 229), where we find the same
rendering of the problem with the help of these terms
as in The Inner Form of the Word through the concepts of
expositio, exponibilia, suppositio, significatio etc.
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crocobom Illmer HaM OTKpBIBaeT caM IIpOIIecc,
HPVCYIINI KOHCTUTYVPOBAHMIO, TO €CTh 0POpM-
JIEHWIO, TIOHSITS, VHBIMU CJIOBaMU — «BHYTp€eH-
HIOIO (POPMY CJIOBa», COOTBETCTBYIOIIYIO TOMY, UTO
OH paHbllle (B «AB1eHuu u cmbvicie») IMeJl B BUILY
T0f1, «CTPYKTYPOVI CJIOBa U BbIPaskeH .

B 3axsmrouenme s xoresa Obl IOTYEPKHYTH CIle-
ayromee. Y Ilnera camoe Ba)KHOe 4acTO HaXOUT-
Cs1 B CHOCKaX: 3TO TO, UTO OCTaeTCsl CKPBITHIM B Ca-
MOM TeKCTe, UTO IIOfIpasyMeBaeTcsi, HO BCe-TaKu
CYIIEeCTBYeT, UTO HaHO, XOTsS VI HeIpsIMbIM oOpa-
30M. fI B 3TOM yOemmiach, Korja IpodnTaia 1 Ie-
peseita KHUTY «SBjieHme u cMbici» (Chpet, 2013),
I7le B TIOCJIe[THeVI CHOCKe IIOCIIefTHeVl IJIaBbl (pu-
socod cceutaercs Ha Ilasia dopeHcKoro, yTou-
Hsig pasHUIy Mexay duiocodmert 1 pesTuruen.
To >xe camoe mporicxonuT Bo «BHyTpenHeit popme
cstoBay, TAe IlneT npeycTapiisgeT HEKOTOPHIE 3le-
MeHTbI TePMMUHWUCTCKOV JIOTMKM VIMEHHO B CHO-
ckax. OH Kak OyZITO HapO4HO 3TO JIejIaeT, YTOObI
BOBJIeUb prtocoda-unTaTesis B CBOVI MHTeIUIeK-
TyaJIbHBIVI IyTh, JaTh €My B CHOCKaX MaTepuall
IIJIST BO3MOXKHBIX «MOAMPUKAIINT» (BapUaLnil)
IPVOTKPBITE 0COOBINT cMbIcI. Tlorpyxasich B cHO-
CKM, 4YMTaTe]Ib COOCTBEHHBIM aKTOM OCMBICIIe-
HWSI MOXXET OCBOUTH 3TOT TeKCT, IIPOHVKHYTH B
ero BHYTPeHHIOIO (POpMy, COTBOPUTH ee BMecTe
co IlInmerom. Mel MMeeM fieJ10 37ech He TOJIBKO C
coyvacTreM, HO ¥ C COTBOPeHMeM, C YyIoM B3au-
MOIIOHMMaHMs, ¢ TeM, 4To caM IllrmeT HasbiBaeT
«KOHTe€HMaJIbHOCTBIO». BOT 4TO OH mvicast 00 3ToM
B KOHIIe kHU2U «Brympenuas popma caoba»: «<XKn-
BO€ yJacTie B CAMOM TBOPYEeCKOM aKTe, aKTMBHOe,
a He IHEPTHOe BOCIIPUSATYIE IIPOAyKTa 3TOrO TBOP-
4ecTBa, BXIMBaHMEe B HET0, — BCe 3TO [ieJlaeT Hac
caMmX, co3epHalolInX, HacJaKHAIOIIXcsd U BO-
MPOMIAIOIINIX O CyObeKTe, ero YIYaCTHUKAMM U CO-
yuactHUKaMu» (Let, 2007a, c. 500).

S maBHO MOYYBCTBOBajla, YTO 3TW CCHUIKM Ha
noruky CpellHeBeKOBbs, XOTd KaK OyATO CKpBI-
TBIe, TPAIOT BAXXHYIO POJIb B TBOpYecTBe I'ycTaBa
Ireta. B cBsA3M ¢ 3TMM 1 yIyIyOwmsIachk B JIMTepary-
PY O CperlHeBeKOBOVI JIOTVKe ¥ CIiope 00 YHUBep-
carmsax (Kaury AsteHa fe JInbepa, HaripriMep), HO
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In conclusion I would like to make the fol-
lowing observation. Shpet often says the most
important things in footnotes: this is what re-
mains hidden in the text, what is implied but
nevertheless exists, what is given, albeit indi-
rectly. This was brought home to me forcibly
when I read and translated Appearance and
Sense (Chpet, 2013), where in the last footnote
to the last chapter he invokes Pavel Floren-
sky to clarify the difference between philos-
ophy and religion. The same happens in The
Inner Form of the Word, where Shpet introduces
some elements of terminist logic in footnotes.
He seems to be doing it deliberately in order
to draw the philosophical reader into his intel-
lectual journey, to give him material for pos-
sible “modifications” (variations), give him a
glimpse of some special meaning. By immers-
ing oneself in the footnotes, the reader engag-
es with the text, penetrates into its inner form,
creates together with Shpet. We are looking
here not just at participation, but at co-crea-
tiveness, the miracle of mutual understanding,
what Shpet calls “congeniality”. This is how he
put it at the end of The Inner Form of the Word:
“Engaged participation in the creative act, ac-
tive and not inert perception of the outcome
of this creativity, becoming part of it — all this
turns us, those who observe, enjoy and inquire
about the subject, into participants and fel-
lows” (Shpet, 2007a, p. 500).

I have long sensed that these references to
medieval logic, seemingly hidden, play an im-
portant role in Gustav Shpet’s work. This led
me to delve into the literature on medieval log-
ic and the debate on universals (books by Alain
de Libera, for example), but it is only now,
when putting all this material together, that I
fully appreciated the role these footnotes play,
not only in reproducing the dynamics of the
structure of the word and expression and the
creation of the inner form of the word, but in



JIVIITB cefrdac, codmpasi BeCb 3TOT MaTepuasl, [OHs-
J1a, KaKyI0 pOJIb UTPAlOT 3TV CChUIKM He TOJIBKO B
BOCITPOVM3BeIeHNM JMHaMVUKM CTPYKTYPHBI CJI0Ba 1
BBIpa)KeHNs VI B COTBOPEHMY BHYy TpeHHell POpMBbI
CJIOBa, HO ¥ B CaMOM IIpollecce pasBUTHs TBOpUe-
crBa Ineta. Eciin dpusocodpmss Kanra crata mis
[IrreTa MMITYJIECOM K CO3aHMIO COOCTBEHHOV (p1-
710cO0pUM, TO CCHUIKM Ha CXOJIACTUYECKYIO JIOTH-
Ky JlajIi eMy BO3MOXXHOCTb IT€PeOCMBICIIUTE CBOe
repBoHavaIbHOe «(peHOMEeHOJIOrMYeCcKoe» OTKPHI-
TVie B JIOTVIYECKOM VI OHTOJIOTMUeCKOM KOHTEeKCTax.
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Shpet’s whole creative process. Whereas Kant’s
philosophy gave Shpet an impulse to create his
own philosophy, the appeal to scholastic logic
enabled him to rethink his initial “phenomeno-
logical” discovery in the logical and ontological
contexts.
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HIIIET, I'YMBOJIBAT, KAHT:
DOPMBI, ITOHATW A, CXEMBbI.
TEPMWVHDBI 1 KOHIEITIIVN

B.U. Moauano8?!

B cmamve anasusupyemcs unmepnpemayus yaeHus
Buaveeavma ¢pon I'ymboasoma o aswixe 8 pabomax I'y-
cmaba IlInema, a maxxe nosuyus Illnema ommocumenso-
HO Bauanus Ha T'ymboavoma gpusocopuu Kanma. Ax-
yenm 6 uccaedoBanuu coesan HA MEPMUHOAOSUHECKUT
AHAAU3, OCHOBHAS NPeonocsLAKA KOMOpo20 — pasAuvue
c106a, mepMuHA U NOHAMUA: 00HO U MO Xe 1060 UAU
couemarue c108 moxem 0003HAUAMb Pa3Hble MEPMUHDL,
a NoHAmuUe ecms mepmun 6 kaxoom onpedeseHHOM Yue-
Huu. Ilpedmemom kpumuueckozo0 aHaiu3a cmaHoBum-
cs (PyHKYUA mepMuHa «BHYMpeHHas opma A3bika» Y
T'ymboav0ma u mparcgpopmayus 3mozo mepmura 6 «no-
Hamue GHympenneil popmoul», KOMOopoe, 1o Npeonosoxe-
nuto IlInema, umeso mecmo 6 pasrvie 3n0xXu U Y pasHvLx
moicaumenett — Ilramona, Ilnomuna, I'éme, I'ymbo160-
ma u 0p. Paccmampubaemca pasiuvue mepmuroB, 060-
3HAUEHHbIX 00HUM U 11eM ke cr0Bom «nonsmue», y I'ym-
601v0ma, Ilnema u Kawma. Anaiusupyemcs nosuyus
IInema no 6onpocy o Bausnuu Kanma na I'ymbosvoma, 6
uacmHocmu 6 acnekme «CXeMamu3Ma 4UCHIbIX pacclyoou-
Holx nonAmuil». Muenue Illmeinmans no smomy Bonpo-
cy nosboasem nocmaBums eepmenebmueckuti onpoc o
mom, ¢ kakum Kanmom umeem 0eso mom uAu UHOU UcC-
caedoBamens 6 onpedesertoe Bpems, Hanpumep 6 Hauase
XIX 8. uau 6 nepbon mpemu XXI 6. Ommeuaemca umne-
pamubroiil xapaxmep Hexkomopulx Bvickasvibanuil ne-
ma, a maxxe e20 xapakmepucmuxa Gauanus Kanma na
T'ymboavoma xak Buywenus. PaccmampuBaemca maxxe
wnemoBcekasn kpumuxa cybeexmubusma, 8 xode komopotl
Inem avuwaem cybsexmubrocms mbopuecméba u ocmab-
Aflem 3a Hell CNocoOHOCHL MOoAbKO nepedabams NoHsmoe
u owubamoca. B saxatouenue paccmampubaemcs memo-
dosoeuneckasn nosuyus Ilnema (Bonpoc o nepBercmbe
mosxx0ecmba usu pasAunus) u pos mepmuHos02uu 8 eeo
mpyoax. [loaaearuto moxoecmba kax ucxo0H020 NYHKMA

! Poccuvickuit TOCyZTapCTBEHHBIVI TyMaHUTapHBIV YHU-
BepCUTeT,

Poccms, 125993, Mocksa, Muycckad 1t f. 6.

Iocmynuaa 8 peoaxyuro: 14.06.2024 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2024-3-3

SHPET, HUMBOLDT, KANT:
FORMS, CONCEPTS, SCHEMES.
TERMS AND IDEAS

V. 1. Molchanov?

The article examines the interpretation of the teach-
ing of Wilhelm von Humboldt on language by Gustav
Shpet together with Shpet’s perception of the influence
of Kant'’s philosophy on Humboldt. Special emphasis is
laid on terminological analysis, the underlying thesis
of this analysis being that words, terms and concepts
are not the same thing: one and the same word or word
combination can denote different terms, and the con-
cept is a term in each particular doctrine. The object
of critical analysis is the function of Humboldt's term
“inner form of language” and the way this term was
transformed, according to Shpet, into “the concept of
inner form” over time by various thinkers — Plato,
Plotinus, Goethe, Humboldt and others. The difference
is analysed between the terms which Humboldt, Shpet
and Kant denoted by the same word “concept”. Shpet’s
position on the issue of Kant’s influence on Humboldt
is analysed, notably in terms of the “schematism of the
pure concepts of understanding”. Steinthal’s opinion
on this issue allows us to raise the hermeneutic question
of what kind of Kant a particular researcher is dealing
with at a particular time — from the beginning of the
nineteenth century until our days. The author notes the
peremptory character of some of Shpet’s claims as well
as his description of Kant’s influence on Humboldt as
suggestion. The author also considers Shpet’s critique
of subjectivism, which robs subjectivism of creativity
and confines it to the capacity to convey what has been
understood and to err. Finally, Shpet’s methodology
(the question of identity and difference) and the role of
terminology in his own works is considered. The posit-
ing of identity as the starting point of method accords
with Shpet’s conviction that terms have meaning and
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B.U. Monuanos

Memooa coomBemcmByem ybexoenue [nema 6 naruuuu
Y mepMunoB cmvicaa u pasescHsawuerl cuavl. Bonpe-
ku Illnemy, umenno pasiuvue crmaHoBUmMcs UCxXo0OHbIM
ONbIMOM U KA0HeBbIM MEPMUHOM (heHOMEHOA02UHeCKOT
U 1ocmgeHoMeH0102u1eckoil purocoguiL.

KaroueBuie caoba: IlInem, Kanm, ['ymbo1v0m, mep-
MuH, c106o, nousmue, BHympeHHss popma, A3bik, cxema,
pasautue, cydsekmubHocmy, cunmes, moxoecmbo

ITostHOCTBIO MBI He OXBaTbIBaeM MBICIIBIO
TO, UTO BBICKa3bIBaeM, U Jaxke caMble CTporve
MBIC/TUTE/IVI OOBIYHO He JIeIaloT 3TOro, Jaxke
P CAMOVI TOYHOV apTyMeHTaII.

@pany, bpenmano (bperTano, 2018, c. 22)

SI3BIK KaK IIpeMeT VCCIIeIoBaHMs — JIVIHTBU-
CTMYECKOr0, aHTPOIIOJIOTMYeCKOro, COLMOJIOrye-
CKOr0 1 JII000ro JIpyroro — Takxe TpeOyerT si3bIKa,
Ha KOTOPOM JIOJKHBI OBITH M3JI0KeHBI pe3ysIbTaThl
aHayM3a. B 3TOM cMbIcile SI3bIK TOBOPUT HEUTO O
cebe, 11 He CyIIIeCTBYeT JPYIVX, BHES3bIKOBBIX Me-
TOZIOB, Oj1arofiapsi KOTOPbIM pe3yJIbTaThl MCCIIefIo-
BaHW, "1 He TOJIBKO S3BIKOBEIUECKIX, MOIJIN OBl
HOCITYXKWUTD [IJIs JaJIbHEVIIIIEN pa60Tbx TICCIIeI0Ba-
TeJIsl, @ TakKKe ObITh MOHATBIMU APYTMMMU — KOJI-
JleraMu VIV ITPOCTO YmnTaTessiMit. VI3 pasiimaHbIx
aCIleKTOB TaKOVI CAaMOOTHECEHHOCTV s3bIKa Hac
VIHTepeCyIOT IpeXie Bcero pyHKUMsS TepMMUHO-
JIOTUY, CIIOCOOBI BBEAIEHVSI TEPMVHOB V1 pasjingue
CJIOB, TEPMMHOB ¥ IOHSATUI B VMHTepIIpeTalum
I.T. IlIrnerom yuenmns B. ¢pon I'ymbopaTa o sA3bI-
Ke. ['yMOOIBIOT mpercTaBisieT pe3ysIbTaThl CBOVIX
VICCIIe[IOBAHMYL, VCIIOJIb3Ysl OIperie/IeHHYIO Tep-
MIHOJIOTMIO, B YaCTHOCTU TePMUHBI «BHYTpeH-
His dopMa s3bIka» (innere Sprachform), «moHs-
Te» (Begriff), «kareropus», «dopma» m «ayx»
(ecrvt myx BOOOITIe MOXKHO CUMTATh TEPMIHOM) U
ap. et m3araeT M MHTepHIpeTUpPYeT yueHue
I'ymborib/Ta O S3bIKe, VICIIONIB3Ys Te JKe TepMUHBI
VI BBIIBUTAsl Ha IIePBbIVI IJIaH TePMUH «BHYTpPeH-
Hsig popMar. Borrpoc 3akimrodaeTcs B TOM, KaKOBO
pasnare MeXay «BHyTpeHHe popmor» y I'ym-
GoipaTa 1 «BHYTpeHHen dpopmorn» y Illnera, «o-
HATHeM» Y ['ymMOosbaTa» 1 «rioHgTHeM» v Illera
u Kanra (Bormpoc o «IyXxax» Mbl He pacCMaTpuBa-

explanatory power. Contrary to Shpet, it is difference
that is the initial experience and the key term in phe-
nomenological and post-phenomenological philosophy.

Keywords: Shpet, Kant, Humboldt, term, word,
concept, inner form, language, scheme, difference, sub-
jectivity, synthesis, identity

We do not completely think what we say;
the sharpest thinkers, too, tend not to do
this, even in constructing the most precise
proofs.

Franz Brentano (1929, p. 435)

Language as an object of investigation — lin-
guistic, anthropological, sociological etc., — it-
self calls for a language in which the results of
the investigation are presented. In that sense
language says something about itself, such that
there are no other extra-linguistic methods that
enable the results of investigations to be used
for further work and to be understood by oth-
ers, colleagues and lay readers. Among the as-
pects of this self-reference of language we are
particularly interested in the function of ter-
minology, the methods of introducing terms
and the meanings in which Shpet uses words,
terms and concepts in interpreting Humboldt’s
teaching on language. Humboldt presents the
results of his research through terminology,
notably the terms “inner form of language”
(innere Sprachform), “concept” (Begriff), “cat-
egory”, “form” and “spirit” (if spirit can be
considered to be a term). Shpet renders and in-
terprets Humboldt’s doctrine on language us-
ing the same terms and giving prominence to
the term “inner form”. The question is what is
the difference between “inner form” accord-
ing to Humboldt and “inner form” according
to Shpet, “concept” according to Humboldt
and “concept” according to Shpet and Kant
(I am not dealing with “spirit” in this article),
i.e. terms expressed by the same words which
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eM B 3TOVI CTaTbe) — TepPMIUHaMV, BbIpaKeHHBIMU
OIIHVIM ¥ TeM Ke CJIOBOM (IIPVHVIMas BO BHVIMaHe
TPaJAVIIVIOHHBIV IIepeBOLL, TUX CJIOB C HeMeIIKOI'o
Ha pyccKuit 1 obpaTHO). B TepmuHOIOrTIUeCKoM
KJII04Ye MBI pacCMOTPUM TakKke ITPOTVBOPEUVBYIO
no3uiiuio IllmeTa B oTHOIeHUM BiavissHMsS KaHTa
Ha 'ymOorib/iTa, a TakKe IIIIETOBCKME MHTepIIpe-
TallMy ¥ OIleHKM KaHTOBCKOTO CXeMaTu3Ma 4Yu-
CTBIX PacCyJOYHBIX ITOHATUV. MBI KOCHeMcs 1e-
ier1, koTopele mpeciienosai Illner, oOpamasice k
yueHmio ['ymOoipaTa 0 s3bIKe, BBIOVpas B Kaue-
CTBe OCHOBHOI'O TepMWHa «BHYTPEHHIOI POopMy»
V1 IIpeBpallias ee B OCHOBHOE «CJIOBO-TIOHATVIE».
OcHOBHOM IIPEeITIOChUIKOV HAIIIero VCCiIeI0Ba-
HWs ABJIAETCA pas3jIndye CJIoBa VM TepMIHA, a Tak-
JKe TepMMHa ¥ HOHATHS; OHO M TO e CJIOBO MO-
JKeT CIIY)KUTh B KauecTBe pa3/IMYHbIX TePMIHOB,
B YACTHOCTVI CJIOBO «IIOHSITME» MOXEeT 0003HauaTh
pasIdHble TepMUHBL TepMIUH — 3TO He IIOHATHe,
HO IIOHSATVE — 3TO TepMUH, KOTOPBIN, IIPU coXpa-
HEHWY CJIOBa, MOXKET OBITh pas3/IMYHbIM B pas3ind-
HBIX KOHIIensx, HarpuMep y Kanra n I'eresra.

1. icTopmsa 1 marus
«BHYTpeHHeN (pOpMbI»

CymiectByeT v oOmiasi mmpoOsieMa BHYTpeH-
Hell (POpMBI, KOTOpasi CTaHOBWIACH ITPEIMETOM
paccMOTpeHMs B pasHble SIIOXV U Y Pa3sHBIX MBbIC-
nutenen? Illner mpITaeTcs mokKasaTh, YTO TaKas
mpo0sieMa CyIIecTByeT, C IIOMOIIBIO HEKOTOPOIro
KoymgecTBa mpuMepoB. Kak Hm paccMmarpuBath
3TY IOIBITKY, 37IeCb OOHapy X1BaeTcs BecbMa I1eH-
HBIVI TEPMMHOJIOTMYECKUN MaTepuajl, KOTOPBIV,
OIIHAKO, He OOs3bIBaeT IIpeBpalllaTh 3HAYEHMIS
CJIOB I TEPMMHBI Pa3HBIX 310X B OHO, II0 BbIpa-
xenmio I1rera, «TpyHOe HOHATE».

Camo 110 cebe ci0BOCOUeTaHME «BHYTPEHHSS
dopma» ykaspiBaeT Ha HeuTo HeysoBumoe. [lo-
mpobyeM IPUMEHUTD ero K pa3HOro BUAa «CYII-
HOCTSIM» (0OITlee ¢J10BO T10M0OpaTh, KaK MBI yBU-
oM, TpyaHo). YTo Takoe BHyTpeHHss dopma
IpeMeTa — CKakeM, CTOla VUIM YepHVJIBHW-
111, M13JII00JIEHHBIX TTPEIMeTOB JIFOAeVl VT IIIVIX
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are based on the traditional translation of these
words from the German and English into Rus-
sian and vice versa. Terminology will be the
focus of my analysis of Shpet’s controversial
position on Kant’s influence on Humboldt as
well as Shpet’s interpretation and assessment
of the Kantian schematism of pure concepts of
understanding. I will touch upon the goals that
Shpet pursued when turning to Humboldt’s
teaching on language, choosing “innere form”
as the main term and turning it into the main
“word-concept”. The underlying thesis of my
study is the difference between “word” and
“term”, as well as between “term” and “con-
cept”; one and the same word may serve a vari-
ety of terms, e.g the word “concept” may mean
different terms. A term is not a concept, but a
concept is a term which, while retaining the
word, can be different in different conceptual
frameworks, e.g. in Kant and Hegel.

1. The History and Magic
of “Inner Form”

Is there a general problem of inner form that
has been the subject of consideration in differ-
ent eras and by different thinkers? Shpet at-
tempts to prove that such a problem exists,
citing a number of examples. Whatever one
may think about this attempt, it offers valu-
able terminological material, though we do not
have to turn the meanings of words and terms
in various epochs into what Shpet calls a “diffi-
cult concept”.

The word combination “inner form” seems
to point to something elusive. Let us try to ap-
ply it to various “entities”. (Finding a common
word is, as we shall see, a challenge.) For ex-
ample, what is the inner form of a table or an
inkpot — the favourite objects of writers (an
inkpot being an umbrella term for all writing
implements, including the computer)? What is
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(FepHMIIBHMIIA KaK OOIllee Ha3BaHMe IVICHMEH-
HBIX IPpUOOPOB, BKIIIOYasi KOMITbIOTepkl)? YTo Ta-
Koe BHyTpeHHss1 (popma Word'a vt PDFa? Yro
TaKoe BHYTpeHHs:ds popMa BOCHPUSATHS MIIU BO-
oOpakeHMsl, CJIOBOM (BHYTPeHHVUM WJIM BHeIII-
HUM?) — nepexwuBaHusa? Eciam 3aMeHUTH «BHY-
TPeHHIOI0 POPMY» «CTPYKTYPOil», TO B CTPYKType
MOXKHO, IT0 KpariHell Mepe, BbIIeJINTD ee 37IeMeHTHI.
MO’XHO J111 BBIIEJIUTH 3JIeMEeHTHI VJIN, eCJIV YTOf-
HO, MOMEHTBI, Y BHyTpeHHel (popMbI? KaHT oTMe-
4JaeT (POPMBI BHEIIIHErO U BHYTPEeHHero OIbiTa —
IIPOCTPaHCTBO 1 BpeMs. Kak HIM MCTOJIKOBBIBATh
KaHTOBCKOe «BpeMs» U €ro IIyTb OT (POpMBI UyB-
CTBEHHOCTV K TPAHCIIEHIEHTAJIBHOV CXeMe, BCe
Xe y KaHTa BpeMst — 3TO He BHYTpeHH:Id popMa
BHYTPEHHET0 OITbITa, HO TOJIBKO ero dopma. VHa-
ye HY>KHO ObIITO OBI TOVICKMBATECH [10 BHY TPEHHeN
dopmer Bpemenn. Kaxercs, uto I'ycceprs mpen-
JIOKWJT HalITV TaKOBYIO B €ro peTeHIINAX U Ipo-
TeH1VsX? Ho Torma Hy>kHO ObUTO ObI TPOIOJIKUTE
TIOVICKY BHYTpeHHeV1 (OpMbI peTeHIIUM U T. 1.
I'yMO0IBT TOBOPUT O BHYTPEHHEeN (popMe S3bI-
Ka, yTBepXXas, 4To A3bIK — 3TO SHEPIrisi U TBOP-
4ecTBO. DHepruto (Hanpumep, sHepruo CoiHIa)
MOXXHO ObUIO OBbI Ha3BaTh BHYTpeHHel OpMOTL,
HO Bp#]I JIVI MOXKHO TOBOPUTE O BHYTpeHHel ¢op-
Me sHeprum wiuM TBopdecTBa. lllmer HasbIBaeT
CBOIO KHUTY «BHyTpeHHss1 dpopmMa cii0Ba», HO He
«BHYTpeHHss (popMa s3bIka»”. [Tpr1 sToM «obrrmm
3HaMeHaTelb» — TEepPMUH «BHYTpeHHsd Qop-
Ma» — WIPaeT VICKJIFOUMUTEIPHO BaXXHYIO POJib B
kHure Illriera. 3aHVMaeT I 3TOT TePMUH TaKoe
BaKHOe MecTO y camoro ['ymOGosbiara, Bapuaiiy-
M Ha TeMbI KOTOPOro IocpsilieHa kHura Illre-
Ta, V1 SIBJISIETCS JIV 3TO CJIOBOCOYETaHNe Y IIepBOro
yeM-TO OosIbIVM, ueM TepmuHOM? [laparpad 21
OCHOBHOTO ITponssefeHms I'ymOomnpara «O pasim-
UMM CTPOEHMS YesIoBeUecKMX S3bIKOB U ero BiIN-
SHUM Ha JIyXOBHOE pa3BUTVeE UejloBeuecTBa» O3a-
riaBieH «BHyTpennss dopma g3pika». OpmHako
KpoMe 3arjlaBusi TepMUH «BHYTpPeHHss popmar
B TeKCTe maparpadpa He BcTpedaeTcs. B ciremyro-

2 O ¢pysxmmsx TepmuHa «coso» y Ilmera em.: (3vHueH-
Ko, IIpyxunms, [legpuna, 2010, c. 53 —72).
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the inner form of Word or PDF? What is the in-
ner form of perception or imagination, in short,
internal or external experience? If one replaces
“inner form” with “structure”, in structure one
can at least identify its elements. Can we single
out elements or moments of inner form? Kant
identifies the forms of external and internal ex-
perience as space and time. No matter how one
interprets Kantian “time” and its path from a
form of perception to a transcendental scheme,
Kant’s time is not an inner form of inner expe-
rience, but just the form. Otherwise one would
have to search for the inner form of time. Hus-
serl seems to have suggested that inner form
can be found in retention and protention. But
then he should have continued the search for
the inner form of retention etc.

Humboldt speaks about the inner form of
language, maintaining that language is energy
and creativity. Energy (for example, the ener-
gy of the sun) could be called inner form, but
we can hardly talk about the inner form of en-
ergy or creativity. Shpet entitled his book The
Inner Form of the Word but not “the inner form
of language”.? However, the “common denom-
inator”, the term “inner form”, plays a key role
in Shpet’s book. Does this term play an equally
important role for Humboldt who is the subject
of Shpet’s book, and is the use of the word com-
bination by the former something more than a
term? Paragraph twelve of Humboldt's main
work, The Diversity of Human Language-Struc-
ture and Its Influence on the Mental Development
of Mankind, entitled “Combination of Sound
with Inner Linguistic Form”, is devoted to the
inner laws of language, inner formation (innere
Gestaltung) and, finally, the necessary synthesis
of the outer and inner speech-form (Humboldt,
1988, pp. 88-89). In § 10 Humboldt writes about

2 On the meanings with which Shpet invests the term

“word” see Zinchenko, Pruzhinin and Shchedrina (2010,
pp- 53-72).



mem naparpade, «CoenviHeHVe 3ByKa ¢ BHYTpPeH-
Hell POpMOTI si3bIKa», pedb MAET O BHYTPeHHMX
3aKOHaX $3bIKa, O BHyTpeHHeM (POopMUpOBaHUNU
(innere Gestaltung) 1, HakoHel1, 0 HEOOXOIMMOM
CUHTe3e BHeIIIHeVl 11 BHyTPeHHel s13bIKOBO pop-
MbI (I'ymOomeaT, 1984, c. 108). B § 20 I'ymOomnbaT
HNIIET O IIPOTUBOIOCTaBJIEHNN 3BYKOBOV (POPMBI
1 OPMBI BHYTPEHHEN! B CBSI3U C pas/InyuyieM S3bl-
KOB, TO €CThb B OITPeIe/IeHHOM KOHTEKCTe:

V3 Bcero cka3aHHOTO BBITEKAeT, UTO 3BYKO-
Basi opMma ecTh TO, Ha YeM IJIaBHBIM 0OpasoM
OCHOBBIBAIOTCS Pa3/IMUMs S3bIKOB. DTO 3aKJIIO-
YJaeTcsl B CaMOW IIpUpojie 3BYKOBOM (POPMBI, TakK
KaK B JIeVICTBUTEILHOCTV TOJIBKO MaTepyiaJIbHbIe,
HEeVICTBUTEIIBHO OPOPMIIEHHBIE 3BYKM COCTABJISI-
IOT A3BIK, U 3BYK JIOITyCKaeT 3HauYMUTeIIbHO OOJTb-
Ilee pasHooOpasue pasIndnii, YeM BHYTPeHH:S
dopma si3bIKa, KOTOpas Hen30e)XHO HeceT B cebe
Oospite enyiHOOOpaswms (Tam xe, c. 97).

V13 3TOTO CIIeyeT 1o MeHBbIIIeV Mepe, YTO I'yM-
OorbATOBCKAsl «BHYTpeHH: popMa» Bce Xe He
yHUBepcaJIbHa, a ee «Doslee eIMTHOOOpa3HBIVI Xa-
pakTep» yKa3blBaeT Ha HEKOTOpPYyIO Heollpeie-
JIEHHOCTb 3HAueHMs STOr0  CJIOBOCOYETAHVIS.
[TprmeuaTeIbHO, UTO CJIOBO «BHYTPEHHUID» CIIy-
xuT y ['ymOobiTa onpenesieHieM MHOTIX «CyO-

CTaHUW». «BHYTPeHHWUII OpraHmsM» (innerer
Organismus), «BHyTpeHHss cyabba» (inneres
Geschick), «BHyTpeHHUe HOHATHUS» (inneren
Begriffserzeugungen), = «BHyTpeHHSISI  IyXOB-

Hag cwia» (innere Geisteskraft), «BHyTpeHHIE
IOBVDKeHMs: Aymm» (inneren Bewegungen des
Gemtiths) — ObIBaIOT JIM1 «BHEIITHVIe» OPTraHU3MBbI,
cyabOBI, ABVDKeHM Iy 1 T. 4.7 KyneMuHativen
«BHyTpeHHero» y I'ym0ornbpaTa cTasmo Hepemakoe B
HeMelKoV dwtocodun u JimTepaType cJIoBo In-
nerlichkeit, KOTOpoe B pycCKOM IIepeBojie IlepeiaHo
KaK «CyOBbeKTMBHOCTE» (cM.: Tam e, c. 104). B ca-
MOM [Iesle, TPYAHO TOH00paTh MOAXOfIsIIee CyIo-
BO, He OyzieM ke MBI IIepeBOJIUThb 3TO CJIOBO Kak
«BHYTPEHHOCTb». OUYeBMIIHO, YTO B OOJIBIIIVTHCTBE
cJIydae CJIOBO «BHYTPEHHUV» IPVBOONUT K ILIEO-
HasMaM. «BryTpeHHss dopma» BBOmMTCH [yM™m-
GoJIbITOM KaK IBOVIHOE ITpOTMBOIIOCTaBJIeHVe:
MaTepuaIbHOVI CTOpOHe s3bIKa (3BYKY) M BHeIII-

27

V. 1. Molchanov

the contradistinction of the sound form and in-
ner form in different languages, i.e. in a differ-
ent context:

It thus becomes readily explicable why it
is chiefly the sound-form which accounts for
the difference of languages. This is inherent in
its nature, since the physical, actually formed
sound is in truth alone in constituting language,
and sound also permits a much greater variety
of differences than can occur with the inner
speech form, which necessarily brings with it
more likeness (ibid., p. 77).

It follows from the above that Humboldt’s
“inner form” is not, after all, universal, so that
the word “likeness” suggests a certain vague-
ness in this word combination. Tellingly, Hum-
boldt uses the word” “inner” attributively with
regard to many “substances”: “inner organism”
(innerer Organismus), inner destiny (inneres Ge-
schick), internal conceptualisations (innere Be-
griffserzeugungen), inner mental power (innere
Geisteskraft), “inner stirrings of mind” (innere
Bewegungen des Gemiiths) — are there “exter-
nal” organisms, destinies, “stirrings of mind”
etc.? The culmination of “inner” in Humboldt
is the word Innerlichkeit, rendered in Russian
as subjectivnost” (ibid., p. 85), or “subjective in-
wardness,” which is common in German phi-
losophy and literature. In most cases the word
“inner” leads to pleonasm. Humboldt intro-
duces the word “inner” first, in opposition to
the material side of language, the sound; in se-
cond place, to external primarily grammatical
forms of language. The word “inner” refers not
to what is “inside” language, but to its non-ma-
terial essence. Neither Max Schasler (1847),
whose book Shpet mentions, nor Rudolf Haym
(1856, p. 519) gives prominence to the term “in-
ner form”, nor is it used by Shpet to reformu-
late the main differences and the key problem
in Humboldt’s research:
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HUM dopmaM sI3bIKa, IIpeX/e BCero rpaMMaTy-
uveckor. CJI0BO «BHYTPEeHHUV» YKa3bIBaeT 31eCh
He Ha TO, UTO «BHYTpW» 53bIKa, HO Ha HeMaTepu-
ajbHyI0 ero cymHoctb. Hu B kuure M. Illaciiepa
(Schasler, 1847), xotopyto ynommHaet IImeT, H1 ¥
Tavima (cm.: Tarim, 1898, c. 428) TepMuH «BHYTpPeH-
Hes popMa» He BBIXOIWUT Ha IepeHUN IjIaH, He
ynorpebnsercs on u llnerom mpu nepedopmy-
JIMPOBKe OCHOBHOTO PasjIMuusl ¥ OCHOBHOVI IIPO-
671embI B MiccrteiopaHmAx ['yMOosbATA:

PasMmpIiuieHMe  Hall  A3BIKOM  OTKPBIBAeT
HaM JIBa $ICHO OTJIMYAIONIVIXCS JPYr OT JIpy-
ra IpuHIIMIA: 36ykobas gopma Vi ynompebaerue
(Gebrauch), xoTopoe ona HaxoguT mpm 000-
3Ha4YeHWUM IIPeIMEeTOB ¥ CBS3BIBAHWIM MBIC/IENL.
YnorpebiieHne 3ByKOBBIX (POPM OCHOBBIBAETCS
Ha Tex TpeDoBaHMSX, KOTOPbIe IIPeIbIBIIAIOTCS
K S3BIKY MblulleHIeM, T3 4eTO BOSHUKAIOT o0ujue
30KOHbL A3blKA. DTa YacCTh, KaK B CBOeM IIepBOHa-
4JaJIbHOM HaIlpaBJjIeHWUM, TaK ¥ B OCOOEHHOCTSIX
Iy XOBHBIX CKJIOHHOCTEVI U Pa3BUTHS, y BCeX JIO-
7leV, KaK Takmx, ofyHakosa. Hampotus, 3ByKo-
Basi popMa sBJIsIeTcss COOCTBEHHO KOHCTUTYTVB-
HBIM ¥ PYKOBOISIIVM HPVHIIAIIOM Pa3jIidis
s3bIKOB. .. (Imet, 2007a, c. 332).

Ouesnygna HerouHocTh llnera: T'ymGombAT He
yTBepXXIlaeT, UTO «BHYTPeHHsIsI popMa», KOTOPYIO
[reT MHTepHIpeTUpYyeT 311ech KaK «TpeboBaHMs,
OpeabsBIIsieMble MBIIIIJIEHMEM SI3bIKY», OIHAKOBa
y BCex JIIofieVt, ¥ 3TO HecydarHo, 16o et mbl-
TaeTcs IIpeficTaBUTh To, uTo ['yMOONIBLAT HasbiBa-
eT BHyTpeHHel (popMOV1, a MHOIIa «BHYTpeHHe
veer Vi Jaxke «JIyuyesapHOW Meer», Kak JIormde-
CKMVI IPUHIINIL B 5TOM IU1aHe, 11 He TOJIBKO B 3TOM,
[IIieT gBHO reresbsHell, I KOTOPOro MbIIILIe-
HVIe BbISBJISIeT CBOV UVCThIe (POPMBI B JIOTVIKE.

Pasymeetcsi, «BHYTpeHHss dpopMa si3bIKa» —
3TO TePMUH I'yMOOJIBITOBCKOV PrITocOPUM SA3bI-
Ka, OfTHaKO Bps i caM I'ymMOosIbaT, 0 yeM cBu-
JeTeJIbCTBYeT  CMHOHVIMUSI ~ 3TOTO  TePMWUHA,
HpuIaBal eMy ocoOoe 3HaUeHMe 11 TeM Oostee IIbl-
TaJICST PACIIPOCTPAHWUTE €T0 3a ITPefesIbl yUeHs
o gaspike. I1IneT, HAIIPOTWB, IIBITAETCS BHICTPOUTH
VICTOPUYECKYIO JIMHUIO «IIOHSATWs» BHYTpPEHHeN
dopmer — ot IInatona no I'ymbornbara, obbenm-
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Reflection on language reveals two clearly
different principles: the sound form and its use
(Gebrauch) in denoting objects and connecting
thoughts. The use of sound forms is based on
the requirements set to linguage by thought,
from which follow the general laws of language.
That part, inrinsically and in terms of the men-
tal tendency and development, is the same for
all people. In contrast, the sound form is the
constitutive and guiding principle underlying
the difference of languages [...] (Shpet, 2007a,
p. 332).

Shpet is obviously inaccurate here: Hum-
boldt does not claim that “inner form”, which
Shpet interprets as “requirements set to lan-
guage by thought”, is the same for all people,
and this is not accidental because Shpet tries to
present what Humboldt calls inner form and
sometimes “the inner idea” and even “the radi-
ant idea” as a logical principle. In this respect,
and not only in this, Shpet is clearly a Hege-
lian, for whom thinking reveals its pure forms
in logic.

Of course, the “inner form of language” is
a term from Humboldt’s philosophy of lan-
guage, but it is unlikely that Humboldt himself,
as evidenced by the synonymy of this term, at-
tached any special significance to it, and even
less so tried to extend it beyond the study of
language. Shpet, on the contrary, tries to con-
struct a historical line of the “concept” of in-
ner form — from Plato to Humboldt — uniting
“terminologically” such different thinkers as
Plotinus, who overcomes, at least theoretical-
ly, sensuality, and Humboldt, who did not set
himself such a task: “In the aesthetic of Plotinus
[...] we find not only the concept but the very
term “inner form.” Plotinus raises the question
similar to that with which Humboldt wrestled,
namely, how does the bodily go along with
what is not bodily?” (ibid., p. 365).

Who, however, among philosophers and
even non-philosophers, has not been or contin-
ues to be troubled by this question? Let us re-



HSS «TepPMMUHOJIOTMYECKI» TaKVMX PasHBIX MBIC-
auTerer, Kak IlimoTuH, IIPpeoI0JIeBAOIINTI, IIO
KpaltHeyn Mepe TeOpeTUYeCcKu, 1yBCTBEHHOCTD, U
FYM6OHBZ[T, KOTOPBIVI He CTaBWJI HIeper, coboi1 Ta-
Kom 3agaun: «B scretmke ITinormHa... MBI BCTpe-
4JaeM He TOJIBKO IHOHSTVE, HO W CaMbIll TepMUH
“pHyTpenHss dopma’. InoTH cTaBuT BOIpOC,
OIM3KIIL K TOMY, KOTOPbIV 3aTpyaHsU1 ['ymMOosb-
Ta, — KakK TeJIeCHOe COITIaCyeTCsI C TeM, YTO He Te-
stecHO?» (TaMm xe, c. 365).

Koro, onnako, 13 dwiocodos 1 gaxe He dpu-
710c0POB He 3aTPyIHSII M He IPOAOJDKaeT 3aTPy/l-
HSTB 3TOT Bompoc? BcrmomumM xoTs Obl [lekap-
Ta. Bripouem, mexxay InormsaOM 11 I'ymOorbaTom
ZIeVICTBUTEIIBHO MOYKHO HaWTM HeUTO o0Illee: I'vi-
epTpoduIo «BHYTPEHHero», OCHOBa KOTOPO —
pe3Koe pasJiesieHVie BHEIITHero v BHy TpeHHero, co-
CTaBJIdIoIlee HeMaJIyO OIaCHOCTB J1JIsI KYJIBTY Pbl
u obmiecTBa. Ha Takoe pasimmame Kak pasindne
MeX]ly pasInuueM U pasfesieHVeM, VI OTaesle-
HVeM, IIpaKTU4YecKy He oOpalliaroT BHVIMaHMS,
XOTS 3TO KJIFOYeBOe pas3jIndrie aHasInsa.

[IIeT yKasbIBaeT Ha CJIOBOCOYeTaHME B «3CTe-
Tuke IDtoTmHa» «10 €vdov &eidog, 1o mepesomy
@uupHo: intrinseca forma» (Tam ke), HO Heyxe-
JIVI IepeBO]L, C TPeUecKoro Ha JIATMHCKU JT0JKeH
HOCITYXUTh OCHOBaHVeM POPMUPOBaHNS «IIOHS-
TUs» BHYTpeHHel (pOpMbl Ha PycCKOM s3bike? B
pycckux nepesomax IlmormHa 3TO ci0BOCOUeTa-
HUe IepearT KaK «BHYTPEHHUV SVI0C», BUOV-
MO ellle 1 IIOTOMY, YTO B 3TOM ke Itaccaxke [ loTnn
yHoTpedsisieT ¢j10Bo «popMa» (Lop@r)).

ITocre ItoTmna [neT HaXonUT BHY TPEHHIOKO
dopmy y [Ixopmano bpyno, sarem y Illedprcbepn
1, HakoHell, y ['yMOobaiTa 11 €ro MHTepIpeTaro-
POB M KPUTHUKOB. DTO ofHa, 110 IIeTy, Tpagniims
«BHYTpEHHEeN cpopMLI»; «Ipyrasi réTeaHcKas» (TaM
Xe, ¢. 363). OmHako s [€Te, Hartamaer (MHave He
ckaxenrp) Illner, «moHgaTHME “BHYTpeHHeN dop-
MbI” — cirydaniHo. V1 emgsa i [éte, TepmmHOIIO-
TMYecKy — BCerja HavBHBIV, He yMeBIIVI CIIpa-
BUTBCS C IIPOCTBIMM (PYIJIOCOPCKMMM TePMUHAMM,
OecTIOMOITHBINT TIeper, BCIKOV CKOJIBKO-HUOYIb
TOHKOWM (PWIIOCOPCKON AVICTVHKIIVEV, €IBa JIV
OH VI MOT OBl YJIOBUTB ¥ OLIEHUTD JIeVICTBUTEIIHHOE
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call at least Descartes. However, one can indeed
find something in common between Plotinus
and Humboldt: the hypertrophy of the “inner”,
the basis of which is the sharp division of the
outer and the inner, which constitutes a con-
siderable danger for culture and society. Such a
difference as the difference between difference
and division, or separation, is practically ig-
nored, although it is a key difference in analy-
sis. Shpet points to the word combination to
évdov eidog, intrinseca forma in Ficino’s transla-
tion (ibid.) in “the aesthetic of Plotinus”, but can
a translation from Greek into Latin be grounds
for the formation of the “concept” of inner form
in Russian? In Russian translations of Plotinus
this word combination is rendered as “inner ei-
dos”, partly perhaps because Plotinus uses the
word “form” (poper)) in the same passage.
After Plotinus, Shpet finds inner form in
Giordano Bruno, then in Shaftesbury and fi-
nally in Humboldt. This, accoding to Shpet, is
one tradition of “inner form”, the other being
“Goethean” (ibid., p. 363). However, in Goethe
Shpet attacks (there is no other way to put it),
“the concept of ‘inner form” as accidental. And
it is unlikely that Goethe, who was always
naive in terminology, unable to cope with sim-
ple philosophical terms, helpless before any
subtle philosophical distinction, could hardly
have grasped and appreciated the real meaning
of such a difficult concept as the concept of in-
ner form. Most likely, it was “only a metaphor
for him” (ibid., p. 364).% In this remarkable char-
acter sketch of Goethe, one should highlight
his “inability to cope with simple philosophical
terms”. This rather points to the terminologi-
cal naivety of Shpet, who believed, as follows
from this, that terms exist almost in the air-
less space of the history of philosophy (Hegel
apparently also believed this). It is of no small

® Then follows an imperative statement: “The Goethean
tradition in interpreting the term ‘inner form” must be
eliminated” (Shpet, 2007a, p. 407).
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3HauYeHVe TaKOro TPYJHOIO IOHATHS, KaK ITOHATYe
BHyTpeHHel (popMmbl. CKopee Bcero, OHO ObUIO 1151
Hero TOJIBKO Metadpoporo...» (Tam xe, c. 364)°. B
3TOVI IIpMIMeYaTesIbHON XapaKTepucTuke [€Te crie-
AyeT BBIJIeIIUTD «HeyMeHVie CIIPaBUThCS C ITPOCThI-
MU PUII0COPCKUMY TEPMUHAMIL». DTO yKas3blBaeT
CKOpee Ha TepMMHOJIOTMYeCKYI0 HaBHOCTH [1rre-
Ta, KOTOPBIVI IOJIarajl, Kak OTCIOfa CJIeAyeT, YTo
TEPMMHBI CYIIECTBYIOT IIOYTM YTO B 0Oe3BO3IyII-
HOM ITpOCTpPaHCTBe ucTOpuM drtocodpum (Tak
nostarast, Buaumo, u leresp). HemastoBaskHo, uTO
[IrieT jrerko mepexoawuT 37ech OT TepMMHa K IO-
HSTWIO: CHa4aJla pedb MIeT O IIPOCThIX TepMUHAX,
3aTeM O TPY/IHOM IIOHSATUN. «2DTO IIOHATHE, — 3a-
xnodaeT [ieT, — ecsii He caMbIVi TEpMVH, ITPYCY-
111e, OBITH MOXET, BCSIKOMY WIIeaIn3My, B 0COOeHHO-
CTV HEMELIKOMY, TaK Ha3bIBaeMOMY KJIaCCYECKOMY
uneannsMy, HaunHad ¢ Hmiepa...» (Tam xe). Ot-
HOCUTEJIBHO HeMeIIKOTro uean3Ma (B IIMPOKOM
cmpicste) ImeT Healek OT CTUHBI B TOM, YUTO TIO-
HSTVS 371eCh MOT'Y T CYIIIeCTBOBaTh 11 Oe3 TepMIIHOB,
€CJIV, KOHeYHO, He CYUTaTh «IIOHSATVIe» TePMIHOM.
Bepnee Gbuto OBl CKasaTh, UTO HEMEITKOMY Wjiea-
JIV3MY TIPUCYIIU «IIOHATWS» KaK HeKMe CYIIHO-
CTV, KOTOpPbIe caMM [1J1 ceOsi CyTh TepMIMHBI, cCamMU
cebst 0003HAYaAIOT 1 B 3TOM CMBICJIe CaMOJOCTaTOu-
HBI, HYXJIasICh TOJIBKO B JIPYI'MX TaKMX JXe He3aBy-
CUIMBIX OT TEPMMHOJIOIVIVI HOHATUAX.

Ecmu OTCTYIIITh Ha OOVH «IIOHSTUVHBIVI»
mar Haszaj, ot Hlmwiepa, ['ymMGonbaTa 11 Bcex Tpex
KJIaCCVIKOB HEMEeITKOT'O myeasIvi3Ma, TO Mbl BepHeM-
csl, KaK 3TO U TOJIOKeHo, K Kanty — mix obmemy
YUUTEITI0, Y KOTOPOrO TEPMUH «[IOHATVIEe» UI'PaeT
VICKJTIOYMTEIHO BaXHYIO poib. KaHT pasmiua-
eT opMBl cosepliaHs U IIOHATHA (HO He Bceraa:
IIPOCTPAHCTBO U BpeMsi CyTh POPMBI CO3epLiaHMUI
VI OHOBpEeMEHHO — TIOHATMS)?, a TaKKe SMIVIPU-

* Tlosxe cienyeT mMmmepaTus: «['éTeaHcKast TpaguIns B
VICTOJIKOBAaHWM TepMMHA “BHYTpeHHss popMa”’ TOIDKHA
ObITh M3xuTa» (Ilner, 2007a, c. 407).

¢ «[IpocTpaHCTBO He eCThb SMIMPWUYECKOe IIOHSTVEe»
(A 23 / B 38, Kanrt, 2006a, c. 55; 20060, c. 95); «IIpo-
CTPaHCTBO He eCTb OUCKYPCUBHOE... IOHATHE... HO UN-
croe cozeprianme» (A 24—25 / B 39; Kanr, 2006a, c. 57;
200606, c. 95). Camo cobort pasymeeTcsl, YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBO
y KanTa 1 He dmcToe monsTIE paccylKa, TeM He MeHee
naparpadsl 2 1 3 o3arjaB/IeHbl COOTBETCTBeHHO: «MeTta-

30

importance that Shpet easily moves here from
“term” to “concept”: first he talks about simple
terms, then about a difficult concept. “This con-
cept”, Shpet concludes, “if not the term itself,
is perhaps inherent in all idealism, especially
so-called German classical idealism, beginning
with Schiller” (ibid.). With regard to German
idealism (in the broad sense), Shpet is not far
from the truth in that concepts here can exist
without terms, unless, of course, one consid-
ers “concept” to be a term. It would be more
correct to say that German idealism is charac-
terised by “concepts” as certain entities that
are terms in themselves and designate them-
selves; in this sense they are self-sufficient,
needing only other such concepts independent-
ly of terminology. If we take one “conceptual”
step back from Schiller, Humboldt and all three
classics of German idealism, then we return, as
is proper, to Kant, their common teacher, for
whom the term “concept” plays an exception-
ally important role. Kant distinguishes between
forms of contemplation and concepts (but not
always: space and time are forms of contempla-
tion and at the same time concepts?), as well as
empirical concepts (which for Hegel, as he him-
self noted, are nonsense) and pure concepts of
understanding — pure syntheses, actions of
the blind function of the soul. The point here
again is not that the term “concept” can take
on different meanings (this is the premise that
dominates historical-philosophical research, in-
cluding Shpet’s), but that the word “concept”
can serve to designate different terms. The
term “concept” in Kant is different from the

¢ “Space is not an empirical concept” (KrV, A 23 /

B 38; Kant, 1998, p. 157); “Space is not a discursive [...]
concept [...] but a pure intuition” (KrV, A 24-25 / B 39;
Kant, 1998, p. 158). Needless to say, Kant’s concept of
space is not a pure concept of understanding, and yet
§§ 2 and 3 are entitled respectively “Metaphysical
Exposition of This Concept” (KrV, B 37; Kant, 1998,
p- 137) and “Transcendental Exposition of the Concept
of Space” (KrV, B 40; Kant, 1998, p. 176).



yecKue ITOHATH (KakoBble J11s [eresis, Kak oH caMm
oTMeyaJl, 1101sense) i YUCThle pacCyI0uHble TIOHS-
TUS — YWCTBbIe CUHTE3b, IeVICTBIS CJlerot PyHK-
yn gy, [leso 31mech onaTh-Taky He B TOM, YTO
TEPMUH <« IOHSTVE» MOXET IIPVMHMMATh pa3Hble
3HayeHMs (TaKoBa ITPeJIIOChIJIKa, T'OCIIONICTBYIO-
masi B MICTOPUKO-PMIIOCOPCKMX MCCIIeIOBaHMSX,
B ToM uncite y Illnera), HO B TOM, YTO CJIOBO «IIO-
HSTVIe» MOXET CITy>KUTb [1JIs1 0003HaueH sl pa3HbIX
TepM1HOB. TepMuH «10HATHEe» ¥ KaHTa 1HOV, yeM
TePMUH «IIOHsSTHe» y leress, TepMUH «IOHATVIE»
y I'ymbomnpara nHOMI, yeM y Terers u KanTa, m T. 1.

O xakmx moHsTHsIX nnitet [met? On abcoroT-
HO ITpaB B TOM, uTO «y I'yMOoJIb/iTa HET TOM yCTOM-
YMBOCTV TEPMWMHOJIOTMY, C KOTOPOI MBI BCTpe-
yaeMmcsl Y PmIocopcKy AVCIUIUIMHMPOBAHHBIX
ymos» (e, 2007a, c. 348). (3ameTnm, 4TO IIpU-
MepoM TaKOVl HeyCTOMYMBOCTH ObLI aBTOP CTaThi
«Dytocodud Kak cTporasi HayKa».) CJI0BO «IIOHH-
Tne» y I'ym0oribiiTa, KOTOpOe OH He OCO3HaeT B Ka-
yecTBe TepMIHa, yIIOTpedsIsieTcsl B pasHbIX 3Haue-
HMSAX: OH IIPOTUBOIIOCTaB/IsIeT MHVIBUya/IbHbIe
VI POJOBble IIOHATH, VICIIOJIb3yeT CJIocoueTaHve
«O01IIVIe TIOHSTHS», a TAKXKe CJIOBO «ITIOHSTVIE» B Ta-
KVX OOBIYHBIX U HeOoIlpelesleHHBIX COYeTaHMIX,
KaK «IIOHSITVE UYero-To», HalIpyMep «IIOHATHe IBU-
JKeHVIs» VIJIVL «IIOHATHe KadecTBa». OgHaKO BCTpe-
4JaeTcss M crenydndeckoe ymnorpebrieHne 3TOro
CJIOBa, KOTOpOe OTHOCUTCS KaK pa3 K ero Teopum
a3bIKa. I IoHsATVIe OTOXIeCTBIIeTCs CO 3HaUYeHVIeM:
«[Tom, cyioBaMM cilefiyeT IIOHMMAaTh 3HaKW OTHeIIb-
HbIX HOHATH. CJ10r 00pa3syeT 3ByKOBOe e[IVTHCTBO,
HO OH CTaHOBUTCS CJIOBOM TOJIBKO TOTI[a, KOrja
OH caM TI0 ceDe TIOTy4JaeT 3HaUeHVe, 1171 Uero va-
CTO HeOOXOIIVIMO COeIMHeHVIe HeCKOJIBKVIX CJIOTOB.
IToaToMy B cilOBe Beerzia CXOIWUTCH JIBOSIKOe eIVH-
CTBO — 3ByKa 1 noHsTHs» (I'ymOomeaT, 1984, c. 90;
repeBoy] yTouHeH. — B. M.).

[IIrler oTMeYaeT HeOIpPee/IeHHOCTh «IIOHS-
Tns» y I'ymOomnpara B 3ToM MecTe: «3ByKOBOe
eJIVIHCTBO, TI0 onpeesieHNIo ['ymMO0s1b/Ta, TOIBKO

dusmaeckoe paszbscHeHMe 3TOro nmoHgTns» (B 37; Kawnr,
2006a, c. 93) 1 «TpaHcleHIeHTaIBHOE pa3bsCHEHNE II0-
HTIA 0 ITpocTpaHcTe» (B 40; Kanr, 20064, c. 97).
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term “concept” in Hegel, the term “concept” in
Humboldt is different from that in Hegel and
Kant etc.

What concepts does Shpet write about? He is
absolutely right that “Humboldt lacks the sta-
bility of terminology that we find in philosoph-
ically disciplined minds” (Shpet, 2007a, p. 348).
(It sould be noted that the author of the article
“Philosophy as a Rigorous Science” is an ex-
ample of such instability). The word “concept”
in Humboldt, which he does not recognise as
a term, is used in different meanings: He con-
trasts individual and generic concepts, uses the
phrase “general concepts”, as well as the word
“concept” in such ordinary and vague combi-
nations as “the concept of something”, for ex-
ample, “the concept of movement” or “the
concept of quality”. However, there is also
a specific use of this word, which relates pre-
cisely to his theory of language. The concept is
identified with the meaning: “By words we un-
derstand the signs of particular concepts. The
syllable represents a unity of sound; but it be-
comes a word only if it acquires significance on
its own, which often involves a combination of
several. In the word, therefore, a dual unity, of
sound and concept, comes together” (Humboldt,
1988, p. 70).

Shpet (2007a, p. 355) notes the vagueness of
the “concept” in Humboldt in this place: “A
sound unity, according to Humboldt’s defini-
tion, only becomes a word when it has some
meaning, by which Humboldt very vaguely
understands ‘concept’.” However, for Hum-
boldt, the concept here is precisely a specific
term denoting the selection of a specific mean-
ing as a specific aspect in an object, and in this
sense, for Humboldt, it is not words that form
concepts, but the word that is formed from
concepts. This view is unacceptable for Shpet.
Besides, Humboldt (1988, p. 100) distinguish-
es between concept and category and speaks
about categorisation of concepts, for example,
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TOITa CTAHOBUTCS CJTOBOM, KOTITla OHO MMeeT Ka-
KOe-HUOyIb 3HAueHue, Tiof, KoTopeiM I'ymOompaT
BeCcbMa HeollpesleJIeHHO pasyMeeT “TIoHsTve »
(mreT, 2007a, c. 355). OgHako y I'ymbosnbaTa Kak
pa3 MOHATHE 3[1eCh — 3TO OIpele/IeHHBI Tep-
MWH, 0003HaYaOIINTI BbIJIeJIeHVIe OIIpefIe/IeHHOrO
3Ha4YeHWs KaK OIpeJieJIeHHOrO acrieKTa B IIpeaMe-
Te, ¥ B 9TOM cMbIciIe y ['ymMOosib/iTa He cj1oBa 0Opa-
3yIOT HOHSTVIS, HO M3 HOHSTHII 00pa3yeTcs CJIOBO.
Takort B3 Ha Betm i [lnera HermpreMszeM.
Kpome Toro, 'ymOombaT pasiaaer nonsamue v ka-
1mMeeopuio VI TOBOPUT O KaTeropusallyvi IIOHSATU, B
yacTHOCTM — pasimunst: «K camomy akTy 0003Ha-
UeHVs TOHATIS 100aBiiseTcs elte ocodbas pabota
Iy Xa, TIepeBOISIIasl TIOHSTVE B OIIpelleJIeHHYO Ka-
TETOPVIIO MBIITUIEHVIS VIJIV PeU, V1 ITOJTHBIVI CMBICTT
CJIOBA OIIpeerIsieTCsl OJHOBPEMEHHO IIOHSTMUV-
HBIM BBIpa’keHVeM 11 YIIOMSHY ThIM MOIVIUIIIPY-
oMM obosHaueHeM» (I'ymbonbaT, 1984, c. 118).
Ecs1m 11071, TTIO/THBIM CMBICJTIOM CJTOBa TIOHMMATh €0
KOHTEKCTYasIbHOe 3HaueHVie, TO MOYKHO ITPe/IIIoo-
XKWTB, YTO IO, KaTeropwm3ariyen I'yMOombpaT mer
B BI/LY KaK pa3 BCTpavBaHVe IIOHATHS-3HAYEeHIS B
CYy>XK[IeHVie VI OITpeleJIeHHBIV KOHTEKCT.

Onroit 13 paKTUYeCcKX 1 B TO ke BpeMsl YHU-
BepCaIbHBIX OCHOB yueHMs ['ymMOonpara sBIIsSeT-
€s1 TOT (paKT, UTO CJIOBO KaK OOIIlee MMsI MOXKET 03-
Ha4yaThb pasHoe. ['yMOOIBAT IpUBOAUT IIpUMEP C
VIMEeHeM «CJIOH», KoTopei L1ITieT roBTopsieT mBa-
IIBL: «...B CAHCKPWTE... CJIOHA HA3bIBAIOT TO JIBaX-
Al TBIOIIVIM, TO IIBY3YObIM, TO OIHOPYKWM...
TpeMs cjIoBaMV 0DO3Ha4YeHBb! TPW PasHBIX IOHS-
s> (I'ymOombar, 1984, c. 103). flcHo, uTo noHsTHE
371eCh CMHOHVIM 3HadeHms. Bropasi mpennochul-
Ka (y>ke 6e3 ccbuikm Ha I'ymOosIbITa) MOXKET OBITH
cdopMyIIpoBaHa Tak: B IIpoliecce OIlpefieIeHHON
SI3BIKOBOVI IIPAKTVIKVI, HAIIPVIMep B O0JIaCTI «CJIo-
HOBeZIeHW1», MBIl BOJIBHBI BBIOVIPATh pasIMUHBbIe
CJIOBA ¥ BBIpa’keHMS I1JIsl TIOCTPOEHMS TOrO VUIN
VIHOTO KOHTEKCTa, MBI MOXKEM IIEPEXOINTH OT CJIO-
HOBeJIeHVIS K BepOITIOOBEIeHIIO, a TAKXKe K CIIOPY
BepOJIrofa 11 stomraay (y MasKoBCKOro), cepbe3Hoe
oOcyXxeHne TpOMUUECKMX CBsI3ell KMBOTHBIX
pas0aB/IsATh MPOHWYECKMMIM 3aMeYaHVSIMY, MO-
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difference: “For to the act of designating the
concept itself there is allied also a special opera-
tion of the mind which transposes that concept
into a particular category of thought or speech;
and the word’s full meaning is the simulta-
neous outcome of that conceptual expression
and this modifying hint.” If we understand the
full meaning of a word as its contextual mean-
ing, then we can assume that by categorisation
Humboldt meant precisely the embedding of a
concept-meaning into a judgment and a certain
context.

One of the actual and universal founda-
tions of Humboldt’s teaching is that one and
the same name may denote various things.
Humboldt cites an example of the name “ele-
phant”, which Shpet repeats twice: “in Sanscrit
[...] the elephant is now called the twice-drink-
ing one, now the two-toothed one, and now the
one equipped with a single hand, as many dif-
ferent concepts are thereby designated [...]”
(ibid., p. 84). Obviously, “concept” here is a syn-
onym of meaning. The second premise (with-
out reference to Humboldt) can be formulated
as follows: in the process of a certain linguistic
practice, for example in the field of “elephant
studies”, we are free to choose different words
and expressions to construct one or another
context; we can move from elephant studies to
camel studies, as well as to the dispute between
a camel and a horse (in Mayakovsky). We can
dilute a serious discussion of the trophic rela-
tionships of animals with ironic remarks and
we can radically change topics etc. We are
given complete freedom of linguistic actions.
The only question is the source of this free-
dom: does the freedom to create contexts come
from human subjectivity or does language it-
self contain something that serves as a condi-
tion for this freedom? Humboldt’s solution is
balanced, in my non-linguistic opinion: the in-
dividual (individuality) does not create lan-
guage, but implements it. Shpet (2007a, p. 362),



JKeM paJVKaJIbHO MeHSTh TeMbl 1 T. 7. HaM maHa
IOJIHASL CBOOOMA SI3BIKOBBIX EVICTBUAVAL. Bonpoc
TOJIBKO B VICTOUHMKE 3TOV CBOOOIIBL MCXOOWUT JIN
cBobo/Ia TBOpUeCcTBa KOHTEKCTOB 13 UeJI0BeUeCcKOm
CyOBEKTMBHOCTI JIV JKe caM SI3bIK 3aKJIIodyaeT B
ce0e HEUTO, YTO CITy>KUT yCJIOBMIEM 3TOVI CBOOOIBI?
Y I'ymGostbzTa perieHme coaraHCPOBaHO, Ha MOV
HeJIVHTBUICTVYeCKII B3I VHAVBUL (MHIVBY-
IyaJIbHOCTB) He TBOPUT $I3BbIK, HO peasin3yeT ero.

[Mret, B omyimume ot 'ymOosibaTa, ypaBHMBa-
eT CJIOBO M IOHATVE, BBOISL TEPMUH «CJIOBO-IIO-
HATHe»: «BHyTpeHHsa dopma, Kak popma dopm,
ecTh 3aKOH He T0JIOr0 OTBJIEYeHHOI'0 KOHIIUIINPO-
BaHM, a CTAaHOBJIEHNS caMOr'd, TIOJTHOT'O KM3HU 1
CMBICJIa, CJIOBO-TIOHATVS, B €r0 IMMaHEHTHO 3a-
KOHOMEPHOCTV 00pa30BaHMs 1 AVaIeKTIIeCKOro
passutus» (Inet, 2007a, c. 362). «Dopma dpopm»
OTChUIa€T PV 3TOM He CTOIBKO K APUCTOTeIIIo,
CKOJIBKO K ['yccepriio ¢ ero mombITKOM CO3/1aTh Te-
opuio Bcex Teoputt. ['yMOoIbITOBCKasE «BHY TpeH-
Hig dopMa s3bIka» mpeteprieBaer y Illnera me-
TacpusMyUeckoe IpeBpallieHre; BMECTO OJHOTO 13
TepMUHOB ['yMOo0sIBITa, XOTS M OCHOBHOTO, 000-
3HaJaloIllero BHYTpPeHHWe CBOVICTBa $I3bIKa, ero
BHYTPEHHIOIO CUJIY, €0 BHYTPEHHIOIO 3HEpIuIo,
€ro CHTEe3VPYIOIIYIO CYIITHOCTb 1 T. /1. (Jake Ipu
TOM, UTO 3TU «CWIbD» M «3HEeprum» He IOTeps-
I ellle cBoen MeTadusmdeckot okpackn), et
KOHCTPYUPYeT «IIOHATVEe BHYTpeHHe (OpMBbI»
Ha BCe BpeMeHa KakK Hekoe dopmupyioiiee dop-
MBI Hauasio. Borrpoc B ToM, KaKOB MICTOUHVK 3TO
«popMUpyIOLIENt CYIIB?

«['ymOombaT yBepeH, — muiet IlmeT, — 49ro
VICTOYHVIKOM BHYTPeHHUX (pOpM sI3bIKa SBJISET-
cst cam “rosopsruit”» (Lnet, 2005, c. 621). OnHa-
KO TOIJIa BO3HMKAET OIIaCHOCTB IICVIXOJIOTM3Ma M
CyObeKTMBMU3Ma, IojaraeT dwrocod. Ycromdm-
BOCTBb (popM obecrieunBasIachk ObI JINIIIB IICMXOPU-
3MdecKrM MHorooOpasveM Jmopert: «Ho mprHIm-
yaJIbHO 00s1acTh popM ocTaBasiack ObI 00IaCTHIO
MHAMBUIYaIbHOro Kampusa» (Tam xe). KanT, oT-
Mmeuaer llIeT, ITpefiocTeperas OT TAKOroO 3aKJIfoue-
HVIS, VI 3[1eCh MBI IMeeM TOT PefKWi CJIydart, KOr-
na KaaT xapakTepusyercsi B OyKBaJIbHOM CMBICTIE

V. 1. Molchanov

unlike Humboldt, equates word and concept,
introducing the term “word-concept”: “The in-
ner form as a form of forms is a law not of bare
abstract conceptualisation, but of the emer-
gence of the actual word-concept in its fullness
of life and meaning, in its immanent regulari-
ty of formation and dialectical development.”
“Form of forms” refers not so much to Aristotle
as to Husserl with his attempt to create a the-
ory of all theories. Humboldt’s “inner form of
language” undergoes a metaphysical transfor-
mation in Shpet; instead of one of Humboldt’s
terms, albeit the main one, denoting the inter-
nal properties of language, its internal power,
its internal energy, its synthesising essence etc.
(even though these “powers” and “energies”
have not yet lost their metaphysical colouring),
Shpet constructs the “concept of inner form”
for all times as a kind of form-forming princi-
ple. The question is, what is the source of this
forming power”?

“Humboldt is sure”, writes Shpet (2005,
p. 621), “that the source of the inner forms of
language is ‘the speaker’ himself”. Howev-
er, then the danger of psychologism and sub-
jectivism arises, the philosopher believes. The
stability of forms would be ensured only by
the psychophysical diversity of people: “But in
principle the realm of forms would remain the
realm of individual whim” (ibid.). Shpet recalls
that Kant warned against such a conclusion, a
rare case when he supports Kant without reser-
vations. Humboldt’s “the people” or “the spirit
of the people” as “the creator of forms” is not
a Kantian but a romantic concept, Shpet con-
tinues, “nevertheless, it bears some of the char-
acteristics of the Kantian subject, along with
its defects” (ibid.). After a brief and rather un-
clear argument, Shpet comes to the conclusion
that both Humboldt’s concept of the spirit of
the people and the Kantian subject are charac-
terised as “a closed and sealed vessel of forms”
and “this destroys the creativity of forms and
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nosutuBHO. «Hapom», wim «ayx Hapoma» Kak
«1BOper] opm» y I'ymMOoIbpaTa — 3TO HE KAaHTOB-
CKOe, HO pOMaHTWYeCKOe MOHSATHE, IIPOIOJIKaeT
IIIrieT, «TeM He MeHee OHO HOCUT HEKOTOpPBIE IIPU-
3HaKM KaHTOBCKOIO CyObeKTa, a C TeM BMecTe U
ero nedekTr» (Tam xe). [Tocrte kpaTkor 11 BecbMa
HesiCHOV apryMeHTauyy lImeT mpuxoguT K Bbl-
BOJLy, YTO KaK IIOH:THMeE ayxa Hapona y ['ymOorba-
Ta, TaK ¥ KAHTOBCKUM CYOBEKT XapaKTepu3yIOTCs
KaK «3aKpBITHIVI ¥ 3arledaTaHHBI COCYI (POpM»
VI «3TUM YHUUTOXaeTcs TBOPUeCTBO popM 1 OT-
pHULIaeTcs MX KVUBOW, OVMHAMWYECKIUIT Y TTOIBVIK-
HbI xapakrep» (Tam »xe). Illmer mosaraet, 4To
«OCHOBHAs JIOXKb KaHTMAHCKOIO Maeayn3Ma — B
ceHCyasmsMe, B yOexmeHMy, OyIATo comepskaHue
IIO3HAHMS JIOCTaBJISI€TCSl TOJIBKO UYYyBCTBEHHBIM
Matepuasiom» (Imet, 2007a, c. 238 —239). TBopue-
cTBO popM — mesio popM Kak Takosblx, U et
oTmaeT cebe OTYET O TOM, YTO OH VICKJIIOYAeT 73
TBOpYECTBA UyBCTBEHHBIN OIBIT. [I03TOMY OH BbI-
HY>X/IeH IprOerHyTh TO JIV K OIpaBAaHMIO, TO JIN
K OKOHYATEeJIbHOMY ITPOSICHEHWIO CBOEVI TTO3MIINIA

PasymeeTcs, 51 5TM He XOUY CKa3aTh, YTO MbIC-
JIUT TIpeIMeT, a He 4eJIoBeK, HO s HaCTOMYMBO
IIO/TUePKMBAl0, UTO UeJIOBeK MBICIIUT O npeomenie
", CJIe[IOBAaTeIbHO, «VHTEeJUIeKTyaIbHasl YacTb»
A3blKa, ero BHYTpeHHsAs dopMa ecTb dopma, B
KOTOPOW BBICTYIIaeT B «pasroBope» IIpefIMeT CO
CBOVIM copiepkaHneM. «YesoBek» — TOJIBKO 0O-
Jlee VIV MeHee «4ecmHulil» iepefaTamk. 51 gorry-
CKalo ITOJIHYIO ero cBoOOoJy B 3TOVI Ileperiade /10
Tex I10p, TI0Ka OH IlepeiaeT To, YTO BUAUT. <...>
EnyHCTBeHHBINT CIy4ayl 4mMCTO CyOBEKTMBHOTO
TBOpYecTBa B 00J1acT BHyTpeHHUX (POopM 4 J10-
ITyCKal0 B TeX BBICKA3bIBAHUAX, KOTOPble HOCST
HasBaHMe «DeccMBICIIMIIB WiIN «abcypaa», T.e.
B CJTy4asix BbICKa3bIBaHWUVI, HapyIIArOMIVX IPWH-
uun nporusopeuns. OHUM  JeVICTBUTENILHO He
npeomemnst... (Imet, 2005, c. 621 —622).

TakoB UTOr KPUTHMKM «BHYTpeHHe (OpMBbD»
CyObeKTMBM3Ma: CyObeKTMBHOCTD IMeeT IIPaBo Ha
TBOPUYECTBO TOJIBKO TaM, I7ie B pe3yJibTaTe IIOJIy-
4aroTcsl «beccMbICNIIa» U «aldCcypr», HapyIlao-
I1Vie ITPUHINI ITpoTuBopeuns. IlocrieHee, BIIpo-
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denies their living, dynamic and mobile char-
acter” (ibid.). Shpet (2007a, pp. 238-239) argues
that “the main lie of Kantian idealism is sensu-
alism, the conviction that the content of cogni-
tion is provided only by sensual material”. The
creation of forms is a matter of forms as such,
and Shpet is aware that he excludes sensual ex-
perience from creativity. Therefore, he is forced
to resort either to justification or to a final clari-
fication of his position:

Of course, I do not mean to say that it is the
object (predmet) that thinks, and not the per-
son, but I insistently emphasize that the person
thinks about the object and, consequently, the
“intellectual part” of language, its inner form, is
the form in which the object with its content ap-
pears in “conversation.” The “person” is only a
more or less “honest” transmitter. I allow him
complete freedom in this transmission as long
as he transmits what he sees. [...] The only case
of purely subjective creativity in the realm of
inner forms I allow is in those statements that
are called “nonsense” or “absurd”, i.e. in cas-
es of statements that violate the principle of
contradiction. They are truly not objective [...]
(Shpet, 2005, pp. 621-622).

This is the result of the criticism of the “in-
ner form” of subjectivism: subjectivity has the
right to creativity only where the result is “non-
sense” and “absurdity” that violate the princi-
ple of contradiction. The latter, however, also
requires clarification, because “colourless green
ideas sleep furiously” and do not violate this
principle. The method of studying subjectivi-
ty (it is not clear from here why it is needed),
according to Shpet (2007a, p. 469), is possible
only through objectifications: “The source from
which we can draw knowledge of subjectivity
as such lies in nothing other than the product of
creation itself. We must find ways in which this
subjectivity can be revealed in a precise and
rigorous sense.”

Does subjectivity have the right to intention-
al existence at all, since now only objects are



yeM, ToXe TpeOyeT yTouHeHMs, 100 «OecIiBeTHbIe
3ejIeHble OeIlleHO CITAIIVe Maen» He HapyIIaioT
3TOT HpuHIMIL. MeTon, usydeHus: CyObeKTVBHO-
CTU (HesICHO BOOOIIe OTCIONA, 3aueM OH HYXKeH),
ro IIlmeTy, BO3MOXXeH TOJIBKO II0 OOBeKTMBAlV-
am: «V/ICTOYHUK, 13 KOTOPOrOo MBI MOXKEM ITouep-
IIaTh 3HaHVe CYObeKTUBHOCTY, KaK TaKOV, 3aKJTIO-
4JaeTcss HUM B UeM MHOM, KakK 6 camMom npooykme
méopuecmba. Hy>xHo HamTV criocoObl, KOTOPBIMM
BCKPBIBAJIACH’ ObI 3Ta CYOBEKTVIBHOCTH B TOYHOM U1
crporom cmeicite» (Imet, 2007a, c. 469).

VImeet 11 BoOOIIe CyOBEKTMBHOCTE ITpaBO Ha
VMHTEHIIVIOHAIbHOe CYIIIeCTBOBaHNe, Bellb Tellepb
«pasroBapmBaTh» paspelaeTcs TOJIBKO IIperMe-
TaM, a CyObeKTMBHOCTY — TOJIBKO 4ecHHo IepecKa-
3b1BaTh. Ho eciut Ovimos wecmmusim — 3TO pellleHMe
CyOBEKTMBHOCTHM, TO OHa OIISITh BOCCTAHABJIVIBa-
eTcsl B CBOMIX KOHCTUTYTMBHBIX IlpaBax. Vim ke
YECTHOCTb — CBOVICTBO IIPEIMETOB, KOTOPBIE CaMI
TIOJDKHBI yIQJINTB 13 cels Bce MILII030pHOe?

2. KanT u I'ymb6onpAaT.
Criopsl 0 BAMSIHUN

MHTtepripeTanimy KaHTOBCKOM  dustocopmm
MHOTOYMCJIEHHB], 11 ee OIIeHKM VIMeIOT o0mmp-
HYIO IIIKaJIy CTelleHeV OT B 11€JI0M MO3UTUBHBIX 10
B I1eJIOM HeraTuBHBIX. ['YMOOJIBAT IIpyHAIIeXUT
K BOCTOp>KeHHBIM rounTaresiam Kanra:

KaHT npeamnpuHsil v ocyIecTBII BeJIndan-
IIee CBepllleHure, KOTOPhIM PWIOCOPCKNUIT pas-
yM Mor OBITh 00s513aH OTAEeITbHOMY 4esioBeKy. OH
MpOBePIII U MPOSICHIII Bce PpryrocodcTBOBaHe
VI TIOBEJI ero IyTeM, Ha KOTOPOM COIIUINCH Heoo-
XOIIVIMBIM 00pa3zoM ¢rtocodpckme yueHMs Beex
BpeMeH U HapojoB; OH M3Mepwl, OrpaHUYII
¥ yTpaMOoBajl MOYBY, paspyLINI Bce JIOXKHBIe
IIOCTPOEeHM ¥ CO37Iajll OCHOBY, Ha KOTOpou pu-
JIOCOPCKUVI aHaIN3 COAVHWICA C IPUPOIHbI-
MM uyBcTBamm destoBeka (Briefwechsel..., 1830,
S. 43 —44; uur. 1o: 'ysibira, 1984, c. 354).

> «BckpbBaTb» — OOVH W3 WM3JIIOOJIEHHBIX IJIAr0JIOB

IIImeTa, v jTyuIie eMy He IpeBpaIiaThCs B CYIeCTBUTEIIb-
Hoe.

V. 1. Molchanov

allowed to “talk”, and subjectivity is only al-
lowed to honestly retell. But if being honest is
the decision of subjectivity, then it is again re-
stored to its constitutive rights. Or is honesty a
property of objects, which themselves must re-
move everything illusory from themselves?

2. Kant and Humboldt.
Controversy over Influence

Interpretations of the Kantian philosophy
vary over a wide spectrum, ranging from gen-
erally positive to generally negative assess-
ments. Humboldt belongs to the ardent Kant
fans:

Kant undertook and accomplished the
greatest work that perhaps philosophising rea-
son has ever owed to a single man. He exam-
ined and sifted through the entire philosophi-
cal process in a way that inevitably led him to
a meeting with philosophers of all times and
all nations; he measured, limited and levelled
the ground, destroyed the false structures that
had been built upon it, and, after completing
this work, established the foundations in which
philosophical analysis met with the natural
human sense that had often been misled and
stifled by earlier systems® ([Schiller and Hum-
boldt], 1830, pp. 43-44).

Such excessive praise can be transformed
into a useful terminological generalisation:
Kant collected in the Critiques practically the
entire terminology of previous philosophy —
or rather, he recognised it as terminology, and
thus opened the era of the creation of terms.

> Cf. ”“Kant unternahm und vollbrachte das grofieste Werk,
das vielleicht je die philosophirende Vernunft einem einzel-
nen Manne zu danken gehabt hat. Er priifte und sichtete das
ganze philosophische Verfahren auf einem Wege, auf dem er
nothwendig den Philosophieen aller Zeiten und aller Natio-
nen begegnen mujite, er mafs, begrinzte und ebnete den Bo-
den desselben, zerstorte die darauf angelegten Truggebiude,
und stellte, nach Vollendung dieser Arbeit, Grundlagen fest,
in welchen die philosophische Analyse mit dem durch die frii-
heren Systeme oft irregeleiteten und iibertiubten natiirlichen
Menschensinne zusammentraf.”
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Takoe upesmepHOe BocxBasleHVie MOXKHO TpaHC-
dopMmpoBaTh B I0JIe3HOE TEPMMHOJIOIMYECcKoe
obo0merme: Kaut cobpan B «Kpurnmkax» mpak-
TUYeCKM BCIO TEPMVHOJIOTMIO IIpeNIIecTBYIOeN
dnocodnm — BepHee, OCO3HAII ee KaK TEPMITHO-
JIOTVIIO, VI TeM CaMbIM OTKPbUI 3M0XY CO3WJaHMs
TEePMIHOB.

C gpyron croponsl, B KoHile XIX B. ®. bpen-
taHo orHec Kanta m T. Pupa x popmoHadasibHU-
KaM ¢aspl KpallHero yrajika B HOBOeBPOIIeVICKOV
dutocodprm. KpuTndeckyio MO3MIINIO IO OTHO-
menvio K Kanry sanmman M. V. Kapuncknn, pa-
60Te1 KOTOpOro Illner xoporro 3Han. Cam et
oTHOCWII pvtocodpuro KaHTa K «HeraTnBHO», ITO-
JIE3HOVI TOJIBKO C TOYKW 3peHusl KPUTUKW IIpe]l-
IIecTByIoIien dpusocodpun. PaspabaTeiBast «TeMbl
I'ymbomnpaTa», e okasascst B TPYZHOM IIOJIO-
xeHun: BimsgHue Kanrta Ha ['ymOospara ocro-
PUTB HEBO3MOXHO, 11 caM IlImet 06 sTOM mmmeT,
HO TOI7la BO3HMKaeT BOIIPOC, KaKMM 00pa3oM He-
ratvBHas uIocodusi MOXeT OKasblBaTh IIO3U-
TUBHOE BJIVsIHVE?

ITpu onenke BiamsHua Kanrta Ha I'ymOornbara
Ha niepsbivi 1w1aH y Ilera cHavaia BEIXOOIUT 3a-
VIMCTBOBaHVe TepMITHOJIOT VA

OH nome3yercsd HOpeuMylIecTBeHHO QwIo-
COCKOT M IICMXOJIOTMYECKOV TePMIMHOJIOIVeN
KaHra, K0TOpYIO OH BBOAUT B CBOWM PabOTHI He
KaK TOTOBBIe CXeMBbI pacIipererieHns 1 oopadboT-
KM MaTepuasia, — KakK TO [eJIajIii COBpeMeHHbIe
eMy IeJaHTUYecKre KaHTUaHIIbI-JIMHIBUCThI, —
a CKopee KakK 3BPUCTUUYECKMUI IIpyieM, KaK BCIIO-
MOTaTeJIbHBIVI OIOPHBIV IYyHKT, JAIOIIVI eMy
BO3MOXKHOCTB 00JIee vIvt MeHee TOUHO (PUKCUPO-
BaHHBIM TEPMWHOM 3alledaTiIeTh COOCTBEHHYIO
MbIcTe. OTcrona — Hem30eXXHast MOAVIVIKAIIVIS
TepMIHa, CIIOcCOOHasi ITOCTaBUTh B TYIIMK OPTO-
nmokcasibHoro KaHTmaHma (Imer, 2007a, c. 346).

IIIrieT He yKa3bIBaeT, KaKyie TEPMMHBI 1 KaKVM
o0pa3oM monBeprIich MOAVMMUKALINN, M 3aKJTIO-
4JaeT paccy’K[IeHVie, BO3aB II0 3ac/IyTaM «pa3HBbIM
KuseseTTepaMm 1 MomoOHBIM», ITPOTMBOIIOCTABIIE-
HueM ntyxa Kanra n Oyksbsl KanTa:

On the other hand, at the end of the nineteenth
century, Franz Brentano considered Kant and
Thomas Reid to be the founders of the phase of
extreme decline in modern European philoso-
phy. A critical position towards Kant was tak-
en by Mikhail I. Karinsky, whose works Shpet
knew well. Shpet himself considered Kant’s
philosophy to be “negative”, useful only from
the point of view of criticism of previous phi-
losophy.

In developing the “Humboldt themes”,
Shpet found himself in a difficult position:
Kant’s influence on Humboldt cannot be dis-
puted, and Shpet himself writes about this, but
then the question arises: How can negative phi-
losophy have a positive influence?

In assessing Kant’s influence on Humboldt,
Shpet (2007a, p. 346) first focuses on the bor-
rowing of terminology:

He uses predominantly the philosophical
and psychological terminology of Kant, which
he introduces into his works not as ready-made
schemes for the distribution and processing of
material, as did the pedantic Kantian linguists
of his time, but rather as a heuristic device,
as an auxiliary support point, giving him the
opportunity to capture his own thought with
a more or less precisely fixed term. Hence the
inevitable modification of the term, capable of
perplexing the orthodox Kantian.

Shpet does not indicate which terms were
modified and how, and concludes his argument
with a contrast between the spirit of Kant and
the letter of Kant, “giving due to “Kiesewetters
and others of his ilk”:

Humboldt used Kant’s terminology in
moderation, and outside of this he accepted
criticism and idealism [...] only in the sense of a
general ideological direction. Kantianism lived
for him notin Kant’s words, butin their aesthetic
and poetic refraction in the consciousness of
Schiller, Goethe, the Romantics and Schelling.
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['yMOOIBAT yMepeHHO ITOJIb30BasICS TEPMU-
Hostorment KaHra, a BHe 3TOro mpmHMMAaI Kpu-
TULIM3M U UOeaIN3M. .. TOJIILKO B CMBICIIE ODITIero
ugerHoro HampasileHus. KaHTuaHCTBO XWWIO
IUTS Hero He B oyioBax KaHTa, a B acTeTmuecKm-110-
STUUYECKOM MpeJIoMIIeH X B co3HaHvm L1Ioi-
stepa, ['ére, pomantmkos, lewmara. YrToObI
IIPaBWIBHO IIOHSTH M OLEHUTH (PwIocodcKie
ocHOBaHMs Teopuit I'yMOosIb/Ta, HY>)KHO He BbI-
VICKMBATh B HMX KaHTMAHCKIE 3JIEMEHTHI, a IIpo-
CTO IIOCTaBUTb €0 B Pl C TAKMMM COBPeMeHHVI-
kamy, Kak Puxre, 6pares lnererm, vwuiep,
I'ére, lllnentepmaxep, Llermmmar, I'erests (Tam xe,
c. 346 —347).

[TpriMeydaTesIbHO, YTO B 3TOM CIIMCKE BEJIMKMX
MBIC/ITENIeVT ¥ 103TOoB lepMaHMM OTCyTCTBYeT
cam KaHT, dprsocodmro koToporo ycepHo nsydait
[MTmyiiep v Ge3 TPyHOB KOTOPOro He ObUIN ObI BO3-
MoxHBI HU Duxte, Hu [erummar, au Terens. Ha
3TOT BceM m3BecTHBIV (1 camoMy Illnery, pasyme-
eTcsl) pakT ciiemyeT oOpaTUTh BHUMAaHVIE, TOCKOIIb-
Ky OH IIPOTMBOPEUNT yCTOSBIIEMYCSI OTHaIEHVIO
u otnenennio Kanra ot leresst (1 Mapkcusma) n
T'eresir or KaHTa cO CTOpOHBI Kak IIPaBOBEPHBIX
KaHTMaHIIeB, TaK W TerejIbsHIIeB (He ToBOps yixKe
o Mapkcmcrax)®. Ilepeev, kTo otnermr Kanra ot
HIOC/IeyIOIIet eMy HeMellKom dviocodpmm, ObLT
A. IlonieHraysp, KOTOPBIV cllejiajl 3TO B IOJIb3Y
Kanra, Torpma xax et — B none3y @uixre n [ere-
714. Bosee mocteioBaTesIbHBIMM OBLIN BCe ke KpH-
Tk Kanra — @. bpenTtano n M. V1. Kapurckur,
ycMmaTpuBasive B dprtocodnm KanTa mctouHmk
BCero IocJIeyIoIIero Hemerkoro uieanamsma. Ilo-
cJlefoBaTeIbHBIM ObUT 1 I'yMOOJNIBAT, TO3MTUBHO
BOCIIPMHIMMAasi KaHTOBCKIE KOHIIETIIINM, KOTOpbIe
He VIMeJIV IIPSMOI0 OTHOIIeHMS K S3bIKO3HAHMIO.
[rreT, BUAMMO, OKa3ayicsi HECIIOCOOeH IPUHSTH
TOT paKT, YTO TeOopws IO3HAHMSI MOIJIa OKas3aTb
pelaoliiee BIIVIHIe Ha yUYeHle O A3bIKe.

OnpoBeprHyTh TO, YTO He HYXXHO BBIVICKU-
BaTh y ['yMOobaTa KaHTMAHCKIe 3JIeMEeHTHI, He-
BO3MOXXHO, IIOTOMY 4YTO 3TO He Te3lC, HO MMIIepa-

¢ TlombITKa YCTaHOBUTL COOEPKaTeJIbHYIO CBsA3b MEXIy

Kanrom 11 Mapkcom ocyimectsiieHa B KH.: (Jlexxues, 1900).
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In order to correctly understand and evaluate
the philosophical foundations of Humboldt’s
theories, one must not seek out Kantian elements
in them, but simply place him in a row with such
contemporaries as Fichte, the Schlegel brothers,
Schiller, Goethe, Schleiermacher, Schelling and
Hegel (ibid., pp. 346-347).

It is noteworthy that Kant himself, whose
philosophy Schiller diligently studied and
without whose works neither Fichte nor Schel-
ling nor Hegel would have been possible, is
absent from this list of great thinkers and po-
ets of Germany. This fact, well-known to every-
one (and to Shpet himself, of course), should be
noted, since it contradicts the established dis-
tance and separation of Kant from Hegel (and
Marxism) and Hegel from Kant on the part of
both orthodox Kantians and Hegelians (not to
mention Marxists).® The first to separate Kant
from the German philosophy that followed him
was A. Schopenhauer, who did this in favour
of Kant, while Shpet did so in favour of Fichte
and Hegel. More consistent were Kant’s critics,
Brentano and Karinsky, who saw in Kant’s phi-
losophy the source of all subsequent German
idealism. Humboldt was also consistent, posi-
tively perceiving Kant’s concepts, which had no
direct relation to linguistics. Shpet, apparently,
was unable to accept the fact that the theory of
knowledge could have a decisive influence on
the study of language.

It is impossible to disprove the judgment
that there is no need to seek out Kantian ele-
ments in Humboldt, because this is not a thesis,
but an imperative. It is strange and surprising
to receive such orders — not to research this or
that — from a researcher of Humboldt's work.
(Although Shpet often refers to his own works,
and not the least important ones, as “remarks”,
“variations”, “fantasies” (in the musical sense)
and “fragments”).

® An attempt to establish a substantive link between
Kant and Marx was undertaken in Lezhnev (1900).
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TUB. Bee-Takyt cTpaHHO 1 yAVBUTEIIBHO MOJTy4YaTh
TaKe IIpuKasbl — He MCCieoBaTh TO-TO U TO-
TO — OT ucciedobamens TBopaectsa ['ymOobaTa.
(Xots IInieT yacTo obo3HauUaeT cBOM, IIpUYeM He
HocsIe[IHe TI0 BaXXHOCTY, PabOTHI KaK «3aMeTKID»,
«BapyaInm», «paHTasn» (B My3bIKaJIbHOM CMBIC-
7Ie), «pparMeHThI».)

B onrpenestennom cMmbicste Iler mpas: JoMcKm-
BaThCs JI0 KaHTOBCKMX 371eMeHTOB y ['yMOosba-
Ta He HY)KHO, IIOTOMY YTO 3TV 3JIEMeHTHI TaBHO
yXe BplMcKaHbl — lanvowm, Irennranem, Kac-
cupepoM u ap. llner mpas, pasymeercsi, B TOM,
uro ['yMOOJIBAT CTOUT B OMHOM psifly C Ilepedvic-
JIEHHBIMW VM MBICIIUTeIIMIU 1 no3Tamm. OmHa-
KO Bpsi/l JIV CJleflyeT IIpeyMeHblIaTh posib KanTa B
co3maHMM 0011IeNt KyJIbTY pHOV aTMocdepsl [epma-
HuM Tex JieT. lllTerntHTaIb, OTIaBas JOJDKHOE 3TOM
aTMocdepe, B KOTOPOV TOIIBKO ¥ MOIJIO OBITH CO-
3gaHO ydeHme ['ymMOorbATa, BCe JKe IMpsIMO yKa3bl-
BaeT Ha BJIMsIHME «KaK KaHTOBCKOV KPUTMYECKO
drocodpnm, Tak 1 ee mopgmdmkanyi Lvepom
n @uxre» (Steinthal, 1883a, S. 13). IllrertaTasns
HasblBaeT Bo33peHMs (Ansicht) I'ymOornpaTa kxan-
TUAHM3MPOBaHHBIM crHO3M3MoM  (Kantisirter
Spinozismus) (Ibid., S. 14), KoTOpPBIT CBOAMTCS, TIO
€ro MHeHWIO, K TpeM IyHKTaM, KOTOpble 5 Ilepe-
natro B Kparkom suje: 1. «ToxnmecTBo A3bIka 1 de-
JIOBeUecKoro ayxa»; 2. «KaXapIt A3bIK MIMeeT CO-
BepIIIeHHO WMHAMBUOYaJIbHYI0 (HOpPMY, B WUTOre
KaXXIIbIVI MHOVBUAYYM oOjIafjaeT cOOCTBEHHBIM
S3bIKOM»; 3. «C OIHOV CTOPOHBI, S3BIK CBSI3bIBAeT
VIHIIVIBUJIOB JIPYT C APYTOM ¥ C HEKOV IIepBUYHO
cwont (Urkraft); ¢ mpyrom — oH ecTs MHAVBUITY-
AJIVBUPYIOMINI IIPUHIINII, KOTOPBIVI IOIpyXKaeT
3Ty IIePBUYHYIO CWIIY B JAeVICTBUTEIbHOCTD SIBJjle-
HUT 1 ICTOpUYecKoe passuTue» (Ibid.).

Ouesupgno, uro IrertHTans eme Oosee yc-
JIOXKHSeT U yIIyOsIseT TeMy MCTOKOB BO33peHMUI
I'ym0OopaTa, KOrma ykKasbiBaeT Ha BOIIPOCHI, CBsI-
3aHHBIe ¢ ucrosikoBaHueM Kanra: «I'pygHocTy 3a-
KJIIOYAIOTCs, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, B CErofHSIIHeN
CUTYaLM TOJIKOBAHIVL KanTa, ¢ Opyrov — B TOM

In a way, Shpet is right: there is no need to
look for Kantian elements in Humboldt be-
cause these elements have long been found by
Haym, Steinthal, Cassirer and others. Shpet is
right, of course, that Humboldt stands in the
same line as the thinkers and poets he listed.
However, one should hardly underestimate the
role of Kant in creating the general cultural at-
mosphere of Germany in those years. Steinthal
(1883a, p. 13), while giving due respect to this
atmosphere, in which alone Humboldt’s teach-
ing could have been created, nevertheless di-
rectly points to the influence of “both Kant’s
critical philosophy and its modifications by
Schiller and Fichte”.” Steinthal calls Humboldt's
views (Ansichten) “Kantianised Spinozism (Kan-
tisirter Spinozismus)” (ibid., p. 14), which in his
opinion, can be reduced to three points which
I render here in brief: 1. “The identity of lan-
guage and the human spirit”;® 2. “Every lan-
guage has an absolutely individual form as a
result of which every individual has one’s own
language”;? 3. “On the one hand, language links
individuals to one another and to some prima-
ry source (Urkraft); and on the other hand, it is
an individualising principle which immerses
this primary force in the reality of phenomena
and historical development”? (ibid.).

It is obvious that Steinthal (1883b, p. 230)
further complicates and deepens the theme
of the origins of Humboldt’s views when he
points to questions connected with the interpre-
tation of Kant: “The difficulties lie, on the one
hand, in the current situation of the interpreta-
tion of Kant, and on the other, in the fact that

7 “[...] sowohl Kants kritische Philosophie als die
Modification derselben durch Schiller und Fichte.”
8 “[...] die Identitit der Sprache mit dem menschlichen

Geiste.”
o “[...] jede Sprache eine ganz individuelle Form habe;
schliefSlich habe jedes Individuum seine Sprache.”

10 #[...] die Sprache ist einerseits das Band der Individuen,
welches sie aneinander und an die unendliche Urkraft bindet;
und sie ist andrerseits das individualisirende Princip, welches
die Urkraft in die Wirklichkeit der Erscheinungen und in die
geschichtliche Entwicklung versenkt.”
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o0crogTenbcTBe, uTo I'yMOOIBAT HUTTIE SBHO He
BbIpaXkasl cBoe OTKJIOHeHMe oT KaHTa wim cBoe
coracue» (Steinthal, 18836, S. 230). Vinaue rosops,
¢ KakuM KaHTOM MBI IOJDKHBI IMETb J1eJI0 — Bpe-
MeH ['ymOosibaTa, KOTOPBIVL, BEpOSITHO, KaK 000-
CHOBaHHO npeprosnaraeT ITertHTab, 3HaJI TOIb-
KO BTOpOe M31aHme «KpuTukm 4ncToro pasyma» m
Jlake He CJIBIIIAJI O PasIvaui 1By X U3TaHW, VIV
xe ¢ KantoM Bpemen IllTertHTass, HeoKaHTMaH-
ues, IItera, I'ycceprrsa, Xavimerrepa v Halrero Bpe-
MeHW? DTOT TPYAHEeVIIINI TepPMeHeBTUYeCKIL BO-
IIPOC He MOXeT OBITh pacCCMOTPEH B PaMKaXx 3TOV
CTaTbUL.

Cawm [IImreT, Borpekyt cBoeMy MMIIepaTuBY, yKa-
3bIBaeT, XOTs ¥ He JeJjlaeT 3TO OTAe/IbHOV TeMOV,
Ha KaHTMaHCKMe 31eMeHTh! Y 'ymOompara. OnHa-
ko y IlInera symsinve KanTa xna I'ymOomnbara xa-
paKTepu3yeTcs, ¥ HeOITHOKPaTHO, KaK BHYIIICHVIE:

MoxHo npeAmnonoxmurs, uro I'ymOomear
IIpUIIIeT K 3TOV Mylee (CMHTe3a MOHATUM U 3BY-
Ka. — B.M.) nop sHymennem Kanra: Mbl mMe-
eM JIeJIO C SA3BIKOBBIMM KaTeropusIMy, KOTOphIe
KOHCTUTYMPYIOT KOHKPEeTHBIe CMBICITBI, TTOI0OHO
TOMY KaK KaTeropmy ecTecTBosHaHMs, 11o KaHry,
KOHCTUTYMPYIOT npuponay. Baymennem xe Kan-
Ta MOXXHO OOBSICHWUTH TeHpeHIMO ['ymOosbaTa
npuaBaTh 3TUM KaTeropusM JIUIIb CyOBbek-
TUBHO-TIPEIMETHOE 3HauUeHVe, a B CBSI3M C 3TUM
¥ TO, YTO OH TOJIKOBAJI JIOIMUeCKoe B TepMMHaXx
«9VICTOrO» (He TOJIBKO OT YYBCTBEHHOCTM, HO U
OT S3BIKOBOTO BBIpakeHMs) MbllnleHus (LLmer,
2007a, c. 355—356).

Erie onviH mpyiMep KaHTOBCKOI'O «MarHeTU3Ma:

...HaJI0 TIpU3HaTh, IO-BUIVIMOMY, YTO IS
I'ymOorib/aTa 3/1eCh BaskHa He CTOJIBKO «4yBCTBEH-
HOCTb» caMa I10 ceOe, CKOJIBKO ITpUCYIIas eVl «Ha-
IJIAIHOCTh», KaK 00 3TOM MOXXHO CYAUTD I10 TOMY
3agBireHVio ['ymOosbarTa, COITIaCHO KOTOPOMY,
PV JOCTATOYHOM OTAeJIeHNI KOHKPETHOTO, MBI
B pesyJsibTaTe HpHUAeM K IIOCTOSHHBIM popMaM
«3KCTEHCUM» W «VMHTEeHCUW», T.e. K Hal/ISIHBIM
dopmaM IIpocTpaHCTBa, BpeMeHM W CTeIlleHu
omy1eHusi. CoBepllleHHO OYeBWIHO, YTO BCe
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Humboldt nowhere clearly expressed his de-
viation from Kant or his agreement.”!" In oth-
er words, which Kant should we be dealing
with — are we referring to the time of Hum-
boldt, who, as Steinthal rightly suggests, proba-
bly knew only the second edition of the Critique
of Pure Reason and did not even hear about the
difference between the two editions, or to the
time of Steinthal, the Neo-Kantians, Shpet,
Husserl, Heidegger and our own time? This
most difficult hermeneutical question cannot
be considered within the framework of this ar-
ticle. Shpet himself, contrary to his imperative,
points out, although he does not make it a sep-
arate topic, the Kantian elements in Humboldt.
However, Shpet (2007a, pp. 355-356) character-
ises Kant’s influence on Humboldt, and repeat-
edly, as a suggestion:

It can be assumed that Humboldt came
to this idea (of the synthesis of concepts and
sound — V.M.) under the suggestion of Kant:
we are dealing with linguistic categories
that constitute concrete meanings, just as the
categories of natural science, according to Kant,
constitute nature. Kant’s suggestion can explain
Humboldt’s tendency to give these categories
only a subjective-objective meaning, and in
connection with this, the fact that he interpreted
the logical in terms of “pure” thinking (pure
not only in relation to sensuality, but also to
linguistic expression).

Another example of Kant’s “magnetism”:

[...] It must be admitted, apparently, that
for Humboldt what is important here is not
so much the “sensuality” itself, as its inherent
“visibility”, as can be judged from Humboldt's
statement, according to which, with sufficient
separation of the concrete, we will eventually
arrive at constant forms of “extension” and “in-
tensity”, i.e. at visual forms of space, time and

' “Die Schwierigkeiten liegen einerseits in der heutigen Lage
der Erklirung Kants und andrerseits in dem Umstande, dass
sich H. nirgends tiber seine Abweichungen von Kant oder
seine Zustimmung ausdriicklich duflert.”
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3TM paccyxaenus ['ymOorpaTa HaxomsTCs IO
BHYIIIEHVIEM KaHTOBCKOTO YYEHWSI 0 CXeMamusme
uucmolx paccyoourvix nonamui (Tam xe, c. 362)7.

«BbIVicKMBaHMe»  KaHTMAHCKMX  3JIEMEHTOB
i Taniva, Hlrerarars, Kaccupepa n gp. — 310
HeYTO caMO coboVl pasyMeroliieecs IIpy MCCIIefIo-
BaHUM yueHus ['ymOomnpara B mesom. Y Illnera
TIO3UIIVSL IIPOTMBOPEUNBas: C OHOV CTOPOHBI, OH
yTBep)XIaeT, 4TO He HYXXHO BBIVCKMBAaTh BIIVS-
Hust Kanra Ha ['ymOonpara, ¢ gpyroim — caM yka-
3bIBaeT Ha TaKue BiMsHMA. VI3 Bcex 271eMeHTOB
KaHTOBCKOTO BJIMHMS Ha ['ymOosbaTa Hambosee
BaXHYIO POJIb WUTPalOT KaHTOBCKMe KOHIIeIIIIVN
CUHTe3a® M y4eHMe O cxeMaTV3Me UMCTBIX PacCy-
IOYHBIX HOHATNI, KoTopoe lllner xapakTepusyet
KaK «B HEKOTOPBIX OTHOIIEHVSIX 3aMedaTeITbHOe.
Onnaxo, yreepxpaer IlmeT, «BpInoIHeHVE MIeN
y Kanta — nHeOpexxHo m cTpaHHO y3KO (“cxe-
MbI” — “cxembl Bpemenn”). <...> Ho cama nnes n
HeKOTOpble 3aMedaHls K HeVl 3aciTy>KVMBaloT BHU-
MasMs. [IpaBnsibHO pasBuTasi, OHa MorJia Obl OBITH
OCHOBaHVIEM /102UKU KaK YUeHWsI O CJIOBO-IIOHSTUN
(;oroce) ¥ OTIIPaBHBIM TYHKTOM IIOJIOKMTEIIBHO
nvanekTkm» (Tam xe, c. 432—433). et orenn-
BaeT cxemaTrnsM Kanra sBHO mo oOpasiy leress
BpemeHm «JIlekimm no victopumn dprtocodni», Ha
KOTOpBIe OH JIaeT CCBUIKY: «le2esb cumnTasl ydeHve
0 “cxemarm3me” “OMHOIO M3 IIPEKPaCHENIIINX CTO-
por KanTosovt dwtocodpmmt”, MOCKOJIBKY B HeM
CTaBUTCS 11eJIb OObeIVHEeHVsI abCOITIOTHBIX IIPO-
TVBOIIOJIOKHOCTEV UyBCTBEHHOCTY 1 paccysiKa, HO
B TO )Xe BpeMs cumTasl, uTo KaHT He JOCTUT LIeJINA. ..

7 «Ilopm BHYIIIEHMEM» O3HAYaET «II0f, IVITHO30M», U 3[1eCh

sBHO win HesiBHO KaHT [1eMOHM3MPYETCs, YTO He SIBIIsI-
€TCS YeM-TO VICK/IIOUMUTEIIBHBIM B PYCCKOT prytocopmm m
moa3mn (A. briok). KaHT BHyIIIaeT HeuTo, 9YTO B 00IIEM-TO
OIIMOOYHO, HO CTPAaHHBIM 00pa3oM OKas3bIBaeT ITOJIOXKM-
TeJIbHOE BIIVISTHVIE.

8 Ha 370 0coboe BHMMaHMe obparraeT Kaccupep: «Kak
i Hero (it I'ymbompnra. — B.M.), Tak u mrg Kanra
IIOHATME CUHTEe3a CTAHOBUTCS OCHOBHBIM W BEIYIIVIM.
Tak >Xe m [I HETO CMHTE3 — 3TO He CBS3b, KOTOpasi OCy-
IIECTBIISIETCSI MEXK/Ty TOTOBBIMM VI JIAHHBIMI ITPeIMeTaM,
HO OH e€CTh OCHOBHOE YCJIOBVE IIPEIMETHOrO I10JIaraHis,
rontaragys Hekotoporo Heuro xak npemmera» (Cassirer,
2003, S. 122).
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degree of sensation. It is quite obvious that all
of these arguments of Humboldt are under the
suggestion of Kant’s doctrine of the schematism
of pure concepts of understanding (ibid., p. 362)."

“Searching for” Kantian elements for Haym,
Steinthal, Cassirer and others is something
self-evident when studying Humboldt’s doc-
trine as a whole. Shpet’s position is contradic-
tory: on the one hand, he claims that there is
no need to search for Kant’s influence on Hum-
boldt, on the other, he himself points to such
influences. Of all the elements of Kant’s influ-
ence on Humboldt the most important role is
played by Kant’s concepts of synthesis® and
the doctrine of the schematism of pure con-
cepts of understanding, which Shpet character-
ises as “remarkable in some ways”. However,
Shpet maintains that “Kant’s implementation
of the idea is careless and strangely narrow
(‘schemes — schemes of time’). [...] But the
idea itself and some comments on it deserve
attention. Correctly developed, it could be the
basis of logic as the doctrine of word-concept
(logos) and the starting point of positive dialec-
tics” (ibid., pp. 432-433). Shpet evaluates Kant's
schematism clearly on the model of Hegel at
the time of the Lectures on the History of Philos-
ophy, to which he gives a reference: “Hegel con-
sidered the teaching on “schematism” to be ‘one
of the splendid aspects of Kantian philosophy’
because it sets the goal of uniting the absolute
opposites of sensibility and understanding, but
at the same time he believed that Kant did not

12 “Under suggestion” means “under hypnosis”, and
here Kant is demonised, either explicitly or implicitly,
which is not something exceptional in Russian philos-
ophy and poetry (Alexander Blok). Thus Kant suggests
something that is generally erroneous, but strangely has
a positive effect.

13 Cassirer (2013, p. 118) draws attention to this: “For
him (Humboldt — V.M.), as for Kant, the concept of
synthesis becomes a genuine, central and motivating
concept; synthesis is not a connection that takes place
between ready and given objects, rather it is the basic
condition of objective positing, of the positing of some-
thing as an object”.



PaccyZIoOK M 4yBCTBEHHOCTb, KaXJoe 3 HUX, CO-
XPaHSIOT CBOIO OCOOEHHOCTh, 00BbeIVHeHe OCTa-
joch “BHemtHMM, noBepxHocTHBIM”. Hegel G. W.E.
Geschichte der Philosophie. Bd. III. S. 516°» (Tam xe,
c. 433, mpumeu.). 'erents 3a0p01, BaVMo (a Ilrer,
IO BCeVl BepOsITHOCTM, He 3HaJI), O CBOel paHHe
padoTe, I7ie OH yTBepKIasl IPSIMO IIPOTVBOIIOIOXK-
HOe (KaK WICTMHHBIV OyayieKTuK): «KaHToBcKe
dopMEI coseprians ¥ POPMBI MBIIIIIEHVIST BOBCE
He TI0JIarafoTcs Kak ocoOeHHBbIe, 1301 POBaHHbIe
IPYT OT ZpyTa CIOCOOHOCTM, KaK 3TO OOBIYHO cebe
nipencrasirsitoT» (leress, 2021, c. 24).

OnumH 13 MIITeTOBCKMX BBIBOIIOB M3 pacCyKie-
HUV 0 KAHTOBCKOM CXeMaTy3Me HeOpuUIVHaJIeH C
TOUKM 3peHwsi OOJIBIIHCTBA MICTOPUKOB (P1UII0CO-
v, Brrogasi nosaHero lerests: KanT He ripeorio-
JleBaeT AyaJI3M UyBCTBEHHOCTHU M paccynka. Of-
Hako ['ymbomnear, yrBepxmaer Ilmer, nemaer sTo
C TIOMOIIIBIO ViJIeVt BHYTpeHHe! s13bIKOBOV POpMBbI
o1, BimgHeM KanTa: naen I'ymOomnpara «MoXXHO
IIPSIMO IIPUHSTE KaK MOIPABKY TeOPUM IJTyXOHe-
MOro MBIIIJIEHVsI Ha y4YeHMe O MBIIUIEHUN CJI0-
BecHOM» (I1IrteT, 20073, c. 435).

[IrreT OTMeYasT: «...B OOIIEM BCe JKe 3aVIMCTBYIO
y I'ymOospaTa TOJIBKO TEPMMH, a CMBIC/I Bjlaraio
cBoi» (Tam xe, c. 232, mpumed.). OueBMIHO, YTO
[IreT 3aMMCTBYeT He TepMMH, HO CJIOBO, VI CO3-
JlaeT 13 Hero HOBBIVI TePMMH C HOBBIM CMBICJIOM,
KOTOPBIVI OH OTYeT/IVMBO BbIpaswl B «IDcTeTude-
CKMX pparMeHTax» (OIATb-TaKM — (pparMeHTax):
«[Tpurienissich K r'yMOOJIBATOBCKOMY (pOpMasIbHO-
MY OITpeJieJIeHIIO, 51 Ha3bIBalo JIOrdecKyie (hopMbl
Buympennumu gopmamu peuan. <...> Jlormueckve
dopMBI CyTh BHYyTpeHHMe POpMBl, KaK (POPMBI
M7leaJTbHOTO CMBIC/Ia, BBIpakaeMoro ¥ cooblliae-
Moro...» (met, 20076, c. 224). COmKkeHMe BHY-
TPeHHero C JIOTMYeCKMM IIOMOraeT BHYTpeHHel
dopme mpoHMKATH B JIIOOBIe 00JIaCTN ITO3HAHMS 1
nevictust. OO 5TOM TOBOPSIT TaKye 4acTo BCTpeda-
tonrecsd y IlneTta cjoBocoueTaHMs, KaK «CJIOBec-
HO-JIOTTY€CKVIE €IVIHUIIBD», «CJIOBECHO-TIOTTYEeCKIe
aJITOPUTMBI», «CJIOBECHO-JIOTIYECKVIE CTPYKTY Phl»,

? Cwm.: (Teremnp, 1994, c. 487).
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achieve the goal: “[...] understanding and sen-
sibility, each of them, retain their own particu-
larity, the unity remains ‘external, superficial’.
Hegel G.W.F. Geschichte der Philosophie. Bd. IIL
S. 516" (ibid., p. 433n). Hegel (1977, p. 70) ap-
parently had forgotten (and Shpet probably did
not know) his early work in which he made
the opposite claim (as a true dialectician): “The
Kantian forms of intuition and the forms of
thought cannot be kept apart at all as the par-
ticular, isolated faculties which they are usually
represented as.”

One of Shpet’s conclusions from the reason-
ing about Kant’s schematism is not original
from the viewpoint of the majority of histori-
ans of philosophy, including the later Hegel:
Kant does not overcome the dualism of sensi-
bility and understanding. However, Humboldst,
Shpet (2007a, p. 435) argues, does this with the
help of the idea of inner language form under
the influence of Kant: Humboldt’s ideas “can be
directly accepted as a correction of the theory
of deaf-mute thinking to verbal thinking”.

Shpet noted: “in general I borrow only Hum-
boldt’s term but I put my own meaning into in
(ibid., p. 232n). It is obvious that Shpet (2007b,
p- 224) borrows not the term but the word and
creates from it a new term with a new meaning,
which he clearly expressed in his Aesthetic Frag-
ments (again, fragments): “Clinging to Hum-
boldt’s formal definition, I call logical forms
inner forms of speech. [...] Logical forms are in-
ner forms, as forms of ideal meaning, expressed
and communicated [...].” The rapprochement
of the inner with the logical helps the inner
form to penetrate into any areas of knowledge
and action. This is indicated by such phras-
es, frequently encountered in Shpet, as “ver-
bal-logical units”, “verbal-logical algorithms”,
verbal-logical structures, “verbal-logical cul-
tural consciousness” etc. Even mathematics has
its inner form: “The mathematical algorithm

14 See Hegel (1955, p. 441).
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«CJIOBECHO-JIOTIYeCKOe KYJIBTypHOe CO3HaHVe» U
T. 1. [la’ke MaTeMaTVIKa VIMeeT CBOIO BHYTPEHHIOIO
dopmy: «MaremaTdecKmUyI aJITOPUTM €CTh BHY-
TPeHHss JIormdeckass (popMa MareMaTi4ecKoro
s3pika» (Imnet, 20073, c. 418, mprmew.).

IToaTndeckne popMBl sI3bIKa TaK’Ke OKasbIBa-
IOTCS IIPOM3BOIHBIMM OT Jjiormdeckmx. Crremys
I'ymbombary, LmeT mpoBOoAUT pas3iiavie MeXITy
«IIPaKTWYECKVIM S3bIKOM OOIIEeXKMTIS», IIPUBSI3aH-
HBIM K COOOITIEHVSIM U BIIeYaTIIEHVSIM, VI TIO3TIYe-
CKVIM SI3BIKOM — «HOBOVI CTUIXVIEVD» C IO TMYECKO
BHyTpeHHen dopmont (cm.: Tam xe, c. 440—441).
«SI3bIK HaIlOMMHAET VCKYCCTBO» — 3TOT Te3WC
I'ymbomnpaTa okasan Ha Ilmera Gosbioe, ecin
He pemiarorriee, BimsHve. OIHAKO CIlefTyeT 3aMe-
TUTH, YTO 3TO TOJIBKO CXOICTBO, MOO VICKYCCTBO
(tékhné) mcKyccTBEHHO; MCKYCCTBO — 3TO TEeXHU-
Ka IIPeKpacHOro, ecyIu elre He ObIJI0 TaKOro orpe-
IIeJIeHVIs, a SI3BIK — 9TO eCTeCTBEHHO-COITVaIbHOe
TBOPYECTBO, B KOTOPOM COyYacTBYIOT OOJIBIIIVE 11
MaJIble IPYIIITBI COOTBETCTBEHHO OPTraHV3yeMBbIX 11
OpraHM3YIOLINX JIOIe, YCTaHaB/IVBAIOIIVIX IIpa-
BiJIa OOIIEXWTVS, B YaCTHOCTV IIPUHYXIEHWS,
TaK>Ke ¥ C TIOMOIIIBIO SI3bIKa MICKYCCTBA.

3. To>xzmecTBO TEpMMHOB
VUJIV TEPMUH KaK pasiandne?

B 3akJTroueHe MBI paCCMOTPYUIM BOIIPOC O CBSI3V
METOMIOJIOT MY VI TEPMUHOJIOTMN B IJIaHe OIperie-
JIeHWs CTaTyca IOCJIe[IHeN B CBsi3M ¢ TeMaMm ['ym-
6ompara 1 KanTa y Ilnera.

Lene Kanta — «apummpeHye 1 BOCCOeAVHe-
HVIe YyBCTBEHHOCTH 1 paccyiKa», mosaraet Illmer
(Tam xe, c. 433). Ci10BO «BOCCOENIVIHEHE» OTChIJIa-
eT Hac K nx o0memMy, corstacHo KaHTy, kKopHIO, 11
IIIrieT B cBOEVI MaHepe ympekaeT KaHra: «BmecTo
TOrO YTOOBI PHITH B ITTyOMHY WM OTBICKATh CKPBI-
TBIVI OT Hac KopeHb, KaHT mireT cpencTs, ¢ omo-
IITBIO KOTOPBIX MOXKHO OBIJIO OBI CBSI3aTh CTBOJIBL 11
KPOHBL, M XOTSI OBbI 3TMM JJOOUTBCS BOXIIEIIEHHO-
ro equHcTBa»' (TaMm ke, c. 432). [Ipyroe ciioBo —

10 MImer He cTaj yrmyOIsThCsl B MOYBY CaM, MOJIArasi, 4To mpo-

OeMa eTMHCTBA MOXKET OBITh PellieHa C TIOMOIIBIO BHY TPEHHEH
¢dopwmbl. [IBa ropa crycts (1929) Xaiinerrep npeanpuHsi mo-
IBITKY JOMCKAThCSI 10 IPECIOBYTOTO KOPHS, HO JAJIbIE HOBOTO
Ha3BaHUS ATOTO KOPHS JET0 KOTaH!s HE CIBHHYIOCH.
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is the inner logical form of the mathematical
language” (Shpet, 2007a, p. 418n). The poetic
forms of language also turn out to be deriva-
tives from logical forms.

Following Humboldt, Shpet distinguishes
between the “practical language of communi-
ty life”, tied to messages and impressions, and
poetic language, “a new element” with a poet-
ic inner form (ibid., pp. 438-439). “Language re-
sembles art” — this thesis of Humboldt had a
great, if not decisive, influence on Shpet. How-
ever, it should be noted that this is only a sim-
ilarity, for art (téchne) is artificial; art is the
technique of beauty, if such a definition had not
yet been proposed, and language is a natural
social creation in which large and small groups
of people, respectively organised and organis-
ing, participate, establishing rules of communi-
ty life, in particular coercion, also with the help
of the language of art.

3. Identity of Terms
or the Term as Difference?

In conclusion, we will consider the issue of
the relationship between methodology and ter-
minology, defining the status of the latter in
connection with the themes of Humboldt and
Kant in Shpet.

Kant’s goal is “the reconciliation and re-
unification of sensuality and understanding”,
Shpet believes (ibid., p. 433). The word “reuni-
fication” refers us to their common root, ac-
cording to Kant, and Shpet, in his own manner,
reproaches Kant: “Instead of digging into the
depths and finding the root hidden from us,
Kant seeks means by which it would be pos-
sible to connect the trunks and crowns, and at
least by this achieve the desired unity® (ibid.,

> Shpet chose not to dig deeper himself, believing that
the problem of unity could be solved with the help of
inner form. Two years later, in 1929, Heidegger made
an attempt to dig down to the awkward root, but the
digging did not go beyond giving the root a new name.



«IpUIMUpeHMe» — OTHOCUTCS yXe He K KaHTy, HO
K CTapOMYy JJOKAHTOBCKOMY CIIOPY CeHCya/IM3Ma M
paumoHanmsMa. Takum obpasoM, 11Ba cjIoBa depes
3alI4TyI0 IIpYHAJIeXaT K pa3HbIM KOHTEKCTaM.

[IIrieT oT™MeYaeT, YTo P OCYIIeCTBIIeHUV 3TOV
1est KaHT BBOOMT MHOrOUYMCIIEHHBIE TEPMVHBL:
HIofIBeieHie, IIpYMeHeHle, MOHOIpaMMa, CHHTe3
u T.7. CaMO KOJIMUECTBO TEPMMHOB IOOYXXIIaeT
[Irera caesnaTk caeayoNMM BbiBo: «OmHO 0bu-
JIVie Pas3bSCHSIONINIX TEPMIHOB, VI B OCOOEHHOCTM
CMBICIIa UX, YKa3bIBaeT Ha To, uTo KaHT noporres k
11pobJieMe VICKITFOUMTEITBHOV BaKHOCTI» (Tam e,
c. 433). OueBnIHO, OTHAKO, UTO KOJIMYECTBO TeP-
MIHOB He MOXET CBUIETEeIIbCTBOBATH O BaXKHOCTM
TOVI VJIVI VIHOVI ITpO0JIeMBl; MHOIZIA 3TO CBU/IEeTeIb-
CTByeT 00 MMuTanym mpobieM, xotd k KaaTy sTor
yIpeKk HempyMeHUM. [Ipyrout BOIIpOC, KOTOPBIV
3/1eCh BO3HMKAaeT, OTHOCUTCS K CMBICITy Te€pMIHOB
Kak TakoBbIX. IIIrteT Ha3bIBaeT TepMUHBI TIOSICHU-
TeJIbHBIMI VI Pa3bsICHUTEIBHBIMI; 3TO O3Hayda-
€T, YTO OH IIPUIIVIChIBaeT TepMMHaM VIMMaHeHT-
HBIVI CMBICJI, C TIOMOIIIBIO KOTOPOT'O MOXKHO YTO-TO
Pa3BSACHUTD, a He yKasblBaeT Ha VX 3HadeHVe Kak
dyHKUMIT B paMKaxX KOHLIEIIINY, B JaHHOM CIIy-
4Jae — KaHTOBCKOW. PesleBaHTHBIM IIPUIMEpPOM IMO-
CJIyXKUT TpaHcdOpMallysi KaHTOBCKOIO TepMIHa
«cxeMa» B «UJIeI0 CXeMbD». «Vfest cxeMbl» TyT e
IIpeBpalliaeTcs B «[IOHSATHE cXeMbl» (cM.: TaMm ke,
c. 433—434), ipu 3TOM HOJIOKUTEIBHBIVI CMBICIT
3TOro TepMUHa-TIOHATHA-Maen ceoauTcs y Ilnera
K TIeperIMEHOBAHMIO CXeMBI B «IIpaBmIIO» (0OOpaso-
BaHVIS IIOHSTUT) U «aJITOPUTMBI IIPUEMOB».

C Bepom B IIPUCYIIUII TePMMHAM CMBICIT U IX
Pa3BSACHAIONIYIO CYJIY COIJlacyeTcss OCHOBHasl Me-
ToHOJIOrMYecKasl —IIPedIloChlIKa  PacCyKIeHMI
[IIneTa, xoTOpHBIN IOJIaraeT, 4yTo KaHT He TOJIBKO
He paspelI IIpodsieMy, Ho, bosiee TOro, Iy Th, KO-
TOPBIM OH K HeVl IIpuIIesI, AUCKpeqUTUpyeT ee.
Bepnas rioctaHoBKa ITpo0sieMbl METOIOIIOI TUECK
IOJKHA OBITh TakoBa: «EC/In ecTh KaKoe-TO eIyH-
CTBO, OITHOPOIHOCTH, TOKECTBO, TO VX ITpo0dIeMa
JIOJDKHA OBITB TIEPBOVA, 710 BCSIKOTO pasfiesieHus], —
yTO 11 OBLJIO OCHOBHOIO 3a00TOI0 ITOC/IEKAHTOBCKO-
ro upeanusMa llerinra, Ieresd, n uro, B cy1-
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p. 432). The other word, “to reconcile” refers
not to Kant, but to the old pre-Kantian dispute
between sensualism and rationalism. Thus, the
two words, separated by a comma, belong to
different contexts.

Shpet observes that in pursuit of his goal
Kant introduces numerous terms: subsump-
tion, application, monogram, synthesis etc. The
multiplicity of terms prompts Shpet to make
the following conclusion: “The abundance of
explanatory terms, and especially their mean-
ings, indicates that Kant approached a prob-
lem of exceptional importance” (ibid., p. 433). It
is obvious, however, that the number of terms
cannot testify to the importance of a particu-
lar problem; sometimes it testifies to the imita-
tion of problems, although this reproach does
not apply to Kant. Another question that aris-
es here concerns the sense of the terms as such.
Shpet calls the terms clarifying and explana-
tory; this means that he attributes to the terms
the immanent sense with the help of which
something can be explained, and does not in-
dicate their significance as functions within the
framework of a doctrine, in this case Kant’s.
An example in point is the transformation of
the Kantian term “scheme” into the “idea of
scheme”. The “idea of scheme” immediate-
ly turns into “the concept of scheme” (ibid.,
pp. 433-434), and then the positive sense of
this term-concept-idea is reduced by Shpet to
the renaming of the scheme into “rule” (of con-
cept formation) and “algorithms of method”.
The belief in the inherent meaning of terms and
their explanatory power is consistent with the
basic methodological premise of Shpet’s argu-
ments, who believes that Kant not only did not
solve the problem, but, moreover, the path by
which he arrived at it discredits it. The correct
formulation of the problem methodological-
ly should be as follows: “If there is some uni-
ty, homogeneity or identity, then their problem
should take first place, before any division,
which was the main concern of the post-Kan-
tian idealism of Schelling and Hegel, and



B.U. Monuanos

HOCTM, COCTaBJIsleT OCHOBHOE W eCTeCTBeHHOe
yCJIOBVe CaMOVI BOSMOXKHOCTM AvasieKTuku. IIpo-
BO3IVIAIlleHVe IIPOo0JIeMbl 10c/e  yTBepXKIeHWs
HEKOTOPOro IPUHIIMIINAJIBHOIO pasjindms —
CBUJIETEJILCTBO HEKOTOPOW JIOKHOCTM B CaMOM
pasimueHnn. OHO 3aKpbIBaeT OT HaC KaKyO-TO
HeIIOCPeIICTBEHHYIO 1 MePBUYHYIO MOJTHYIO TaH-
HOCTb...» (TaMm xe, c. 433). «Tox(m)ecTBO» M «TI107I-
Hasl JAHHOCTb» CyTbh OCHOBHBIEe TE€pPMUHBI pas-
HbIX prtocodpo — Terers u I'yccepris, n Ilner
CKJIOHSETCs Bce e K TOXECTBY, a B pasInyduu 1
pasIueHNM KaK Havdajle BUAUT ommOKy. B aTom
OTOXIIECTBJIEHUW Pa3INueHNs ¥ OMIVIOKM MOX-
HO BCe XXe YBUJIETb JBOSKOe: C OJHOV CTOPOHBI,
[IrreT okasbIBaeTCcs BHe [TaJIbHEVIINX MeTO/0JI0-
rudeckux 1yret dpwiocodpun XX B, rae pasiu-
4ye WIN pasindeHre MapKUpyeT KaK pa3 MCXol-
HBble ITyHKTBI aHa/In3a: y bpeHTaHo — pasnnune
NICUIXMYeCKNX U dpusndecknx peHomeHoB, y I'yc-
cepiisi — pasyIMuye 3HauYeHMs 1 3HaKa, y Xarijer-
repa — OHTOJIOrMYeckoe pasyune (ObITus 1 Cy-
miectsyomiero) n T.11. C apyron croponsl, [1lner
rofiBepraeT KpUTHUKe He COOCTBEHHO pasjindne,
HO pasjiefieHre, He pasiIndas MX, KaK M MHO-
r'vie a/IeliThl «pasjInyeHn». B aTom ero xpurmka
crpaBesJIviBa, XOTsl pasfielleHue ITpeosiosieBaeT-
Csl He TOXJIeCTBOM, HO pasjidyeHVieM, OCHOBHBIM
MIPU3HAKOM KOTOPOIO SIBJISIeTCs pasjInyyie Tieperl-
Hero IwiaHa 1 ¢oHa. JItoboe pasmmdeHne, B TOM
4ycIIe TePMUHOJIOTYecKoe, IofpasyMeBaeT pas-
nuuenve pasnunit. @yHKIMS TepMuHa — He
Pa3BACHATH (CBOVI CMBICIT) VI He pasesIaTh (Harpu-
Mep, 4yBCTBEHHOCTb ¥ PACCy[IOK), HO pa3jindarhb
acITeKTHI ITPOOIIEMBL.

Vcxomst 3 ToXecTBa CJIOBa-IIOHATHS, a pak-
TUYeCKM — cCJloBa-TIoHATHA-TepMuHa, [llner
OBITAeTCS PasBUTh CBOVI COLIVAJIBHBIVI IIPOEKT,
«IPUMUPsIS» VHIVBUIYaJIbHOCTh U KOJUIEKTUB,
CyOBeKT 11 OOBEKT B eIMTHOM II0JIe COLMaIbHOCTH,
I7ie Jake 3Be3Ibl CTAHOBATCS COIMAIbHBIMY OOB-
exTamy. PaccMoTpeHMe 3THX BOIIPOCOB He BXOIUT
ceyfyac B Hallly 3ajlaqy, OTMEeTVM TOJIBKO, YTO 3TO
VcciefioBaHe ITOTpedyeT TIaTeIbHOIO TepMIHO-
JIOTMYeCKOro aHasIv3a.

which, in essence, constitutes the basic and
natural condition of the very possibility of di-
alectics. The declaration of a problem after the
assertion of some fundamental distinction is ev-
idence of some falsity in the distinction itself. It
hides from us some immediate and primary full
givenness [...]” (ibid., p. 433). “Identity” and
“full givenness” are the key terms of such dif-
ferent philosophers as Hegel and Husserl, and
Shpet tends towards identity, he sees a mistake
in difference and distinction as the beginning.
In this identification of distinction and error,
one can nevertheless see two things: On the
one hand, Shpet finds himself outside the fur-
ther methodological paths of twentieth centu-
ry philosophy, where difference or distinction
marks precisely the starting points of analysis:
in Brentano — the difference between mental
and physical phenomena, in Husserl — the dif-
ference between meaning and sign, in Heideg-
ger — the ontological difference (between
being and the existing) etc. On the other hand,
Shpet criticises not the difference itself, but the
division, without distinguishing between them,
like many adherents of “differentiations”. In
this his criticism 1is justified, although the di-
vision is overcome not by identity, but by dif-
ferentiation, the main feature of which is the
difference between the foreground and the
background. Any difference, including the ter-
minological one, implies difference of differ-
ences. The function of the term is not to explain
(its meaning or sense) and not to separate (for
example, sensibility and understanding), but
to distinguish the aspects of the problem. Pro-
ceeding from the identity of word-concept and
in effect of word-concept-term, Shpet tries to
develop his social project “reconciling” the in-
dividual and the collective, the subject and ob-
ject in the single field of sociality, where even
the stars become social objects. These issues
are beyond the scope of my analysis now, but I
have to note that such research would call for a
thorough terminological analysis.

44



Crmcok IuTeparypsl

bpenmano @. labunmranyonHsle Tesucel // bpeHTa-
Ho @. O Oynmymem dusocodpum. VIsOpanuele Tpyms! /
nep. P.A. I'pomoBa. M. : Axapgemmuecknit mpoekt, 2018.
C.19-23.

I'atim P. Busrentsm o I'ymOonbnr. Onmcanve ero
XV3HU 1 xapakrepucrika / niep. ¢ Hem. M. : K. T. Coryra-
TeHkoB, 1898.

Teeeas I B. @. Jlextiym o victopvv pvtococpvm. CIIO.
Hayka, 1994. K=. 3.

T'eecenw I. B. @. Bepa u sHanMe, uiu PedpriexcrsHas dpu-
s0codmst CyObeKTMBHOCTH B TIOJTHOTe ee popM: prtoco-
dust Kanra, SIxobn n @uxre / nep. ¢ Hem. O. @. Vpamyx.
M. ; CII6. : HenTp rymMaHuUTapHBIX MHUIMATIB, 2021.

I'yaviea A. B. Bumsrensm dor ['yMOommeaT 11 HeMelKast
dwtocodekas xinaceuka // I'ymbomsar B. don. V30pan-
HBIe TPYABI IO S3bIKO3HAHMIO / IIep. C HeM. oM peml. U
¢ npeauait. I B. Pamumsmim ; noctecn. A. B. I'yieiru u
A.B. 3sernnresa. M. : [Iporpecc, 1984. C. 350—355.

T'ymboavom B. gpon. O pasymvuamm CTpoeHMs esloBede-
CKVIX SI3bIKOB V1 €TO BJIVSHVE Ha [IyXOBHOE pa3BuUTHe de-
nosedecta // T'ymbomenr B. ¢or. VI30paHHBIE Tpymsl
IO SI3BIKO3HAHMIO / Iep. ¢ HeM. IIOf Pefl. VI C IIPeIVCIL.
I". B. Pamymsunm ; mocsecst. A. B. I'ysieirm 1 A. B. 3perun-
tiea. M. : Iporpecc, 1984. C. 35—298.

3unuenko B. 1, [pyxunun b. W., Uedpuna T. I. Vicrokn
KYJIBTYPHO-MCTOPMYECKOVI  IICHXOJIOrmu:  (prsocodcko-
ryMmaHuUTapHbI KoHTekcT. M. : POCCIT2H, 2010.

Kanm WM. Kpurnka gmcroro pasyma. 2-e msm. (B) //
Cou. Ha HeM. 1 pyc. s13. M. : Hayka, 2006a. T. 2, u. 1.

Kanm WM. Kpurnka umcroro pasyma. 1-e msm. (A) //
Cou. Ha Hem. u pyc. g3. M. : Hayka, 20060. T. 2, u. 2.

Jlexxne8 M. H. Mapkc n KarT: (Kputniko-dmtocodckast
napasutesis). Hukosraes : I1. Kosases v H. Ocumosiry, 1900.

HInem I I S13p1k n cmpicit // 1mer I.T. Meiciib n cj10-
BO. V30panuble Tpynsl / orB. pem.-coct. T.I. lempuna.
M. : POCCII2H, 2005. C. 470—668.

HInem I'.I. Buyrpernnss dopma ciosa // Hmer I.T.
VckycerBo Kak Bup 3HaHMS. VI30paHHBIe TPymb! IO du-
sococpvm Kynerypet / otB. pem.-coct. T.I. lllempuaa. M. :
POCCII3H, 2007a. C. 323—-501.

Inem I'I. Dcretvaeckme ¢pparmentsr // Hlmer I.T.
MckyccTBo Kak Bup 3HaHMS. VI3OpaHHBIE TPyHOBI IO
dwtocodum kynerypst / orB. pem.-coct. T.I. llempuha.
M.: POCCII2H, 20076. C. 175—321.

Briefwechsel zwischen Schiller und Wilhelm von Hum-
boldt. Mit einer Vorerinnerung iiber Schiller und den
Gang seiner Geistesentwicklung von W. von Humboldt.
Stuttgart ; Tiibingen : J.G. Cotta’schen Buchhandlung,
1830.

45

V. 1. Molchanov

References

Brentano, F, 2022. Habilitation Theses (1866). In:
I. Tanasescu, A. Bejinariu, et al,, eds. 2022. Brentano and
the Positive Philosophy of Comte and Mill. Berlin & Boston:
de Gruyter, pp. 433-436.

Cassirer, E., 2013. The Kantian Elements in Wilhelm
von Humboldt’s Philosophy of Language (1923). In:
E. Cassirer, 2013. The Warburg Years (1919—1933). Essays
on Language, Art, Myth, and Technology. Translated and
with an Introduction by S. G. Lofts with A. Calcagno.
New Haven & London: Yale University Press, pp. 101-129.

Haym, R., 1856. Wilhelm von Humboldt. Lebensbild
und Charakteristik. Berlin: Rudolph Gaertner.

Hegel, G.W.FE,, 1955. Lectures on the History of Phi-
losophy. Volume 3. Translated by E.S. Haldane and
E. H. Simson. London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1955.

Hegel, G.W.E, 1977. Faith and Knowledge or the
Reflective Philosophy of Subjectivity in the Complete
Range of its Forms as Kantian, Jacobian, and Fichtean
Philosophy. In: G. W. F. Hegel, 1977. Faith & Knowledge.
Translated by W. Cerf and H.S. Harris. Albany: State
University of New York Press, pp. 54-192.

Humboldt, W. von, 1988. On Language. The Diversi-
ty of Human Language-Structure and its Influence on the
Mental Development of Mankind. Translated by P. Heath.
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 15-288.

Lezhnev, M. N., 1900. Marks i Kant: (Kritiko-filosofs-
kaja parallel’) [Marx and Kant: A Critical and Philosophical
Parallel]. Nikolaev: P. Kovalev i N. Osipovich. (In Rus.)

Schasler, M., 1847. Die Elemente der philosophischen
Sprachwissenschaft Wilhelm von Humboldt’s. Berlin: Ver-
lag der Trautwein’schen Buch- und Musicalienhand-
lung.

[Schiller, F. and Humboldt, W. von], 1830. Briefwech-
sel zwischen Schiller und Wilhelm von Humboldt. Mit einer
Vorerinnerung tiber Schiller und den Gang seiner Geistes-
entwicklung von W. von Humboldt. Stuttgart & Tiibingen:
J. G. Cotta’schen Buchhandlung.

Shpet, G.G., 2005. Language and Meaning. In:
G. G. Shpet, 2005. Mysl” i slovo. Izbrannye trudy [Thought
and Word. Selected Works]. Edited by T.G. Shchedri-
na. Moscow: Rossiiskaja Politicheskaja Enciklopedija
(ROSSPEN), pp. 470-668. (In Rus.)

Shpet, G.G., 2007a. The Inner Form of the Word.
In: G. G. Shpet, 2007a. Iskusstvo kak vid znanija. 1zbran-
nye trudy po filosofii kul’tury [Art as a Kind of Knowledge.
Selected Works on the Philosophy of Culture]. Edited by
T.G. Shchedrina. Moscow: Rossiiskaja Politicheskaja
Enciklopedija (ROSSPEN), pp. 323-501. (In Rus.)



B.U. Monuanos

Cassirer E. Die Kantischen Elemente in Wilhelm von
Humboldts Sprachphilosophie (1923) // Gesammelte
Werke. Hamburger Ausgabe / hrsg. von B. Recki. Ham-
burg : Felix Meiner, 2003. Bd. 16 : Aufsatze und kleine
Schriften (1922—1926) / Text und Anm. bearb. von J. Cle-
mens. S. 105—133.

Schasler M. Die Elemente der philosophischen Sprach-
wissenschaft Wilhelm von Humboldt’s. Berlin : Verlag der
Trautwein’schen Buch- und Musicalienhandlung, 1847.

Steinthal H. Allgemeine Einleitung in Humboldts
sprachphilosophische Arbeiten // Die sprachphilosophi-
schen Werke Wilhelm’s von Humboldt. Hilfte 1 / hrsg.
und erkldart von Dr. H. Steinthal. Berlin : F. Diimmler,
1883a. 5. 13—-21.

Steinthal H. Einleitung des Herausgebers zu § 6 ,Zu-
sammenwirken der Individuen und Nationen”. Hum-
boldts Verhiltnis zu Kant // Die sprachphilosophischen
Werke Wilhelm’s von Humboldt. Halfte 1 / hrsg. und
erkldart von Dr. H. Steinthal. Berlin : F. Diimmler, 18830.
S. 230—242.

OO0 aBTOpE

Buxmop Meopebuu Moauano8, nokTop PprisocodpcKix
HayK, Poccuiickmii rocyjapCcTBeHHBIVI I'yMaHUTAPHBIVT
ynuBepcuTeT, Mocksa, Poccus.

E-mail: victor.molchanov@googlemail.com

ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1560-8698

711 HUTUpOBaHMST:

Mosuano6 B.UW. Illmet, I'ymbonbar, KanT: dopmsbr,
HOHATUS, cxeMbl. TepMwMHBI ™ KoHOemuum //
KanTosckmit coopramk. 2024. T. 43, Ne 3. C. 23—46.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2024-3-3

© Moiuanos B. V1., 2024.

NPEACTABNEHO A/19 BO3MOXHOW NYBIMKALWUM B OTKPbITOM AOCTY-
ME B COOTBETCTBUW C YCNOBUAMMU NULEH3UN CREATIVE COMMONS
ATTRIBUTION (CC BY) (HTTP://CREATIVECOMMONS.ORG/LICENSES/BY/4.0/)

Shpet, G.G., 2007b. Aesthetic Fragments. In:
G. G. Shpet, 2007b. Iskusstvo kak vid znanija. Izbrannye tru-
dy po filosofii kul’tury [Art as a Kind of Knowledge. Selected
Works on the Philosophy of Culture]. Edited by T. G. Shche-
drina. Moscow: ROSSPEN, pp. 175-321. (In Rus.)

Steinthal, H., 1883a. Allgemeine Einleitung in Hum-
boldts sprachphilosophische Arbeiten. In: H. Steinthal,
ed. 1883. Die sprachphilosophischen Werke Wilhelm’s von
Humboldt. Hilfte 1. Berlin: F. Dummler, pp. 13-21.

Steinthal, H., 1883b. Einleitung des Herausgebers
zu § 6 ,Zusammenwirken der Individuen und Natio-
nen”. Humboldts Verhiltnis zu Kant. In: H. Steinthal,
ed. 1883. Die sprachphilosophischen Werke Wilhelm’s von
Humboldt. Hilfte 1. Berlin: F. Dimmler, pp. 230-242.

Zinchenko, V.P, Pruzhinin, B.I. and Shchedri-
na, T.G,, 2010. Istoki kul’turno-istoricheskoi psihologii: filo-
sofsko-gumanitarnyi kontekst [The Origins of Cultural and
Historical Psychology in the Context of Philosophy and Hu-
manities]. Moscow: Rossiiskaja Politicheskaja Enciklo-
pedija (ROSSPEN). (In Rus.)

Translated from the Russian by Evgeni N. Filippov

The author:

Prof. Dr Victor I. Molchanov, Russian State University
for the Humanities, Moscow, Russia.

E-mail: victor.molchanov@googlemail.com

ORCID: https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1560-8698

To cite this article:

Molchanov, V.1, 2024. Shpet, Humboldt, Kant: Forms,
Concepts, Schemes. Terms and Ideas. Kantian Journal,
43(3), pp. 23-46.
http://dx.doi.org/10.5922/0207-6918-2024-3-3

© Molchanov V.1, 2024.

SUBMITTED FORPOSSIBLE OPEN ACCESS PUBLICATION UNDER THE TERMS
AND CONDITIONS OF THE CREATIVE COMMONS ATTRIBUTION (CC BY)
LICENSE (HTTP://CREATIVECOMMONS.ORG/LICENSES/BY/4.0/)

46



YAOK 101.1

KAHTUAHCKAJA N AHTUKAHTUAHCKAJ
DONITIOCODPUII AA3BIKA

U. A. Muxaiiro8?!

Paccmompenvt 06e  ocHoBHble Mmodeau  ghusocogpun
asvika. TlepBas, kanmuanckas, UCXooum u3 UHCMpymen-
MAAvHOU pyHKUUU A3bika kak cpedcmba o0003HaueHUA
MeHmaavho2o codepxkarus. Cpedu ee MHOOUUCACHHBIX
npedcmabumenetl 045 MUNOA0UUECKO20 AHAAUA Bbi-
oparvl Ummanyus Kanm u D0myno T'yccepav. B smoi
mpaduyuu A3vikoboe Buipaxenue, mo ecmv Buiparxerue,
uMmeroujee raqerue, onpedessencs 006eKmubHol udeatb-
HOCbI0 3HAUEHUT! («npabua»), OAHHbIX Yepe3 UHIesleK-
myasvHble akmol cydvexma. Iaabras 3a0aua 3axaouaemcs
6 makcumaivHo adexBammom pukcupobanuu moeo, umo
«yemampubBaemcs» 6 cosnanuu. B amoit modeau caoba
HeusbexHo paccmampubaromces 6 kauecmbe «Memok»,
«IMUKEMOK», He UMEIUUX CAMOCOAMENbHOU CUABL.
IIpobaema nodobHozo nodxoda cocmoum, 8 HeBO3MOXHO-
CMu YKAasamo Kpumepu, 10 KOmopbiM 1o UAU UHOe CA0-
6o caedyem cuumams adexbamuvim. Kpome moeo, smom
100x00 npubooum k co3darnuio Bce HoBvix husocogckux
A361K06, Komopble 004%HbL 00HOBpeMeHHO 1 npomubono-
cmabasame ceds mpaduyuu, u npemenoobams Ha ee 00HOb-
senue. [Tokasaro, umo Bnoare cucmeMamusuHas KpUmMuKa
Kanmobckoeo nodxoda co cmopors. Moeanna I'eopea I'ama-
Ha u Moeanna T'omgppuoa T'epdepa ne abasemcs docma-
MOYHOU 045 NOCMPOEHUSA AAbIMepHAMUBHOL uocogp-
CKOTL CUCHeMbl, NOCKOAbKY HOCUM NpeuMyuecnbento
peAu2uo3HblIL Xapakmep u He npeosazaent YeAoCmHyio Cli-
cmemy obocHoBanusa 3HanusA. Cpedu wupokoeo cnexmpa
AHMUKAHMUAHCKUX NO3UKUTl 6 omHouleHuu npupoosl
A3bika 0CHOBHOE BHUMAHE YOeAAemCs KOHYeNY UL A3bIKa
I'yemabBa Inema. Ona momubupobana memu e 3a0a4a-
MU C030aHUs YHUBEPCAAbHOU CUCEMbl SHAHUS, UMO U
heromeroroeus Iyccepas, 00HAKO € CAMO20 HAUALA UCXO-
0um U3 NPUHYUNUAILHO UHBLX npedcmabienuil o ¢uio-
cocpckom 3Hanuu. B omaunue om I'yccepas, 014 molcau
KOMOpo20 XapaxmepHa peBoAIOYUOHHAA PAOUKAALHOCIIY,
LTnem Bvi0Bucaem udearvl «HoAOKUMEABHOCTIU», <KOH-

! MacturyT dpwiocodpnn PAH,

Poccms, 109240, Mocksa, yi1. l'onuapnas, 12, crp. 1.
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KANTIAN AND ANTI-KANTIAN
PHILOSOPHY OF LANGUAGE

L. A. Mikhailov?

This paper examines two models of language phi-
losophy. The first is the Kantian philosophy which sees
language as an instrument of conveying mental con-
tent. I have selected Immanuel Kant and Edmund Hus-
serl from amongst its numerous representatives. In
this tradition, a language expression, i.e. an expression
that has meaning, is determined by the objectively ide-
al character of the meanings (“rules”) given through
the subject’s intellectual acts. The main task is to fix
with a maximum degree of accuracy what is “seen” in
consciousness. This model inevitably considers words
to be “markers” or “labels” which have no intrinsic
power. The problem with this approach is, first, that
it is impossible to determine the criteria by which this
or that word should be considered adequate. Second,
this approach leads to the creation of ever new philo-
sophical languages which simultaneously challenge the
tradition and yet claim to be a renewed version of it. It
is shown that the fairly systematic critique of the Kant-
ian approach by Johann Georg Hamann and Johann
Gottfried Herder falls short of proposing an alternative
philosophical system because, having a religious foun-
dation, it does not offer a complete grounding of knowl-
edge. In the wide range of anti-Kantian positions on the
nature of language Gustav Shpet’s concept of language
is singled out. It pursues the same task of creating a
universal system of knowledge as Husserl’s phenom-
enology, but it proceeds from fundamentally different
notions of philosophical knowledge. Unlike Husserl,
whose thought is marked by revolutionary radicalism,
for Shpet ideal knowledge is “positive”, “concrete”,
“full” and “dynamic”. He considers philosophising
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Kpemnocmu», «noAHOmMbl» U «OUHAMUSMA» HAYUHO0
3nanus. Puiocogpcmbobarivie, Kpome 1moeo, Mpaxmyemcs
Kax ouasexmuuroe, ouaioeuyeckoe no cBoetl npupode. Pe-
3yavmamom peasusayuu pusocogpuu 6 coombemcmbuu
¢ IMuMu udeasamu cmanoBbumcs KoHuenyus 6ceodujeil
A3bIKOBOCIU HAULE20 NO3HAHUA, NPUHYUNUAALHO 3HAKO-
Bo-cr0BecHoeo xapakmepa HAUie20 ONbIMA.

KatoueBuie croBa: Kanm, ['yccepav, Llnem, Taman,
A02UKA, OHIMOAORUS, A3bIK, 2PAMMAMUKA, CeMAHIMUKA,
ouasexmuxa, 0uaioe

BBenenmne

[IBe Momei TIOHMMaHMS S3bIKa, YCIIOBHO pas-
IieJIeHHBIe B Ha3BaHMM CTaThY, IO pa3yMeBaloT CO-
OTBETCTBEHHO KOHIIEIIIIN 5I3bIKa, KOTOPBIe MBI Ha-
xoguM B pabotax VMMmanywia Kanra u I'ycrasa
I'ycraBouya Ilneta. ITpoTmBonocTasieHe 3TmX
Moyieier1 II0Ka3aTeIbHO B TOM OTHOIIIEH W, YTO I10-
crrenoBaresvt KaHTa 110 HEKOTOPBIM BOITpocaM IIpy-
XOAAT K TeOpVsiM, CYIIeCTBEHHO OT/IMYAIOIIVIMCS
OT TOro, 4To OBUIO IIpenjIokeHO B paboTtax dm-
s1ocodpa, MIen KOTOpPOro OHM, IO MX MCKpPeHHeMY
ybexmenmio, rpogorpKaroT. IleT BeIOpaH B Kade-
CTBe IIpVIMepa COBEPIIIEHHO IPYTOV TPaauIIII —
TPaKTOBKM $3bIKa, KOTOPYIO MOXXHO CUMTATh Kap-
IVHAIBHO ITPOTMBOMIOIOKHOM Tosumy KaHTa, n
B 9TOM CMBICJIe 0003HaYaeMOVT MHOIO KaK aHTVKAH-
TraHcKasl. CorocTapsieHe 3TO MOJENN C KaHTH-
AHCKOVI 0COOEHHO TIOKa3aTeIbHO BBUY TOTrO, YTO
vnen Kanrta cayxar mis Ilnera m mcTogyHMKOM
TBOPYECKOTO PasBUTVSL COOCTBEHHOM prytocodmn,
VI MaTepyasIoM ISt JOCTaTOYHO OCTPOVI KPUTVKIAL.
CoueraHue 3TMUX ABYX OOCTOSITENIBCTB ITO3BOJIUT
JIydIlle TIOHSITh MOTVIBBI BBIIBVDKEHVSI HOBOVI, aH-
TUKAHTVAHCKOM prtocodnm S3bIKa.

[JoMuHMpyIolllee IIpefcTaBieHne o UIOCo-
v s13pIKa cerofHs, KaK IIpaBiJIo, CBI3aHO C aHa-
mmtdeckon dpurtocodpmert (Dummett, 1973; 1993;
Burge, 1992), noatomy dntocodmro g3plka cumTa-
IOT TI0 YMOJTYaHWMIO AHAAUMUYecKol hurocopueti
A3blKA. DTa TpagVIIVs HaCTOJIBKO YCTOMYVIBA, UYTO
JTO CVIX TIOP IS JIETUTUMAIIMVI CAMOCTOSITETTBHOTO
3HaueHVs HeMeLIKOV TpaanLmy pnviocodmm A3bl-

to be dialectical and inherently dialogic. The result of
philosophy meeting these ideals is the concept that our
knowledge is centred on language and our experience
has a sign-verbal character.

Keywords: Kant, Husserl, Shpet, Hamann, logic,
ontology, language, grammar, semantics, dialectics, di-
alogue

Introduction

The two models of interpreting language
juxtaposed in the title of this article refer, re-
spectively, to the language concepts that we
find in the works of Immanuel Kant and Gus-
tav Shpet. The contrasting of these models is
telling, in that the followers of Kant on some is-
sues arrive at conclusions that differ from those
offered by Kant, whose ideas they sincerely be-
lieve they are developing. I have chosen Shpet
as a representative of a totally different tradi-
tion, a treatment of language that is arguably
opposite to that of Kant. This is why I refer to it
as anti-Kantian. The juxtaposition of this theory
to that of Kant is particularly revealing because
the ideas of Kant are for Shpet at once a source
of creative development of his own philosophy
and a target of sharp critique. The combination
of these two circumstances will make it possi-
ble to better understand the motives behind the
advancement of a new, anti-Kantian philoso-
phy of language.

The dominant perception of the philoso-
phy of language today has its roots in analyt-
ical philosophy (Dummett, 1973; 1993; Burge,
1992), such that the philosophy of language is
by default seen as analytical philosophy of lan-
guage. So strong is this tradition that to this day
to legitimise the intrinsic value of the German
tradition of the philosophy of language refer-
ences are often made to the analytical tradition
(Cloeren, 1988). A growing number of studies,
of course, have recently offered an alternative
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Ka 3a49acTYIO MCIIOIB3YIOT OTCHIJIKM IMEHHO K aHa-
mmtdeckon Tpaauimu (Cloeren, 1988). Koneuro,
B IIOCJIe/IHee BpeMs yBeJIM4MBaeTCsl KOJIMYeCTBO
VICCIIeIOBAaHUT, aBTOPBI KOTOPBIX IIperjlararT
ansTepHaTuBy 3Ton Mofenu (Forster, 2010). B ne-
MeIIKO- ¥ aHIJIOA3BIUHBIX MCCIIeOBaHMAX pasrpa-
HIYeHre MeX]1y «oO1en» dutocodnen s3bIka 1
ee aHaJIMTUYECKOV Bepcyierl IIPOBEeCT HeCKOJIBKO
npoitie Or1aromapsi IapHBIM BbIpakeHMsIM Philos-
ophie der Sprache / Sprachphilosophie u Philosophy
of language / language philosophy coOTBeTCTBEHHO,
B KOTOPBIX BTOPOVI JIEMEHT Iaphbl, KaK ITpaBuiIo,
oOo3Ha4aeT Kak pa3 dpustocoduio si3blKa, paspa-
GaTeIBaeMyIO B JTyxe aHaJIMTUYeCKO TpauIIA.
(B pycckosI3bIYHBIX ITyOIMKaIMsX 3TO pasjimdue
BOCITPOM3BECTU He y/IaeTcsl.)

1. KauTtnanckast pminocodpms s3pika

Ilepexons K mepsovi, Ha3BaHHOV HaMM KaHTU-
AHCKOVI, MOJIeJIV KOHILIETITyaIN3aluy A3bIKa, HaM
puIeTcd HaTh elle [IBa BaXKHBIX pasbsACHEHVI.
IlepBoe OypeT KacaTbcs TOTO, B KAKOV Mepe OITpaB-
IIaHHO BOOOIIIe TOBOPUTH O «PWyIocopum d3bIKa»
MBICJINTEJIA, KOTOPBIVI He CUMTaJI SA3BIK 3aCITy K-
BaloIllel BHUMMaHMA CaMOCTOSATEILHOV Hpo6ne—
MOVI, a pacCMaTpuBaJl ero CKopee KaK HeuTO WH-
cTpyMeHTasibHOe. Bropoe OymeT KacaTbcs TOrO,
HaCKOJIBKO OITpaBJaHHO Ha3bIBaTh TaKOe VIHCTPY-
MEeHTaJIbHOe OTHOIIIeHVEe K A3bIKY IMEHHO KaHTM-
aHCKOM prytocoduert s3bIKa.

1.1. A3tix 6 pusrocogpuu Kanma

Wrak, sBisieTcss M SA3bIK IIpOOJIEMOV KaH-
TOBCKOV (prstocodpmm? B cpaBHeHMM co Bceit mo-
CJIEAYIOMIEVI TPAOVLIVIEVl PasMbBIIUIEHUS O $3bI-
Ke KakeTcs], 4To 0 dvtocodpmm s3bpika KaHTa Mbl
JIOJDKHBL TOBOPUTBH CKOpee B IEePEeHOCHOM CMBIC-
je. VIMEHHO TaK, BCSIKUI pa3 IOOUYepKMBasi yc-
JIOBHOCTB 3TOVI (POPMYJIMPOBKM, 00 3TOM IIUIIYT
COBpeMeHHBIe VICCTIe[IOBATeNIN, OTMedasl, YTO BO
Bcex Tpex «Kpmtmkax» KaHT «TImaTepHO m30era-
€T VICIIOJTB30BaHMS TaKMX TEPMIMHOB, KaK “A3bIK’,
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to this model (Forster, 2010). In the German-
and English-language studies the distinction
between the “general” philosophy of language
and its analytical version is somewhat easier
thanks to the twin expressions Philosophie der
Sprache / Sprachphilosophie and Philosophy of
language / Language philosophy respectively, in
which the second element of the pair usually
refers to the philosophy of language developed
in the spirit of the analytical tradition. (The dis-
tinction has been impossible to reflect in Rus-
sian-language publications).

1. Kantian Philosophy of Language

Passing on to the Kantian model of concep-
tualisation of language, two important clari-
fications are in order. The first has to do with
the question whether it is at all legitimate to
speak about the “philosophy of language” of
a thinker who did not consider language to be
a problem worth paying attention to since lan-
guage is something instrumental. The second
question is: How justified is such an instrumen-
tal attitude to language in the Kantian philoso-
phy of language?

1.1. Language in Kant’s Philosophy

So, is language a problem in Kantian philos-
ophy? Compared with the subsequent tradition
of reflections on language it would seem that
we can talk about Kant’s philosophy of lan-
guage mainly in the metaphoric sense. This is
what modern scholars do, stressing that in all
three Critiques Kant “scrupulously avoids using
such terms as ‘language’, ‘sentence’, and “word’
in fundamental explanatory roles” (Forster,
2012, p. 488; see also Waxman, 2005, p. 103).
Throughout the past decade, whenever the
problem of language in Kant was mentioned
one had to be content mainly with references to
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“npensoxenne”’, “cioBo” B IPUMHIIMIIMAIIBHON
OOBSICHUTEITBHOV POJIV» Y OTBOAUT SI3BIKY JIVIIITH
nogumHeHHY0 pob (Forster, 2012, p. 488; cM. Tak-
xe: Waxman, 2005, p. 103). B TeueHme niocsieziHero
HEeCSITUIIETUS. eCJIVI VI KacaJIVICh ITpo0sIeMBbl SI3bIKa
y KaHTa, TO 10BOJILCTBOBAThCA IIPUXOAMIIOCH B OC-
HOBHOM CCBIIKAMM Ha BTOPOCTeIIeHHBbIe paloThI,
HaIlpyMep Ha JIeKIUM 10 JIoruke. PasposHeHHBIe
3ameuaHuss KaHTa Ha 3TOT cueT JIMIIL OATBEP-
JKJIaJIVl BTOPOCTEIIeHHBIVI [1J1SI HETO XapaKTep 3TO
pobriemel. KaHT nipu3HaeT, KOHEYHO, YTO «HAaIIle
IO3HaHVe HYXJaeTcs B OIlpefieJIeHHOM WMHCTPY-
MeHTe, I IM SIBJIsieTcs sI3bIK» (AA 24, S. 812; cp.:
Kant, 2022, c. 220), ogHako HaTV B €ro Tpydax
pasBepHYTble  XapaKTePUCTUKM, Kacalollyecs
IIPVIPOIIBL SI3bIKa, JOBOJIBHO CJIOXKHO.

B mosmHMX paboTax mHOHMMaHMeE s3bIKa He-
CKOJIBKO MeHseTCs. «BCsaKumit sI3pIK ecTh 00O3Haue-
HVIe MBICTIEVI», IIpyYeM OOO3HaueHe MBICIIeNT TIpY
IIOMOIIN $3bIKa — «IIPEBOCXOIHEVIIIIA CII0CO0»
(AA 07, S. 192, Kant, 2024, c. 240). Ho Temeps ka-
JKeTcsl, YTO Hapsay C KOMMYHMKaTUBHOV (PyHK-
1yert (moHuMaHve Aapyrux) KaHT oTBoouT 43bIKy
3aMeTHO OOJIBIIYIO POJIb: SI3BIK — 3TO U CPeICTBO
HOHVMMAaHMS YeJIOBeKOM caMoro cedst. BooOrie
«MBIIIUTEHVe — 3TO TOBOPEHVE C CaMVM CODOI» 1,
CJIefIoBaTesIbHO, «BHYTpeHHee... CAbluianue ceds»
(Ibid.; Tam >xe). BosHMKaeT TOJIBKO OIIVH BOIIPOC: B
yeM MeHHO KaHT OTBOAUT S3bIKY OOJIBIITYIO POIIB?
B nmosnanvm? B svanon gymesHon xnsan? Eciam
B 1798 1. KaHT ompepnerisieT MblIIeHVe IIPYIMEPHO
TaK ke, Kak 1 B «KpuTiKe 4mcTOro pasyma», — Kak
OCYIIeCTBIIAIONIYIOCsl  Orlarofapsi  AesATeJIbHOCTI
paccyziKa CIioCOOHOCTB IIPeJICTaBIISATh ceOe HeuTo
uvepes rioHATNA (AA, 07, S. 196, KanT, 2024, c. 244),
TO SIBJISI€TCS JIVI MBIIIJIeHVe KaK «FOBOpeHVe» 3K-
BUBAJIEHTOM «IIPEICTaBJIEHVSI IIOCPEINCTBOM IIO-
HATUI»? EfBa j1v, IIOCKOJIBKY MeX/y 3HaKOM KakK
CJIOBECHBIM 3HAKOM ¥ ITOHSITVEM BCe JKe IIpojleraeT
PpaspbIB. 3HaK «COIIPOBOXK/IAET ITOHSTHE TOIIBKO KaK
CTOPOX, YTOOBI TPV CITy4ae BOCIIPOV3BOANUTE €ro»
(AA 07,S.191; Kanr, 2024, c. 239). O6opoT «a1pm ci1y-
yae» TI0fIpa3yMeBaeT, YTO CB3b 3HaKa C IIOHSTVEeM
He SIBJISIeTCS. HeoOXOOMMoIL: B priocodmmt cioBa-
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secondary works, e.g. lectures on logic. Kant’s
scattered remarks on that score merely con-
tirmed that for him the problem was secondary.
Kant recognises that “Our cognition has need
of a certain means, and this is language” (V-Lo/
Wiener, AA 24, p. 812; Kant, 1992, p. 271), but it
is hard to find extended statements on the na-
ture of language in his works.

The attitude to language changes somewhat
in later works. “All language is a signification
of thought and, on the other hand, the best way
of signifying thought is through language, the
greatest instrument for understanding our-
selves and others” (Anth, AA, 07, p. 192; Kant,
2007b, p. 300). But now it looks as if, along with
the communicative function of language (un-
derstanding others), Kant assigns to language
a more noticeable role: language is a means of
the human being’s understanding himself. In
general, “Thinking is speaking with oneself [...]
consequently it is also listening to oneself in-
wardly” (ibid.). The only question that arises is
in what exactly does Kant assign a major role
to language? In cognition? In personal mental
life? If in 1798 Kant defines thinking approxi-
mately in the same way as in the Critique of Pure
Reason as “the faculty to represent something
by means of concepts” through understand-
ing (Anth, AA 07, p. 196; Kant, 2007b, p. 303),
is thinking as “speaking” an equivalent of “rep-
resentation by means of concepts”? Hardly,
because there is a gap between a character as
a verbal sign and a concept. “The character ac-
companies the concept merely as guardian (cus-
tos), in order to reproduce the concept when
the occasion arises” (Anth, AA 07, p. 191; Kant,
2007b, p. 299). The phrase “when the occasion
arises” implies that the link between character
and concept is not obligatory: in philosophy a
concept cannot be created or “constructed,”
unlike in mathematics where “construction” is
expressed through symbols (KrV, B 762; Kant,
1998, p. 641), which would make mathemati-



MV HeJIb35I HY CO3/1aTh, HU «CKOHCTPYMPOBATh» TI0-
HSTVE, B OT/ITYMe OT MaTeMaTMKY, B KOTOPOV Ta-
KO€e KOHCTPYVpOBaHVe BEIPaKeHO B BIZIE CYIMBOJIOB
(B 762; Kant, 2006, c. 929—931), uto fgermaeT MaTemMa-
THUYeCKOe O3HAaHVIe HAaTJISTHBIM U BIIOJTHE aIloVK-
TUYHBIM, ITO3BOJISISI HAUMHATh C OIIpeJieieHnT ], He
Moryiyx ObITh ommoounsMu (B 759; Kant, 2006,
c. 925—-927). B pumsocodpum xe IoKazaTesIbCTBa CO-
IIPOBOXIAIOT IIPEIMET B MBIITUIEHNV TIOCPEIICTBOM
omHMX TOseKO croB (B 763; Kanr, 2006, c. 931) a
caMM OIIpezieJieHVIsI PeIKO OBIBAIOT BIIOJIHe Oe3y-
npeuHbiMi. B «AnTpononornm» KaHT crout Ha
TIO3UIIVISIX HENIOBEPUs K SI3bIKY KaK BBIPaKEHUIIO
He TOJIBKO BHYTPEHHEVI «MBICIIATEITBHOV XXV3HD,
HO V1 BHeIITHero To3HaHus. OH npenynpexmaaer o
«CMeIIIeH M 3HAKOB C BelllaMi» — BeIlVi COBCEM He
00s13aTeTTbHO JOJIDKHBI COOOpa3OBBIBATBCS CO 3Ha-
Kamut (AA 07, S. 194; Kant, 2024, c. 242). OrpaHu-
YeHHOCTb SI3bIKa B [TO3HAHWMM CTaHeT TeM Oojtee Ha-
IJISIITHOVL, €CJIV IIPVIHSATD BO BHUIMAHUeE, YTO V1 CaMO
TIOHSITIE, TIOPOV «COITPOBOXK/IaEMOEe» CJIOBOM, 00-
Hapy>X/BaeT CBOV IIpefleJIbl — OHW IIPOSBIISIOT-
Csl B IEPBYIO O4eperb B CIOCOOHOCTVM K OTOOpa-
JKEHVIO 3CTeTMYeCKMX WIeVl, KOTOPbIM He MOXKeT
OBITH aIeKBaTHO «HUKAKOe NOHAMUEe», VI TeM Dortee
«HVIKAKOVI SI3BIK HE B COCTOSIHWM ITOJIHOCTBIO [O-
CTUTHYTb» 3TU WUIOEN W cAeJlaTh VX IMOHSTHBIMI
(AA 05,S. 314; Kanr, 2001, c. 425).

1.2. A3v1k kax cpedcmbo

B «xaHTMaHCcKO» Mopesivi IMOHMMaHMs s3bIKa
MHOTO€ Pas3bsiCHSIOT KOHLEMIVM MBIC/IUTeSIeN,
XOTSI ¥ 3HAUUTEJIBHO OTCTOAIIMX OT 31oxu Kan-
Ta 10 BpeMeHM, OfHaKO JOCTaTOYHO OJIM3KMX K
HeMy 110 nyXxy. OgHuM 13 Takmx sBisgercs 9. ['yc-
cepsib, TeM Ooslee BaXKHBIVI B JTAHHOM KOHTEKCTe,
TIIOCKOJIbKY VIMEHHO B II0JIeMMKe C ero (heHOMeHO-
jorvet popMupyeTcs ofHa W3 «aHTUKaHTHaH-
ckmx» moperteit s3pika (I. IneTa).

2 B opurunaie: «...sich nur durch lauter Worte (den
Gegenstand in Gedanken) fuhren lassen». Takim oOpa-
30M, TIPe/TIOKEHHOe MHOIO TTPOYTeHVe pacXoImUTCs ¢ 00-
IIeIIPUHSTBIM.
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cal cognition visible and quite apodictic, mak-
ing it possible to begin with “definitions” that
“can never err” (KrV, B 759; Kant, 1998, p.
639). In contrast, in philosophy proof accom-
panies the object in thought by mere words,?
while definitions themselves are seldom im-
peccable. In Anthropology Kant mistrusts lan-
guage as an expression, not only of the inner
“intelligent life”, but of external cognition, for
example. He warns that “signs are confused
with things” (Anth, AA 07, p. 194; Kant, 2007b,
p. 302), things do not have to conform to signs.
The limitations of language in cognition be-
come even more visible if we bear in mind that
the concept itself, sometimes “accompanied”
by a word, shows its limits, manifested above
all in the capacity to reflect aesthetic ideas no
concept, still less “language [...] can quite ful-
ly capture” these ideas and “render [them]
completely intelligible” (KU, AA 05, 314; Kant,
2007a, p. 142).

1.2. Language as a means

Much in the “Kantian” model of language is
explained by the concepts of the thinkers who,
though distanced from Kant in time, are close
to him in spirit. One such philosopher is Ed-
mund Husserl, who is all the more important
in this context because it is in the polemic with
his phenomenology that one of the anti-Kantian
models of language (Shpet) is formed.

The aim of Husserl’s analysis of logical
forms is to reveal them “in fully concrete fash-
ion” (Husserl, 2001, p. 167). True, this is proba-
bly not the “fullness” and “concreteness” Shpet
would later speak about in Appearance and
Sense. Initially, Husserl notes, the logical is giv-

2 In the original: “[...] sich nur durch lauter Worte (den
Gegenstand in Gedanken) fuhren lassen” (cf. “can only
be conducted by means of mere words (the object in
thought)” (Kant, 1998, p. 641). Thus, my reading diverg-
es from the generally accepted one.
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Lens T'yccepia B dpeHOMEHOJIOrMUeCKOM aHa-
JIM3e JIOTMYecKnX POpM — BBISIBJIEHVE VX «KOH-
KpeTHOM TIOITHOTED ('ycceprts, 2024, c. 19). Ilpas-
71a, 3TO, IO BCEV BUAMMOCTY, He Ta «IIOJTHOTa» U
«KOHKPETHOCTB», O KOTOPBIX Oy[eT IOTOM T'OBO-
puts Ilner B «IBnenvn n cmeicie». [lonauairy,
ormeuaeT ['ycceprib, jlormueckoe 1aHO HaM B He-
KOTOPOV HeCOBepIIIeHHO (popMe, TO eCTh IOHS-
TUVI, BbIpaXEHHBIM Uepe3 HeIOCTOSIHHOe («KoJle-
Orrrorieecs») sHadueHMe cjioBa. I1ockosibKy mcTMHa,
a TaKKe Hay4Has TeOpMs MOXeT ObITb IIPOYHBIM
JIOCTOSIHMEM HayKM JIMIIb B 3adUKCHMPOBaHHOM
dopme, TeopeTmUecKoe WcCilefIOBaHMe Bcerda
IIpeJicTaB/IeHo B BbIcKasbIBaHMAX (Tam xe, c. 16—
17). BeickasbiBaHMs, CyXOeHUs Oe3 SI3bIKOBOrO
BBIP@)KeHNsI CyIeCTBOBaTh He MOTYT, ¥ IIOTOMY
VJTeaIbHble 0ObEKTHI «/TaHbI ITPeXX/Ie BCEro B 'paM-
MaTmudeckoMm opessHum» (Tam xe, c. 17—18). TlyTs
YCMOTpPeHMsI JIOTMYecKuX POpM JIEKINT, TaKMUM 00-
pasoM, uepes CJIOBO — HO, B OTJIMYMe OT IIOCTIeTy-
IOIIVIX TeOPUT A3bIKa, OH KaK OBbI «MVHYeT» CJIOBO:
B MOJIeJIM sI3blKa KaHTMAHCKOI'O TUIIa OHO, IIOXO-
JKe, BOCIIPMHMMAETCS KaK <«HeM30eXHoe 3710»°.
To, 4T0 B TIOBCEZTHEBHOM OOpaIlleHMM S3BIK SBIIS-
€TCSl CPEeIICTBOM ODO3HA4YeHVIsI peasIbHBbIX Belller,
He BBbI3bIBaeT COMHEHMUI. B TpaHcIleHIeHTaIbHOM
JKe VICCTIe[IOBaHUM SI3bIK CJTYXKUT CpeiICTBOM Map-
KVMPOBKY, 0003HaueHMsl HAIllMX MBICIIeN], B Oosiee
o0ITeM IUTaHe — TOTrO, YTO MBI Ha TOM VUIVI MIHOM
3Tarle HaIlero WCCIeOBaHMs «yCMaTpUBaeM»,
JuKkcnpys 3T0 HOHATUIIHO. «VIn TepMUHOIIOTU-
yecKi», — pobasisgeT TyT xe ['yccepip (Husserl,
19764, S. 139—140 (§ 66)). VITax, HEUTO MHTYUTUBHO
HaMM yCMOTPEHO — ¥ TyT e JOJDKHO OBITh 3aKpe-
IUIEHO C IIpVIMeHeHVeM CJIOBa B «BepHOM IIPCIIO-
cobrieHmm (Anpassung) K MHTYUTUBHO CXBayeH-

* B 3TOM CMBICTIE CUMIITOMATUYHO, YTO 'yccepiib Bee-Ta-
KM IIPUBOWT M3BEeCTHOe BhIpakeHme MedricToderr (ciie-
Ha 4 B wactu 1 «Paycra» VI.B. T'ére) mpu obcyxmenvm
CBOeVI Teopwy 3HaUeHms: «[ Iie HetocTaeT IIOHSITN, B ITOLI-
XOJISAIIMY MOMEHT IIofiBopaumBaeTrcs cjioso» (Husserl,
1984, S. 72). Vicnosp3oBaHHBIE B PYyCCKOM IIepeBolie Ba-
PMAHTBI — «...MOXXHO CJIOBOM 3aME€HUTBb», a TaKXKe «...
SIBJIIETCS. B HYKHBIVI MOMEHT CJI0BO» (cp.: I'yccepits, 2024,
c. 84) — Tep4IOT OTTEHOK JIETKOTO IIpeHeOpekeHs K CJI0-
BY, IPUCYIINI 000VIM HEMEIKVIM OpUTIHaIaM.
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en to us in an imperfect form, i.e. in a concept
expressed through an inconstant (“oscillating”)
meaning of the word. Because truth, as well as
a scientific theory, can be an “abiding posses-
sion of science” only in a fixed form, theoretical
research is always represented “in acts of ver-
bal expression” (ibid., p. 166). Utterances, judg-
ments cannot exist without being expressed in
language, such that ideal objects are “in the first
instance, [...] given [...] in grammatical cloth-
ing” (ibid.). Thus, the path of discerning logi-
cal forms lies through the word but, unlike in
the subsequent language theories, it “bypass-
es” the word, as it were: in the Kantian-type
models it seems to be perceived as “an inevi-
table evil.”?> That language is a means to sig-
nify real things in day-to-day communication
is not open to question. In transcendental re-
search language is a means of marking, signi-
fying our thoughts, more generally, of what is
“seen”, marking it conceptually. “Or termino-
logically”, adds Husserl on the spot* (Husserl,
1976a, pp. 139-140 (§ 66)). So, we have seen
something intuitively and it instantly has to be
captured “in faithful conformity (Anpassung) to
the essence seized upon intuitionally” (Husserl,
1983, p. 151; cf. Husserl, 1976a, p. 140 (§ 66)).

* Therefore it is quite symptomatic that despite his own
reservations Husserlneverthelessrefers to Mephistophe-
les” well-known dictum: “Wo die Begriffe fehlen, da stellt
ein Wort zur rechten Zeit sich ein” (Goethe, Faust, scene 4,
part I; Husserl 1984, p. 72 [§ 19]). Cf.: “Where ideas fail
us, words come up at the right moment” (Husserl, 2001,
p- 209). Both Russian variants (“could be replaced by a
word”, or “[...] a word appears at the right moment”)
seem to miss an apparent slighting tone present in Hus-
serl’s as well as Goethe’s texts.

* In German: “[...] und fixieren sie begrifflich, bzw. ter-
minologisch” is given in my translation. New English
version renders this with “fix them conceptually and
terminologically” (Husserl, 1983, p. 151). However, I
would like to retain the difference between “conceptu-
al” or “terminological” as two not identical ways of sig-
nifying what is given in intuition. The often-criticised
old Boyce Gibson’s translation is on this occasion more
accurate: “[...] and fixate them conceptually or termino-
logically” (Husserl, 2012, p. 129; the 1+ edition was pub-
lished 1931).



Hovi cymiHocTv» (Husserl, 1976a, S. 140 (§ 66); cp.:
I'yccepiin, 2009, c. 201). Ho uTo o3HavaeT 3To «IIpu-
criocobieHme»? Ecim cjioBa Kak MeTKM HUKa-
KOV COOCTBEHHOW «CVJIBI», «OHeprum» He MMEIOT
U cJIy’KaT JIVIIb CPefICTBOM MapKMpOBaHUS YBU-
JIEHHOTO, TJie KPUTEPUI «BEPHOCTV» HOBOTO Tep-
mvmHA? TloHMMaHMe s3bIKa KaHTMAHCKOrO THIIa
He MOXeT He VICXOOWUTb M3 «IIpe3yMIIIuM azek-
BaTHOCTM» TEPMWHOB, KOTOpBIe OHO VICIIOJIb3Y-
eT. «bosIblite (YeM HEOHATHOCTM), — IIPU3HAETCs
Kant, — ... omacarock IpeBpaTHOroO MCTOJIKOBa-
HVISI HEKOTOPBIX TEPMIHOB, KOTOPBIE 51 BEIOMpaI C
BeJIMYArIIIey TINATeILHOCTBIO, YTOOBI IIpaBUIIBHO
yCBOWJIV IIOHSATVE, Ha KOTOPOe OHM YKa3bIBAIOT...»
(AA 05, S. 11; KanT, 1997, c. 303). Vrak, TepmuH
11711 OOHAPY XKVMMOTo B pedprieKcum BeIOVIpaeTcs fia-
JIeKO He CJIydarHbIM oOpasoM. OmHako HU OOVH
M3 IIpeJCTaBUTesIeNl «KaHTMAHCKOV JIMHUW» II0-
HVIMaHV sI3bIKa He MOXeT yKas3aTh IIpaBWIo VI
3aKOHOMEPHOCTb, B COOTBETCTBUY C KOTOPBIMU Ta-
KVie TepMUHBI BBIOVpatoTcs. EqMHCTBEHHBI «3a-
KOH» 3]1eCh, ITO-BUIVIMOMY, B TOM, YTOOBI BBIOpaH-
Hble 0003HaYeHNsI He COBITAJIaIN C TeMM, KOTOpbIe
y>ke MMeIOT aBHIO U JOJITyIo Tpanuiyio. VHa-
e TOBOPsI, OHM JIOJDKHBI OBITH HOBbiMu. VIMeHHO
TaK apryMeHTupyeT I'yccepiib, 00BsiCHSS, TIOUeMy
cTapaeTcs n30eraTb KaHTOBCKVIX BBIPasKeHWV 4 pri-
ori VI a posteriori: M3-3a «3aIlyThIBAIOIIEV HesCHO-
CTVI VI MHOTOCMBICJIEHHOCTVI», CBSI3aHHBIX C STVIMU
TepMIMHaMM B OOBIZIEHHOM CJIOBOYIIOTPeOsIeHI, a
TaKXXe «/3-3a VMEIOIIVIX 1y PHYIO cJ1aBy dustocod-
CKMX y4eHMWV, TepelyleTeHHbIX C HUMM B KauecTBe
nypHoro Hacienust mpouuioro» (Husserl, 1976a,
S. 8). Anastormyso ['ycceprib BMeCTO KaHTOBCKOV
«vifeV» [1eJlaeT BBIOOP B MOJIb3Y «TePMIHOJIOTIUe-
CKM He3azlevicTBOBaHHOrO “arimoca™ (Ibid., S. 8).
Obo3HaueHHbIe TPYIHOCTU IPUBOAAT K TOMY,
YTO IIOCJIEfIOBATEIIbHOE IIOCTPOEHMe TaKoro poa
dwiocodum  dakTMUeckn IIpeBpalllaeTcs B
co30anue HoB020 A3bika, VI 3[1eCh CTOPOHHWMKI VH-
CTPYMeHTaJIbHOTO IOJIXO/Ia K SI3bIKYy OKa3bIBalOT-
sl Tiepe]] ouepeHON TPYAHOCTBIO: TePMUHBI [1J1s
«HOBOIO» YCMOTPEHHOIO COHIep>KaHMs JOJIDKHBI,
COOTBETCTBEHHO YCMOTPEHHOMY, ObITh HOBBIMU —
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But what does “conformity” mean? If words
are marks that have no “force” or “energy” and
serve merely to mark what is seen, where is the
criterion of the “correctness” of the new term?
The Kantian-type perception of language can-
not but proceed from “a presumption of ade-
quacy” of the terms it uses. Kant admits: “[...]
I am worried more (than about not being un-
derstood) about being now and then misinter-
preted with regard to some expressions that I
selected with the greatest care in order to keep
them from missing the concept[s] to which they
point” (KpV, AA 05, p. 11; Kant, 2002, p. 16).
Thus, the term for what is seen in reflection is
by no means chosen at random. Yet no repre-
sentative of the “Kantian line” of interpreting
language can point to a rule or pattern in ac-
cordance with which terms are selected. The
only “law” seems to be that the chosen signifi-
cations should not coincide with those which
have a long and old tradition. In other words,
they should be new. This is precisely how Hus-
serl explains why he tries to avoid the Kantian
expressions a priori and a posteriori: “because of
the confusing obscurities and many significa-
tions clinging to them in general use, and also
because of the notorious philosophical doc-
trines that, as an evil heritage from the past, are
combined with them” (Husserl, 1983, p. XXII;
cf. Husserl, 1976a, p. 8). Similarly, instead of
Kant’s “idea” he opts for a terminologically un-
claimed “eidos”, “technical expressions that
fall entirely outside the frame of historically
given philosophical language” (Husserl, 1983,
p. XXIIL; ¢f. Husserl, 1976a, p. 8).

Because of the difficulties referred to above,
consistent building of such a philosophy
amounts to devising a new language, confront-
ing the advocates of the instrumental approach
with a new challenge: the terms of the “new”
content must accordingly be new, but they
must have some connection with the previous
philosophical tradition: “it will not do to choose



. A. Muxaiinos

OHaKO IIPV 3TOM BCe XK€ MMETh KaKyiO-TO CBSI3b
C IpeplIecTByromern prIocodcKo Tpaaniiyent:
«Heroke BBIOVIpaTh VICKYCCTBEHHBIE BbIpakeHVs,
COBCEM BBIXOMMIIVIE 3a IIPeesIbl MCTOPUYECKOro
dutocodpckoro sasbika» (Husserl, 1976a, S. 9, cp.:
I'yccepiip, 2009, c. 24). Bripouem, k Hauainy XX B.
TpeboBaHVIe OIpere/IeHHOV IOV TPafgWIIVIOH-
HOCTM PpII0cOPCKOV TEPMUHOJIOIUN YXKe He dB-
JieTcd HellpeMeHHBIM, U I'ycceprib dakTiueckm
CO3[IaeT CBOVI OTAEIIBHBIVI YHUBEPCYM COBEPIIIEH-
HO HOBOW (PrI0COPCKOM TEPMMHOIOIMN. A BOT
Kanty mpuxonurcest cBoe MCIIONIb30BaHMe A3bIKa
onpasabiBaTh. O «KpuTyke MpaKTU4ecKoro pasy-
Ma» KaHT niuier Tak:

B sTOoM mccitenoBaHMM S He OIacaloch yIipe-
Ka B TOM, YTO XO4Y BBOAVTB HOBBIN SI3BIK... <...>
BeyryMbIBaTh HOBBIE CJIOBA TaM, I/e B SI3bIKe HET
HeIOCTaTKa B TepMWMHax IS HaHHBIX IIOHS-
TUW, — 3TO pebsuecKoe CTpeMIIeHVe BbIIeISThb-
Cs1 M3 TOJIIIBI €CJIV He HOBBIMMU I BEPHBIMI MBIC-
JISIMV, TO HOBBIMM 3aIUIaTaMl Ha CTApOM IUIAThe.
Ecrmim mosTomMy umTartenm... 3HaIOT Oosiee HOITy-
JISIpHBIE TEPMUHBI, KOTOPbIE CTOJIb K€ COOTBET-
CTBYIOT MBIC/IV, KaK COOTBETCTBOBAJIV, II0 MOEMY
MHEHUIO, YIIOTpeOsIieMble MHOIO Te€PMUHBI, VIV
Ha/IeI0TCs HOoKa3aThb HMYTOXHOCTb CaMWMX 3TUX
MBICJTEVI, a 3HAYUT, M KaXI0TO0 0003HAYATOIIIETro
VX BBIpa)K€HNs, TO B IIEPBOM CIIydae s Oymy mMm
OueHb 00si3aH: Belb S XO4YYy TOJIBKO OJHOTO —
OBITB IIOHATHIM, @ BO BTOPOM OHV OKaXYyT YCIIyTy
dmmocodpmm. Ho nokyma camm MoV MBICTIU eltie
He II0KOJIeOJIeHbl, I OUYeHb COMHEeBAICh, UTOOBI
OBUIO BO3MOXKHO HAWTM JISI HUIX COOTBETCTBYIO-
e ¥ IPUTOM OoJiee yrIoTpeOuUTeIbHEIE BBIpa-
xenns (AA 05, S. 10; Kant, 1997, c. 301, 303).

HoBooOpa3oBaHMIO CJIOB JO/DKHBI OBITH ITO-
cTaBJIeHbI rpaHmibl, cunTaeT Kant. Ho uto mor-
JI0 OBI OIIpeNesIsiTh 3TU I'PaHMUIIBI? DTOT BOIIPOC
ocTaeTcs He 10 KOHIIa IIPOSICHEHHBIM. Bo BeskoM
cirydae, KaHT yKasbiBaeT, KOMY 1 B KaKMX CJTydasix
JTO3BOJIVITEITBHO CO3/IaBaTh HOBBIE CJIOBA: «...0paTo-
PY, KaK TaKOBOMY, He00360.11111e4bH0 CO3aBaTh HO-
BbIe CJIOBA M CJIOBOCOYETAHIIS; TIOATY JKe 3TO 10 M3~
BECTHOW cTerieHn nosfosumenvto..» (AA 05, S. 11,
Anm.; Kant, 1997, c. 303, nmpumeu.). Cebst camoro
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technical expressions that fall entirely outside
the frame of historically given philosophical
language” (Husserl, 1983, p. XXIII; ¢f. Husserl,
19764, p. 9). At all events, by the beginning of
the twentieth century the requirement that
there be a share of traditional terminology is
no longer binding; indeed, Husserl creates his
very own universe of totally new philosophical
terminology. Kant, in contrast, has to justify his
use of language. About the Critique of Practical
Reason he writes:

I am not worried at all, in regard to this
treatise, about the reproach that I want to
introduce a new language [...] To contrive new
words where the language already has no lack
of expressions for given concepts is a childish
endeavor to distinguish oneself from the crowd,
if not by new and true thoughts then at least by
new patches on the old garment. If, therefore,
the readers of that work know of more popular
expressions that are yet just as adequate to the
thought as mine seemed to me, or if perhaps they
would venture to establish the nullity of these
thoughts themselves and thus simultaneously
of any expressions designating them, then by
the first they would greatly oblige me, for I want
only to be understood, but for the second they
would deserve well of philosophy. However,
as long as those thoughts continue to stand, I
very much doubt that expressions adequate to
them and nonetheless more prevalent are likely
to be found for them (KpV, AA 05, p. 10; Kant,
2002, p. 16).

Kant believes that there should be limits to
the coining of new words. But what should
these limits be? The answer remains unclear.
In any case, Kant states who and what may be
permitted as a new coinage: “[...] to an orator,
as such, it is not permitted to coin new words or
constructions; to a poet this is to some extent
permitted” (AA 05, p. 11n; Kant, 2002, p. 17n).
Kant, of course, does not see himself as a poet.
So he does not consider the terms he introduces



KaHT BUanT, KOHEYHO, He KaK I103Ta. DTO 3HAYUT,
YTO BBOJVIMBIE VIM HOBble TEPMWHBI OH paccMa-
TpUBaeT He KaK CO3IaHHBbIe HOBBlE. B 3TOM 3ame-
YaHWV «HOBBIV S3bIK» VIMeeT 3HadeHVe si3bIKa He
BIIOJIHE (MHTepCYOBEKTVBHO) ITIOHSTHOTO.

1.3. AI301k u epammamua

st KaHTa OCHOBHBIE BUIBI SI3LIKOB — TaK Ha-
3bIBaeMble XXVBBIE SI3bIKM (TO, YTO MBI CETOHS Ha-
3BaJIV «OOBIIEHHBIMM SI3bIKaMI1») VI «MePTBBIE SI3bl-
Kk» (AA 09, S. 46; KarT, 19806, c. 353), 3 KOTOpbIX
HanOoJIee TIPUOPUTETHA JIaThIHB!. [loMyIMO TOTO,
171 peaT3alinyl COOCTBEHHO HAy4YHBIX 3aad Cy-
IIIECTBYeT «y4YeHBIN S3bIK». Ha Hero cienyer opu-
E€HTVPOBATBCS «IJISI TOTO, YTOOBI ITOT SI3BIK VIMeJT
rpaMMaTVKy, KOTopasl He IIO4MHeHa IPUXOTIN-
BBIM IlepeMeHaM MOIbl», HO COXpaHsila Obl «CBOV
Hen3MeHHBble mpaswia» (AA 05, S. 232, Anm,;
KanT, 2001, c. 223, mpumed.). «Y4eHbIV S3bIK», WII,
KaK MBI OBbI CKa3aJIy, sI3bIK HayKyi, OOHapy X1BaeT
OITpezieJIEHHBIN IapaUIeIN3M C «MEPTBBIM SI3bl-
KOM», CITy>KaIl[VIM TI0I0OVieM VifieasTbHOV TpaMMa-
UK. CIpYyKmypa A3viKa, e20 «102UKa» ecib npexoe
Bceeo epammamuxa. OHa eCTb COBOKYITHOCTD «Oec-
KOHEUHBIX IIPaBWI» WU SBJISIeTCS PacCydOYHbBIM
yueHuem (AA 24, S. 790; Kant, 2022, c. 195). Do
3HA4YWT, YTO Ppaccy[oK, IIOHVMaeMblIVl KaK CII0co0-
HOCTb K IIpaBMJjIaM, OIpefiesiseT TO, «KaK Hallla
Ayllla CoeIMHseT IIOHATHUS»; TaKMM ke oOpasoM,
KaK COeIVHEHbI ITOHSI TSI, JOJDKHBI COeIMHSITHCS 11
citoBa (AA 24, S. 790; Kanr, 2022, c. 195). Coenmre-
HVIe CJIOB eCTh, TaK CKa3aTb, SMIIMPUYECKUTI CUH-
Te3, OH JIOJDKEH ONMPaThCS Ha allPVOPHBIV CHIHTE3
paccynka (B 140; Kant, 2006, c. 211—-213). «Ciosa
CyTBb MaTepws, a TpaMMaTVKa ecTb popMa sI3bIKa»
(AA 24, S. 790—791; KanrT, 2022, c. 196). V1Tax, cBs-

* C oTuM 0BCTOSTETBCTBOM OBUT CBsI3aH ITPOEKT IIepeBo-
na «Kputukm umcroro pasyma» Ha JIQTMHCKWUU SI3bIK KaK
OOIIeNIOHSTHBIV IJISl HAyYHOI'O COODIIecTBa TOro BpeMe-
HIL. BripoueMm, 11 3TOT «0O0paTHBIN IIepeBO» MIMEET CBOU
TpynHocTn. «CMmoxere i Bel, — crpammmsaer KanT of1-
HOT'0 13 CBOVIX alpecaToB, — IIepeBeCT CJIOBO II0jIaraHue
Ha JIATMHCKWUM S3bIK, YTOOBI OHO OBITO COBEPIIIEHHO I10-
HATHO?» (AA 11, S. 515; KanT, 19808, c. 593).
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to be new coinages. In this remark “new lan-
guage” means a language that is (inter-subjec-
tively) not entirely understandable.

1.3. Language and Grammar

For Kant the main types of language are
so-called living languages (what we call to-
day “everyday language”) and dead languages
(Log, AA 09, p. 46; Kant, 1992, p. 11), among
which Latin has pride of place.’ In addition,
there is the “learned language” for scientific
purposes proper. It should be emulated “to en-
sure its having a grammar that is not subject to
the caprices of fashion, but has fixed rules of its
own” (KU, AA 05, p. 232n; Kant, 2007a, p. 63n).
The “learned language”, or what we would call
the language of science, is in some ways similar
to a “dead language” in that it is a kind of ide-
al grammar. The structure of language, its “logic”,
is above all its grammar. It is a body of “endless
rules” (V-Lo/Wiener, AA 24, p. 790; Kant, 1992,
p- 251) and “a doctrine of the understanding”
(ibid.). This means that understanding, seen
as amenability to rules, determines how “our
soul combines concepts”, “so must words also
be combined” (ibid.). The combining of words
is, so to speak, empirical synthesis, it has to
be based on a priori synthesis of understand-
ing (KrV, B 140). “Words are the matter of lan-
guage, but grammar the form” (V-Lo/Wiener,
AA 24, pp. 790-791; Kant, 1992, p. 251). Thus
the combining of words is empirical, it cannot
claim to be universally significant. Logic, which
has to do only with the form of understanding,
can derive the rules of combining concepts. Be-

> This circumstance is connected with the project of

translating the Critique of Pure Reason into Latin as the
generally understood language of the scientific commu-
nity of the time. However, this “back translation” may
also present problems. Kant asks one of his address-
ees: “Could you also make clear what you mean by the
word ‘Beilegung’ in Latin?” (Br, AA 11, p. 515; Kant,
1999, pp. 481-482).
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3bIBaHME CJIOB eCThb CBSA3bIBaHVE SMIIMPUYECKOe,
OHO 3aBeZIOMO MOXET IIpeTeHI0BaTh Ha BCeOOIITyI0
3HAYMMOCTb. BBISBUTH IIpaBula COeIVHEeHMs II0-
HATUW — a 3HA4WT, VI COeMHEeHN CJIOB — MOXeT
JIOTVIKA, VMIMeloITas [1eJ10 JIUIIIb C POpMOVI paccy/l-
Ka. [TockopKy rpamMmarvika IoriajiaeT B 3TOM CITy-
4ae B cpepy KOMIIeTeHIIMM JIOTMKY, 3aKOHOMEePHO,
4To 1 Ilepeq, Hevl TaK>ke MOXKHO IOCTaBUTh 3a7avdy
BBISIBJIEHVISL UVICTBIX, alIPYOPHBIX (POPM.

Cama KOHIIeNINS U0ea1bHOl TPaMMaTKY, KO-
HeuHO, y KaHTa ellle OTCyTCTBYyeT, OJHaKO OHa —
3aKOHOMepPHOe CJIefICTBIIe TeX TeOpuil, KOTOpble Ha
Hero onmpatorcs. I1o anasormm ¢ TeM, Kak «4mcTas
JIOT'MIKa», TO eCTh cdepa alIprOpHOro, IIPOTUBOCTO-
UT JIOTVIKE B ee IIPaKTIYeCKOM IIpVIMeHeH MM, BceM
Pa3IMYHOro poia TeEXHNYEeCKM MHCTPyMeHTapy-
SIM, ITPAKTUYEeCKVM PYKOBOZICTBAM (TO €CTh JIOTMIKe
Kak Kunstlehre), «<TO4HO TaK e B rpaMMaTUeCcKOV
cdepe otaesseTcs, Tak cKa3aTh, YMCTO FpaMMaTy-
JeckKoe, T.e. UMEHHO aIllpuopHoe (1aeaibHas dop-
Ma sI3bIKa, KaK IIPeBOCXOHO TOBOPWJIV) OT SMIIN-
puueckoro» (I'ycceprib, 2024, c. 369). Otcpuikn K
KanTy 31€ech He TOIIBKO OYeBUIIHBL, HO U B SKCIUIN-
LUTHOV popMe HofaTBepKaaoTcd cammm ['yccep-
JIeM: TepMMH «4MCTasi TpaMMaTMKa» BBOAWIICS KaK
aHaJIOI KAHTOBCKOTO «4YVICTOTO eCTECTBO3HAHWIS»
(Tam xe, c. 372). «Ymcrasg rpaMMaTiKa» Wi, Kak
KOHKpeTu3upyeT ['yccepsib B HOCTIeIYIOIINX M31a-
HUsX «JIormueckmx mcceioBaHUM», «4UCTO-JIO-
rMyueckass rpaMMaTiKa», Apriori, ecTb BooOOIIe
TO, O€e3 uero HeBO3MOXXHO s3bIKO3HaHMe. «OnHa-
KO HEBEPOATHBIV HEJOCTAaTOK COBpPEeMEHHOV Ha-
YKI O sI3bIKe» COCTOUT, 1o I'ycceprtto, B TOM, UTO
OHa BOBJIeKaJIaCch B OOBsICHEHMe si3bIKa KaK Cpefl-
CTBa yesioBeueckoro oOrenus (st ['ycceprisa aTo
«OMIIUPU3M», «IICVIXOJIOTM3M») U «He yBUzesIa Iie-
JIOTO MUpa MeaIbHbIX 3HaYeH NI, TO eCThb, B OIIpe-
IleJIeHHOM CMBICIIe, 3a JlepeBbsiMi — Jleca. 1o, uTo
JlaeT BBIpaKeHUIO KaK TaKOBOMY €IVMHCTBO, eCTh
B IIepBYIO ouepelb 3HaudeHwe... Apriori 3Haue-
HUS JOJDKHO KaKMM-TO O0OpasoM OTpaXaTbCd B
rpaMMaTiKe, B s3bIKe. UTO BO3MOXHO 1 UTO He-
BO3MOXKHO, YTOOBI B peuy IOCIIOICTBOBAJIO eIMH-
CTBO CMBICJIa M YTOOBI OHa BOOOIIe Oblya Kakoil-
/100 pedbio — oHpeiesIsieTcs YMCTO a priori, 1 3To
Apriori 114 rpaMMaTHKa Tak ke BaXKHO, KaK U 11
morvka» (Husserl, 1996, S. 98).
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cause grammar then comes into the competence
of logic, it too can be tasked with revealing
pure a priori forms.

Kant, of course, does not have a concept
of an ideal grammar, but it is a logical conse-
quence of the theories based on Kant. By anal-
ogy with the way “pure logic”, i.e. the sphere
of the a priori, is juxtaposed to various techni-
cal instruments and practical manuals (logic
as Kunstlehre), “so in the grammatical sphere
the so-called purely grammatical, i.e. the a pri-
ori element or ‘idealised form of speech’, as
it is well called, separates itself from the em-
pirical element” (Husserl, 2001b, p. 73). Ref-
erences to Kant here are not only evident, but
explicitly confirmed by Husserl himself: the
term “pure grammar” was introduced as an
analogue of Kant’s “pure science of nature”
(ibid., p. 75). “Pure grammar” or, as Husserl
specifies in the following editions of Logical In-
vestigations, “pure logical grammar” a priori, is
something without which linguistics is impos-
sible.

“However, a huge shortcoming of contem-
porary linguistics”, according to Husser], is that
it has become engaged in explaining language
as a means of human communication (Husserl
calls it “empiricism” and “psychologism”), and

it has not seen the whole world of ideal
meanings (therefore, as it were, the forest for
the trees). What gives unity to the expression as
such is naturally first and foremost its meaning
[...] The a priori of meaning must somehow
be reflected in the grammar, in the language.
What is possible or is not possible for unity of
meaning to be able to prevail in discourse, and
for it in general to be able to be one discourse,
is determined purely a priori. And this a priori is
just as important for the grammarian as it is for
the logician (Husserl, 2019, p. 104; cf. Husserl,
1996, p. 98).



1.4. «Kanmuancxuir»
UAU <CUHCIMPYMEHMAALHBLI» 100X00?

KoppekTHO v HasplBaTh TaKOW MHCTPYMeH-
TaJIbHBIV TIOOXO, K S3BIKY COOCTBEHHO «KaHTM-
aHcknM»? VHaue: gsistercss i KaHT Hamboriee
SPKVM, HanOoslee TUIIVMYIHBIM €ro BeIpasuTeeM?
J17151 OTBETa Ha 3T BOIIPOCHI HEOOXOAMa KOHKpe-
TU3alys pa3/INYHbIX BApMaHTOB HOHVMAaHVS A3bl-
Ka. 3a OCHOBY BO3bMeM TePMWHBI, Y>Ke VCIIOIb30-
BaHHBIe [IJIs1 €70 XapaKTepUCTUKN («MHCTPYMEHT»,
«cpencTBO»). «KaHTMaHCKas» Mopenb ecTh IIOf-
XOII, pacCMaTPUBAIOIINIL S3bIK KaK UHCPYMeEHN,
cpedcmbo miisi obo3HaueHMs e «/IHCTpymeH-
TaJIBHOCTB» WCHOJIB3yeTCs B KadecTBe OTHOIO W3
OTJIMYUTEIJILHBIX IIPU3HAKOB J1JI5 IOBOJIBHO IIOITY-
JISPHOV B Hallle BpeMsi KJIaccudmKarium, Koropas
6bu1a nipemyiokena M. Kymem (Kusch, 1989). Bro-
PpoVi BIVATEITBHOVI JIMTHUEN SBJISIETCS ITIOHVIMaHVe
g3bIKa KaK «yHVBepCaIbHOVI CpeJibl», OIpelesIaro-
IT[eVl Hallle TI03HaHMe Mupa. VI3 Hanboree m3BecT-
HBIX MBICJIUTEJIEN K II€PBOVI JIMHUV HPUYIUCIISIOT
I'yccepris, ko BTOpont — mo3Hero M. Xanperrepa,
nio3gHero ke JI. Burrenmireita, a takxe I.-I. Ta-
JlaMepa. DTa BTOpasi [O3NLVS BbIpaXkaeTcs B Clle-
IYIOMINX yOeXXIeHMsIX: BCSIKOe IIOHMMAaHVe VIMeeT
A3bIKOBOVI XapaKTep; KaK ¥ IIOHVMaHVe, A3bIK He
ecTb MHCTpyMeHT. [ lapauienvsm Mex1y IoHVMa-
HVEeM W S3bIKOM YacTO BbIpa’kaloT TaK>Xke C IIOMO-
IIIBIO CJIELYIOIIEro Te3vica: BCe, YTO MOXKET OBITh
IIOHATO, JaHO B cdepe S3bIKa, M HA0OOPOT, Bce
A3BIKOBOE JIOCTYITHO MOHVIMaHWMIO.

ITonMmaHMe #d3bIKa KaK MHCTPYMeHTa OCHO-
BbIBAeTCs, B CBOIO O4epelpb, Ha TaK Ha3bIBa€MOM
sI3bIKOBOM HOMMHaJIVI3Me — IIpeCTaBJIeHNV, YTO
S3BIK OTOOpa’kaeT peasIbHOCTD, a CJIOBA TPV 3TOM
SIBJISIFOTCS «MeTKaMIM», 0003HAvYaIOImMMI Belr. B
3aBUICVIMOCTVI OT HAIIIVIX KOTHUTUBHBIX CTIOCOOHO-
CTeVl 3TU «MeTKI» MOT'yT ObITh OoJlee I MeHee
aZieKBaTHBI TOMY, UTO II03HAeTCs, HO OOBIKHOBEH-
HO K HUM, CJIOBaM, TOJIKHO OTHOCUTBCS C M3BECT-
HOVI foJier1 ocTopoxXHOCTH. Cpeay CTOPOHHUKOB
TaKOI'o OTHOIIEHV K SI3bIKY CITeKTP HO3MIIVIV He-
oOpruartHo pasHooOpaseH. B 3amiaiHOeBporiericKont
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1.4. “Kantian”

or “Instrumental” Approach?

Is it correct to call such an instrumental ap-
proach “Kantian”? To put it another way: is
Kant its most brilliant and typical represen-
tative? To answer these questions we have to
take a closer look at variant definitions of lan-
guage. Let us proceed from the terms already
used to describe it (“instrument”, “means”).
The Kantian model sees language as an instru-
ment, a means of signification of ideas. “Instru-
mentality” is used as a distinctive feature of
the currently popular classification proposed
by Martin Kusch (1989). The second most in-
fluential definition is language as a “universal
environment” which determines our cognition
of the world. Of the best-known thinkers, the
first line is represented by Husserl, and the sec-
ond by the later Heidegger, later Wittgenstein
as well as Hans-Georg Gadamer. The second
position holds that all understanding has a lin-
guistic character; like understanding, language
is not an instrument. The parallel between un-
derstanding and language is often expressed
through the following thesis: all that can be
understood is given in language, and vice ver-
sa, all that is linguistic can be understood. The
concept of language as an instrument is in turn
based on linguistic nominalism, the idea that
language reflects reality and words are “marks”
signifying things. Depending on our cognitive
prowess, these “marks” may be more or less
adequate to what is being cognised, but usually
words should be taken with caution.

This attitude to language reveals a wide
spectrum of positions. The most widely rep-
resented approach in the Western European
philosophical tradition is, in various forms, cau-
tious in assessing the role of language in the
cognitive process. For Plato the word (name)
is but the first of the three stages preceding
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drtocodpckot TpagmIv HavOosIee MIPOKO ObIT
IIpeZICTaBIIeH TIOMIXOMI, B Pa3sHBIX popMax BeIpaka-
IOIIVVI OCTOPOXKHOE OTHOIIIEHVIE K SI3bIKY B IIO3Ha-
BaTeJIbHOM Irpottecce. [y ITmaToHa cj1oBo (vims)
eCTh JIIIIb IlepBasl M3 TpexX CTyIleHeV, IIpelie-
CTBYIOIIMX OOCTVDKeHMIO 3HaHUS . «[lo3HaHMe,
IIOHVIMaHVe W IIpaBuWIbHOe MHeHMe» (ITmaros,
1994, c. 494 (342c)) oTHENIAIOTCH OT «IIPOCTO CJIO-
Ba» JIOCTaTOYHO oT4yemInBo. He cs10BO, HO ITOHU-
MaHVe «Hanboslee poICTBEHHO, OIM3K0 1 TI0/100-
HO» ToMy, 4To no3Haetcst® (Tam xe, c. 494 (342d)).
«Crr0BeCHOe Xe Hallle BbIpakeHVie» HeI0CTaTod-
HO: «II03TOMY-TO BCSIKMVI IMEIOIIVVI Pa3yM HIKOT-
Jla He OCMEJINTCS BBIPAa3UTh CJIOBAMM TO, UTO SIBU-
JIOCh TUIOZIOM €T0 Pa3MBIIIJIEHNS, 1 OCOOEHHO B
TaKOVI HernbKov (popMe, KaK IIVICbMeHHbIe 3HaKI»
(Tam xe, c. 494 (343a 2—3))’. [IprmepHO Tak Xe Xa-
paKTepu3yeT «MHCTPyMeHTaJIbHOe» IIOHVIMaHVe
SI3bIKa, «OCOOYIO KapTUHY [IEVICTBIS UeJI0BeUeCcKo-
TO s13bIKa» BUTTeHINTEVH: «CjioBa sI3bIKa VIMEHY-
IOT IIpeIIMETBI — IIPEJIOKEHNSI CYyTh CBsI3b TaKMX
HaVIMEHOBaHWT1», COOTBETCTBEHHO, «KaXX/I0e CJIOBO
VIMeeT KaKoe-TO 3Ha4YeHVie». «DTO 3HaueHe COOT-
HeCeHO C JaHHBIM cJI0oBOM. OHO — COOTBETCTBY-
oIV TaHHOMY CJIOBY 00BeKT» (BMTreHLUTeI?IH,
1994, c. 80). Butrenirern Ha3bIBaeT TaKoe ITOHM-
MaHWe S13bIKa aBI'YCTVHMAHCKVIM.

Havitit xakoe-To MHOe IIOHVMAaHVe SI3bIKa BO3-
MOYXHO TOJIBKO B TOM CJIy4ae, eCJIVi MBI OTKaXkKeM-
Cs1 OT TIOHVIMaHWS €ro 110 MHCTPYMEHTaIbHOV MO-
nermt. Yro, offHAKo, ITOABNUTAeT K TOMY, UTO TaKoe
«VIHOe» TIOHVIMaHWe $I3bIKa VICKATb BCe-TaKM HA00?
51 morararo, YTO MOTMBAMM K M3MEHEHWIO IIOHVI-
MaHW S13bIKa OKa3bIBAIOTCS Hepas3pelleHHbIe IIpo-

> «..JlepBoe — 3TO MMsl, BTOpOe — OIIpefieJieHIe, Tpe-

Tbe — M300paKeHMe»; YeTBepTasl CTYIIeHb — «3HaHVe»
(ITnaTon, 1994, c. 493 —494 (342b)). Lllner, BipoueMm, orie-
HUBaeT posb [l1aToHa [T TTOHMMAHMS SI3bIKa BCEIIeITO
[TOJIOKUTENIBHO, Haxoyst B «Tearere» popMyIty «OIHO
TO Xe MbICIb 1 cioBo» (Imet, 20058, c. 510; cp. c. 660).
BripoueM, pekoHcTpyKIyst mosuryy [11aToHa B OTHOIIIE-
HWM 5I13bIKa OYZIeT 3aBUCETh OT PasJIMUHBIX CMBICJIOB, B KO-
TOPBIX OH FTOBOPWT O «JIOTOCE.

¢ JIng ItaToHa TO, Ha YTO HaIleJIeHO ITO3HAHMe, eCThb
«ofyIiHHOe ObITre» (IltaTon, 1994, c. 493 (342b)).

7 CXOOHYIO MO3UIIVIO B OTHOIIEHMM S3bIKa MOXKHO Havl-
T TaKKe B INTaTOHOBCKOM «Kpatiiie».

knowledge.® “Knowledge (episteme), reason
(nous), and right opinion” (Plato, 1997, p. 1660
(342c)) are set off from “simply a word” clear-
ly enough. It is not the word, but reason that
“is nearest the fifth in kinship and likeness”
(ibid. (342d)) to what is being cognised.” Our
language is, however, weak: “On this ac-
count no sensible man will venture to express
his deepest thoughts in words, especially in
a form which is unchangeable, as is true of
written outlines” (ibid. (343a 2-3)).® Wittgen-
stein (2009, p. 5) characterises the instrumen-
tal concept of language in a similar vein as
“a particular picture of the essence of human
language”: “the words in language name ob-
jects — sentences are combinations of such
names”, accordingly, “every word has a
meaning”. “This meaning is correlated with
the word. It is the object for which the word
stands” (ibid.). Wittgenstein calls this under-
standing of language Augustinian.

A different concept of language can be
found only if we cast aside the instrumen-
tal model. What, then, prompts us to look for
a different concept of language? I believe that
the motives for changing our concept of lan-
guage are the outstanding problems in the
general scientific picture of knowledge. This
happens, for example, when it turns out that
some problems — undoubtedly important and
necessary — “drop out” of the general pic-

¢ “[...] first, the name; second, the definition; third, the

image; knowledge comes fourth” (Plato, 1997, p. 1659
(342b)). Shpet, however, assesses Plato’s role in under-
standing language entirely positively, finding in The-
aetetus the formula “thought and word are the same”
(Shpet, 2005, p. 510; cf. p. 660). Having said that, the re-
construction of Plato’s position on language would de-
pend on the various meanings in which he speaks about
“logos”.

7 Fgor Plato (1997, p. 1659 (342b)) what is aimed at cog-
nition is “truly real being”.

8 A similar position on language can be found in Pla-
to’s Cratylus.
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O1eMbl B OOIlleHay4YHOV KapTMHe 3HaHMSA. IDTO
IIPOVICXOIUT B TeX, HaIIpyMep, CJIyvasix, Kormaa o0-
Hapy>XMBaeTcsl, YTO HeKOTOpble IIpodsieMebl, Oes-
YCJIOBHO BaKHBbIe VI HEOOXOHVIMBIE, «BBIIAIAIOT»
13 OOIIert KapTVHBI, MM TaM He HaXOIMTCS MecCTa.
Kak ecyim Ovl mipm cOOpKe CJIOKHOTO MexaHM3Ma
OCTaBaJIVCh «JIUIITHVIE» MeTaln. B «SI3bIke 1 cMBbIC-
1e» I1InieT Kak pas3 MCIOJIb3yeT STOT apryMeHT, OT-
Meuasi, YTO TaKOBasl «JTMIITHSIS», He TIPUBSI3aHHAS K
11eJIOMY «/IeTaIb» eCTh BOIIPOC O TIOCTVDKEHW (VTN
IIOHMMaHMM) CMBICIa®. 113 Bcex aHTMKaHTUaHCKIX
TIOIXOMIOB K SI3BIKY VIMEHHO Teopwmio s3bIka Illmera
s nastee Oyy paccMaTpyBaTh Hanbosiee oI poOHO.

2. AHTMKaHTMaHCKasA dpnrocodpns si3bIKa

2.1. O630p anHMuKaHMUAHCKUX NOSUYUIL

Mpbl Buzenn, 4TO caMO IOHATHE «KaHTMaH-
CTBO» B s3BbIKe JIOCTATOYHO YCJIOBHO: MBI OepeM
Kanra B KauecTBe O[IHOTO 113 OCHOBHBIX BbIpasuTe-
JIEVI 3TOVI HO3VIIVIN, IIOCKOJIbKY VIMEHHO B IIOJIEMU-
Ke C HUM (a TaKXXe B PasBUTUM €r0 Men) 3aKITio-
yaslach OffHa M3 JIMHU pa3BUTHA IIpobieMaTKIL.
I'pynma dpvtocodoB 11 yueHBIX, TTO3UIIIO KOTO-
PBIX B OTHOITIEHWM S3bIKa MOXKHO 0003HAYMTh KaK
«aHTUKAHTVMAHCKYIO», TIOBOJILHO IIMPOK. BbIpa-
JKeHVe «aHTUKaHTMaHCKas uiiocodms A3blKa» B
y3KOM CMBICJIe TOofIpasyMeBaeT B IIepByIO oueperlb
Takmx Kputukos Kanra, xkak I'aman u I'epmep. B
KpuTHKe [amMaHa npeTeH3UM K KpUTMUIeCKo pu-
socodpmm KaHTa 1o 11oBofIy sI3bIKa SIBJIAIOTCS XOTS
Y BaXKHEWMIIMM 3JIeMEeHTOM aHTMKaHTWaHCKOM
IIO3MIIMY, HO BCe Ke JIMIIBb ee YacThlo. [amaHa He
ycTpanBaeT IIPOeKT TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOV Kpu-
TUKM pa3yMa B LIeJIOM.

[NepBoe ouniieHne dprtocodnm 3aKTFOYAIIOCH
B 0OCOOEHHOCTNM B YaCTIYHO JIOKHOW VWIM YacTy-
HO HeyIIaBIIIeVics ITOIIBITKE CIIeIaTh pasyM He3a-
BUCUMBIM OT Besikoro Hacnenus (Uberlieferung),

8 «Haykn, m ocobeHHO MeTadm3NKa, paccKasblBaIN O
CMBIC/Ie, KaK OH ecTb. JIormka HeMasIo 3a00T IIOJIOXWUIA
Ha TO, YTOOBI Y3HAaTh, KaK OH BbIpakaercs. Ho kak oH mo-
CTUTaeTCsl — Ha 9TO JIOTVKa He 00si3aHa ObUTa OTBeuaTh, a
MeTadmsmke 310 ObUIO Bce paBHO» (LlImer, 20058, c. 471).

I. A. Mikhailov

ture, where there is no room for them. It is as
if in assembling a complex mechanism some
“extra” parts were left over for which no use
was found. Shpet uses this argument in Lan-
guage and Sense, noting that such an “extra”
part that does not fit into the whole is the ques-
tion of fathoming (or understanding) meaning.’
Among the anti-Kantian approaches I will sin-
gle out in what follows for the most detailed
scrutiny Shpet’s theory of language.

2. Anti-Kantian Philosophy of Language

2.1. An Overview of Anti-Kantian Positions

We have seen that the concept of “Kantian-
ism” in language is contingent: we look at Kant
as one of the main representatives of this po-
sition because it was in polemical discussion
with him (and in developing his ideas) that the
study of the problem has been moving forward.
The group of philosophers and scientists whose
position on language can be described as “an-
ti-Kantian” is fairly large. In the narrow sense,
the expression “anti-Kantian philosophy of lan-
guage” refers to such critics of Kant as Hamann
and Herder. In Hamann’s critique objections to
Kant's critical philosophy over language, while
being an important element of the anti-Kan-
tian position, are only part of it. Hamann (2007,
pp. 207-208; cf. Hamann, 1999, p. 284) is unhap-
py about the whole project of transcendental
critique of reason.

The first purification of reason consisted in
the partly misunderstood, partly failed attempt
to make reason independent of all tradition
and custom and belief in them. The second is
even more transcendent and comes to nothing
less than independence from experience and

? “Sciences, especially metaphysics, have been speak-
ing about meaning as it is. Logic has exerted consid-
erable effort to learn how meaning is expressed. As to
how it is understood, logic was not obliged to answer,
while metaphysics did not care” (Shpet, 2005, p. 471).
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TpaauIM 1 Bepbl. Bropoe erie Oostee TpaHcIeH-
IIeHTHO VI HalleJIeHO He MeHee KaK Ha OCBOOO-
KIIeHVie OT OITbITa U €0 OOBIIeHHOV MHAYKIINL. .
TpeTnii, BRICIINI U B TO K€ BpeMs 3MIIMpuJe-
CKUVI IIyPV3M 3aTparvBaeT s3bIK — €IMHCTBEH-
HBIVI IIEPBBIVI U1 IIOCJIEIHUI OPraHOH M KpUTEePIUIL
pasyma... (Hamann, 1999, S. 284).

Ob1medriocodckort 0OCHOBOVL, ¢ KOTOPOVI OCY-
ImecTsisiercss oTta Kputmka KaHra, sBisercs
ybexxaenne l'amaHa, uTo mpobsieMa eMHCTBA Uy B-
CTBEHHOCTM ¥ pacCyjiKa, OfHa M3 BaXHEeWIINX B
«KpuTnke umcToro pasyMa», Bcerja yxe IpucyT-
CTBYyeT B CTPYKTypax si3bIKa’.

ITpumepst I'amana u I'eprepa 1okaspIBaroT, UTO
ogHOBpeMeHHO ¢ KanToM cyiecTBoBasia v apyras
MozIesTb OTHoIIeH K s13bIKy. K xoniry XVIII . He-
PeITKO MOXKHO BCTPETUTD OLIEHKV POJIN SI3bIKa, CY-
IIECTBEHHO OT/IMYAOIIMECS OT KaHTOBCKOI'O IIO-
HUMaHM4. SI3bIK 1 ustocodms, KOHCTaTHpyeT
Conomon MarivoH B 1791 ., «TecHemmmM oOpa-
30M CBSI3aHBI [IPYT C IPYTOM», OHU «B PaBHOM COOT-
HOIIIEHVIA. .. BO3BBIIIIAIOTCS Y IIPUXOIST B YT 0K»
(Marimos, 2022, . 11). DT0 00CTOSITEeITBCTBO OH CUM-
TaeT «CJIVIIKOM V3BECTHBIM», «ITOOBI MHe HY)KHO
ObUIO Ha HeM IOAPOOHO ocTaHaBIMBaTHCs» (Tam
Xe). OmHaKo 1 B 3TOM CJTy4ae S3bIK Bce-TaKy MbIC-
JINTCS KaK HEUTO TeXHMUYeCKoe, MHCTPyMeHTalb-
Hoe. SI3bIK BO3HMK KaK CpefICTBO OOIIeHMs MeX]1y
JIIONIBMM, «OOMeHa MBICTIVI Ha MBICTIN», B pe3yJIbTa-
Te KOTOPOrO IIPOVICXOANT X B3aVIMHOE «IIPUyM-
HOoXeHMe» (MariMOH ymomo0JisieT 3TO ITPOVICXOX-
IleHvVie sI3bIKa «KoMMepHmm»). Ho 3To 3HaumT, uto
«sI3BIK M300peTeH He drtocodamm, a OOBITHBIMM
JIOBMI», Y PYII0cOd He MOXeT BBICTYTIaTh 371eCh
B POJIM «3aKOHOJATENIs» W, CIIE[JOBATEIBHO, «He
MOXKeT BBOAUTD B SI3bIK HOBbIE CJIOBa U Jlake IIpo-
V3BOJIBHO OIIpefesIsiTh 3HaueHme crapeix» (Tam
Xe, c. 16). VIHBIMM CJTOBaMM, Jake IIpeJicTaBIieHVie
0 OOoJIBIIIeVT 3HAYVIMOCTY SI3bIKA BCe-TaKM He 3aTpa-
rvBaeT 0a30BYIO MOfle/Ib — IIpeICTaBJIeHe O ero
dyHmaMeHTasIbHON (PYHKIIMY O0O3HAYEHSI.

? Cp.: (Muxamwios, 2009, c. 300; x xpurnke [amarom
KanTa cm. Takke: (Alexander, 1966).
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its everyday induction. [...] The third, highest,
and, as it were, empirical purism is therefore
concerned with language, the only, first and
last organon and criterion of reason.

The general philosophical basis of Hamann’s
critique of Kant is the conviction that the prob-
lem of the unity of sensibility and reason, one
of the key problems in the Critique of Pure Rea-
son, is always present in language structures.'

The examples of Hamann and Herder show
that simultaneously with Kant there existed an-
other model attitude to language. By the late
eighteenth century one could come across as-
sessments of the role of language substantially
differing from Kant’s. Language and philos-
ophy, argued Solomon Maimon (1791, p. IX),
“are closely connected with each other”, they
“equally [...] rise and decline”. He considers
this circumstance to be “too well known for me
to dwell on it”."! Yet even in this case language
is seen as something technical, instrumental.
Language arose as a means of communica-
tion between people, “exchange of thought for
thought”, which results in mutual “multiplica-
tion” (Maimon likens the origin of language to
“commerce”). But this means that “language
has been invented not by philosophers, but
by ordinary people”, so that the philosopher
cannot “lay down the law”, and consequently
“cannot introduce new words and even arbi-
trarily define the meaning of old ones”*? (ibid.,
p- XVI). In other words, even if language has
broader significance, its main function is sig-
nification.

10 Cf. Mikhailov (2009, p. 300); on Hamann’s critique of
Kant see also Alexander (1966).

" Cf. ,Sprache und Philosophie sind aufs genaueste mit-
einander verkniipft. Beide steigen und fallen in gleichem
Verhiltnisse. Dieses ist zu bekannt, als dass ich mich dabei
aufzuhalten notig hitte.”

12°Cf. ,[...] kann keine neue Worte in der Sprache einfiih-
ren, auch nicht die Bedeutung der alten nach Willkiir bestim-
men.”



VItak, WMHCTpYMeHTaJIbHBIVI TIOOXOH K S3bI-
Ky OCHOBBIBAa€TCS Ha TOM, UTO SI3bIK COOCTBEHHOVI
«CWIbl», «3HEPIMI» He VIMeeT — pas3Be 4ToO 3Ta
cWwiIa HeraTuBHa (3aTyMaHmBaeT npaen). OpgHaxo
Hapsy C IOHMMaHMeM s3blKa KaK VHCTPyMeH-
Ta, JINIIH OTOOPA’KaIOIIEr0 peasbHOCTh, B 3arlajl-
HOEBPOIIEVICKOV TpaauIiu CYIIeCcTBOBala TaKxXe
U [Ipyrasi, He MeHee MOIIIHas Tpaayuys IOHVMa-
HVIA sI3bIKa. 3[1eCh OH BBICTYTIaJI KaK aKTMBHAs TBO-
psAIas cwia. YCIIOBHO Ha30BEM ee «3HEePIUITHOVD.
CorytacHO XpUCTMAHCKOM IOKTpuHe, bor — kak
Ci10BO — HpUCYTCTBYeT B pasyMe U AyIlle JIIofev,
maxe si3pruHMKOB. Cii0oBO, i, B HoBoMm 3aBeTe,
«JIOTOC», €CThb CJIOBO-pasyM >KMBOTBOp:ILiee, [a-
fomiee, poxpgaroree xn3Hb (Logos spermatikos).
Kax n3BectHo, B Hauaste XX B. B PyCCKOVI peJINIV-
o3HON pustocodnmn pasBopadrBasiach ocTpas Io-
JIeMVIKa 10 3TOMY BOITPOCY, BOLLIE/IIIasl B ICTOPUIO
Kak crop o0 mmsciasum. O0 ston dustocodpvm
sI3pIKa KaK 00 «aHTMKaHTVMAHCKOV» MBI TOBOPUM
He B TOM CMBICJIe, YTO OHa KPUTVMKOBaJIa TIO3MIINIO
KanTa (xpuicTmaHcKast Tpaauiiys 3af0JIro Ipe-
mectBoBasia KaHTy), HO B TOM, UTO OHa VICXOOWUT
"3 OPVHIWUIIVAIBHO MHOW YCTaHOBKM IO OTHO-
HIeHUIO K s3bIKY. Ilogxom K sI3bIKY, KOTOPBIVI MBI
Ha3BaI «3HEPIMITHBIM», B 3HAUYMTEIIBHOW Mepe
oIVipaeTcs Ha XPUCTVAHCKYIO TPAINUIINIO. YIIOMS-
HYTBIE BBIIIIe IIPYIMepHl «aHTUKaHTVAHCTBa» B OT-
HOIIIEHWM S3bIKa, KaK IIPaBIo, ObLIN YKOPEHEeHBI
B PEJINTVIO3HOM BO33PEHMM Ha MUP VX IIPeICTaB-
Tesiert. Bo3aMoyKHa JIv1 TIO3MIIVSL TIO 3TOMY BOIIPOCY,
KOTOpas, C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI, OblIa ObI aHTMKAHTH-
aHCKOVI, C IPYTOVl )ke — He ObUIa ObI OCHOBaHa Ha
pemrun? O4ueBUIHO, TAKOVI BAPVIAHT CYILIECTBYeT,
IIpyYeM OH, B CBOIO OYepelb, OCHOBBIBAeTCS Ha He-
CKOJIBKMX MoTIestsix: «oHTosorndeckor» (I. Irer,
M. Xavimerrep, I.-I. Tamamep), OmxeBropvicTcKom
(V.O. Kyain, oruactu JI. Butrenmrens) 1 aHa-
mmtndeckn-tiparmMarvcrckon (K. -O. Anens). V13
HVIX TJIaBHBIM OOBEKTOM BHMMaHMS OyeT Ta, 94TO
npepJioxeHa [Imerom.

Yxe 1o I'amaHOBOVI KpUTVIKe MOXKHO OBUIO 3a-
METWUTD, UTO, XOTS SI3bIK U SIBJISIETCSI OIHMM W3 OC-
HOBHBIX «KaMHeV IIPeTKHOBEHVIS», pedb TPV 3TOM
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Thus, the instrumental approach to language
is based on the premise that language does not
have its own “force” or “energy”, except that
this force may be negative (fudging ideas).
However, along with the concept of language
as an instrument that merely reflects reality,
the Western European tradition had a different
and no less powerful tradition of the concept
of language. In that tradition, it was an active
creative force. Let us call it “energeic”. In the
Christian doctrine God as the Word is present
in the mind and soul of people, even of pagans.
The Word, or “Logos” in The New Testament, is
the life-giving word-reason (Logos spermatikos).
In the early twentieth century there was a fierce
debate in Russian religious philosophy on the
issue which went down in history as imyasla-
vie (name-glorification). I call this philosophy
of language “anti-Kantian” not in the sense that
it criticises Kant’s position (the Christian tradi-
tion long pre-dated Kant) but because it pro-
ceeds from a fundamentally new approach to
language. What I call the “energeic” approach
is to a large extent based on the Christian tra-
dition. The above-mentioned examples of “anti-
Kantianism” with regard to language were as a
rule rooted in the religious views of its repre-
sentatives. Can there be a position on the issue
which, on the one hand, is anti-Kantian and, on
the other hand,is not based on religion? Obvi-
ously, it exists, and indeed it is based on sev-
eral models: “the ontological” (Gustav Shpet,
Martin Heidegger, Hans-Georg Gadamer),
behaviourist (Willard Van Orman Quine, to
some extent Ludwig Wittgenstein) and analyt-
ical-pragmatic (Karl Otto Apel). I will focus on
the model proposed by Shpet.

Already in Hamann’s critique one could no-
tice that, although language is one of the main
“stumbling blocks”, it is really about the gen-
eral approach to cognition. Thus, Hamann
rails against the “cleansing” of the experience
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umeT o0 oOIIeMMpPOBO33peHYecKMX MOAXOHax K
nosHaHMIO. Tak, [aMaH BO3MyIIeH «O4mITIieHieM»
OIIBITA OT «TPANIINV» (IIOJ] KOTOPOVI OH IIOHVIMa-
eT B IIepBYIO odepellb peAuu03HYy10 TPagWIINIO).
MoXHO cKa3aTb, UTO BCSIKWUI pa3 OIPeHesIsroTCs
VICXOITHBIE OCHOBAHS HAIIIeTO ITO3HAHWS MVIpa, 1
«SI3bIK» OKa3bIBAETCS IJIABHBIM YYaCTHWMKOM ITVX
cnopos. Eciii Tak, To KakoBbl HadasIbHbIe MOT-
BblI 1llrTeTa B BBIABVDKEHUM VM IIPVHIIMIIVAIBHO
VHOV KoHULenumm g3bika? IlepBblil oTBeT, KOTO-
pBIvi KaxeTcs: ectecTBeHHbIM: Illmer ommpaercs
Ha I'YMaHUTapHO-MICTOPUYECKYIO TPaaWIINIO, BOC-
XOAVIBIIYIO K TPydaM VCTOPVIKOB-(PVIIOJIOrOB Ha
py6exxe XVIII—XIX BB. ¥ TPpOAOIKMBIITYIOCH B Me-
TOMOJIOTMV VICTOpUYecKoro 3HaHus B. [lusibres;
[IreT ommpaetcss Ha eepmeHeBmuneckyto Tpagy-
LIVIO. B ero coumHeHmsIX MBI IIOCTOSTHHO HaXOVIM
MHOTOYVICJIeHHbIe TOMY ITOATBepX/IeHWs. DTOT
€CTeCTBEHHBIVI OTBET, OTHAKO, He IIPMBHOCUT eIlle
SICHOCTB B BOIIpOC O ToM, nouemy Illmer obparmra-
€TCs VIMEHHO K 9TOVI TPaaninm, Kakue obredu-
socodpcKme 3a/1aun OH IIpu 3ToM perttaeT. [Tpuse-
HeHHbIe IIpVMepbl 13 MariMoHa ITOKas3bIBaIOT, Ha
MOVI B3IJISIZ], YTO OIIHO JIVIIB YOeXIeHue B «0Co-
0011 BaXXHOCTI» si3bIKa He (popMUpYeT ellle IIpe-
TIOCBIJIOK JIJISI CO3[IaHMsI HeKOeVl I0-HaCTOSIIeMy
OTJIVYAIONIEVICS KOHIIEIIIIVIN — JJIsI 5TOr0 HeoOxo-
AVIMO, YTOOBI B camont puiocodpmm ObUINM ITOCTaB-
JIeHBI OoJlee MacIITaOHBIE 3a/Ja4N.

2.2. Aumuxaumuancm8o I. Illnema

3 Bcex «aHTMKaHTUMAHCKMX» IIO3UIIUM B IIO-
HVYMaHWMM s3bIKa Hanbojlee W3BECTHBI T€, YTO
npuHaiexam Xavpgerrepy, I'agamepy wu Bur-
reHmTenHy. HavMeHee m3ydeHHOV, HO IIPUTOM
He MeHee pa/IVIKaIbHOVI Oblila KOHIIEIIINS SI3bIKa
[Irieta. Ee ocobblii 117151 Hac MHTepec 00ycIIOBIIeH
Tpems nipyuavHaMy: 1) et He TOIIBPKO HadMHAeT
CTPOUTH ee 3aMeTHO paHee TPeX BblllIeHa3BaHHbIX
dwtocodoB, HO U M3j1araeT ee B TPyZdax, BbIIIE/-
mmx panee «CrmMBormyecknx dpopm» Kaccmpepa;
2) paaguKaJIbHOCTBIO cBoelt KoHuemnuy et He
yCTyIaeT HUKOMY U3 COBPEMEHHVKOB W IIOCIIe-
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of “tradition” (meaning above all religious tra-
dition). Arguably, every time the principles of
our cognition of the world are discussed, “lan-
guage” turns out to be the main protagonist
of these debates. If so, what prompted Shpet
to put forward a fundamentally new con-
cept of language? The first answer that comes
to mind is that Shpet proceeded from the hu-
manitarian-historical tradition going back to
the works of historian-philologists of the turn
of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries and
continued in Wilhelm Dilthey’s methodolo-
gy of historical knowledge; Shpet follows the
hermeneutic tradition. There are extremely nu-
merous confirmations of this in his works. Al-
though this answer is natural, it fails to explain
why Shpet falls back on this tradition and what
general philosophical tasks he pursues. The
above cited examples from Maimon show, to
my mind, that the thesis concerning the “spe-
cial importance” of language is not a sufficient
prerequisite for creating a really different con-
cept: that calls for philosophy itself to set more
ambitious tasks.

2.2. The Anti-Kantianism of Shpet

The best-known anti-Kantian positions on
language are those of Heidegger, Gadamer
and Wittgenstein. Shpet’s concept of language
was the least studied and, at the same time, the
most radical. Three reasons make it especially
interesting for us: 1) Shpet does not only begin
developing it significantly ahead of the three
above-mentioned philosophers, but he sets it
forth in works that pre-date Cassirer’s Philos-
ophy of Symbolic Forms; 2) Shpet’s concept is
as radical as those of any of his contemporar-
ies and followers; 3) unlike Heidegger or Ga-
damer, Shpet develops his concept of language
“from within” Husserl’s transcendental phe-
nomenology.



nosaresielt; 3) B omIume oT Xampgerrepa v la-
IaMepa, cOOCTBEHHYIO KOHIeIIuIo si3biKa Illmer
HauylMHaeT pas3BUBaTh «M3HYTPW» IyccepsieBCKOM
TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHOV (PeHOMEHOJIOI A

MBI TOBOPWIIN, UTO IIPEAIIOCBIIKIM IIPVHIIVIIN-
aJIbHO VMHOVI KOHIIEMIINM sI3bIKa CYTh BCerjia MHa-
ye TIOCTaBJIeHHBIe OOIIedmIocodcKme 3amadn.
Kaxobr onm B ciryuae Illera? SI mosararo, 4dro,
pasfesisisg B 11eJIoM (PeHOMEeHOJIOTMYecKyIo IIpo-
rpammy I'yccepsis, et Takke MCXonuT 13 HeoO-
XOAMMOCTY IIOCTPOeHMs YHUBEpPCaIbHOV CUCTe-
MBI 3HaHWS', OT prytocodpmm HeoOXommM «00uyull
B3IV, Ha MUP», «eduHoe ocHoBaHMe» (ILlmer,
2005a, c. 36). Vickomas crucTeMma JO/DKHA IIO BO3-
MOXXHOCTY HamOosree CKJIaIHBIM, CBSI3HBIM OOpa-
30M BKJIIOUMUTB B cebd Bce 00J1acTV I'yMaHUTApHO-
T'O 3HaHMS, «yKa3aTk eMy ero coOCTBeHHbIe KOpHY,
VICTOYHWK, HAYAAA4, TIOOBECTV BceoOImm dyHIa-
MEHT IIOf], BCIO TpOMajly COBPeMEeHHOIo 3HaHVI»
(Tam xe, c. 39). DTO TpenIIONaraeT OCMBICIIEHVIE
crenndVKM pa3TMaHbIX obacrert 3HaHMs". Ka-
Kvie e 370 obrmactu? «VcTtmHa, moOpo m KpacoTa»
C JaBHMX IIOp CUMMBOJIVM3UPYIOT Hanbosiee obiiee
pasziesieHre Ha TeOpeTUYecKyIO U IIPaKTUYecKyIo
durtocoduio, a TakKe Ha HayKy O ITPeKpacHOM.
CooTBeTCTBeHHO, JIOTMKA, 3TMKa ¥ 3CTeTHKa CTa-
HOBATCSI TeMW O0JIacTSMM, TPAaHMUIIBL U IIPVUPOIY
KOTOPBIX IIPEICTOUT OoJlee YeTKO OIIpelesInTh.
Koneuno, Hapsny ¢ stumu Haykamu Illmner yuae-
JIgeT 3HauuTeSIbHOe BHMMaHMe TakXe IICHXOJIO-
iy, opopmmBIIericsa K Hadairy XX B. B OTHeIIb-
HYIO HayKYy, ¥ UICTOpUM (IIOCIIeIHss SIBJIeTCs AJ1s
Hero, TaK CKa3aTh, CePAIIEeB/HON I'YMaHUTAPHOIO
3HaHMA). OgHaKo (PYHKIINIO HOBOVI TEOPUM S3bIKa
g Oyny mpociieXxmBarh jajiee B OCHOBHOM IIpVIMe-
HUTEJIBHO K 3TUM TpeM obsacTsam 3HaHUs. [Tpo-

10" KoneuHo, mpefykaT yHUBepcambHocTH y Ilmera ma-

JIeKO He BCerja yKasaH B siBHOM Buye. OmHako obrmas
TEHEHIVS [IPOCIIEXBAETCS JOCTATOUYHO OTYETIIVBO. «S1
npusHa PryIocoduIo TOJIPKO KaK 3HaHMe», — 3asBilsd-
et I1lmreT, mpudem «drutocodmst Kak 3HaHME eCTh BBICIIIAs
VICTOpMYecKas U guaJleKTidecKasi CTyIeHb dpriocodmm»
(Lrrer, 2008, c. 40).

T «VcToprueckoe eOVHCTBO HAyYHOTO 3HAHUS IIpef-
rnosaraer Qwiocodckoe ocMbIciIeHMe nuddepeHIa-
LIV IIPEIMETHBIX o0Js1acTeri», Kak OTMedaeT B 3TOVI CBSI3U
T.T. Wlenpuna (Llexpwmra, 2010, c. 11).
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As I said, the prerequisites of a fundamental-
ly new concept of language are always general
philosophical tasks set in a different way. What
are these tasks in Shpet’s case? I believe that
in sharing, on the whole, Husserl’s phenome-
nological programme Shpet (1991, p. 176) also
proceeds from the need for a universal system
of knowledge,” and philosophy must provide a
“general view of the world”, a “solitary founda-
tion”. The system should, in the most coherent
way possible, include all the areas of humani-
tarian knowledge “to indicate to each their own
roots, sources, principles, leading to the univer-
sal foundation underlying the entire colossus of
contemporary knowledge” (ibid., p. 179). This
calls for an awareness of the specificities of var-
ious areas of knowledge.’ What are these ar-
eas? “Truth, goodness and beauty” have from
time immemorial symbolised the most gener-
al distinctions between theoretical and practi-
cal philosophy, as well as the science of beauty.
Accordingly, logic, ethics and aesthetics are
the areas whose boundaries and nature should
be most clearly defined. Alongside these sci-
ences, Shpet, of course, pays much attention to
psychology which became a science in its own
right by the beginning of the twentieth century,
and history (the latter being, for him, the core
of humanitarian knowledge). But I will trace
the function of a new theory of language in re-
lation to these three areas of knowledge. Let us
continue to discuss the specificities that Shpet
is looking for. What are the tasks which Shpet
sets for philosophy? Why does hermeneutics
crop up in the framework of the phenomenologi-
cal discourse?

B Needless to say, the predication of universality with
Shpet is by no means always explicit. But the general
trend is evident. “I recognise philosophy only as knowl-
edge, Shpet (2008, p. 40) declares, adding that “phi-
losophy as knowledge is the highest historical and
dialectical stage of philosophy”.

14 “Historical unity of scientific knowledge presuppos-
es awareness of the differentiation of subject areas,” ac-
cording to Tatiana G. Shchedrina (2010, p. 11).
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HOJDKVM O0Cy>XIleHMe crielnduKy 000CHOBaHMS,
Koropoe uietr Illner. Kakosel 3amaum, KOTOpbIe
[IIner m3HavajIbHO CTaBUT Iepen, dpuiocodmen?
[Touemy B pamKax ¢peHoMeH0.402UUeck020 0OOOCHO-
BaHW4 3HaHWS BAPYT HOABIIsieTCS epmeHeBmuxa?

2.3. PeBoatoyus uau 36oarouua?
ObwemupoBosspenueckue opuenmupst Illnema

OTBeThbl Ha 3TV BOIIPOCHI S HAXOXy B pasiin-
umm AByX munod 0bocHobanus 3HAHUA: OIVIH BIIOJI-
He 0oco3HaHHO BbIOMpaeT Ilmet, K mpyromy cTosb
JKe OCO3HAHHO ¥ MeTOOMYeCKM II0CIIeioBaTesIb-
HO CKJIOHSIIOTCS [IBa €ro OIIIIOHEHTa B IIOHWMa-
Hum sa3bika — Kant u I'ycceprb. Pasmume s1mx
IBYX TUIIOB B CaMOM OOIIleM BHIle MOXHO 000-
3HAUMUTHh KaK pasimame paoukasbHo20 W Jaxe
peBoatyuonHo20 BapraHTa 0OOCHOBaHMS — W Ba-
puraHTa «360410410HHO20», OIIMPATIOIIETOCs Ha Tpa-
OVITAIO VI VICIIOJIB3YIOIIero ee. JleVICTBUTEIIBHO,
KOIZja peyb 3aXOOUT O KapAWMHaJIbHBIX V3MeHe-
HUSX CTWISL MBIIUIEHMS, PUTOpUKa TPYIOB Kak
KanrTa, Tax u I'ycceprisg gacTo mcrosib3yeT Metado-
PBI «PeBOJTIOLVS», «pa3prIB» 1 T.II. Kak 13BecTHO,
KanT BbICOKO 1IeHUT «peBosronmio» KornepHuika,
Jla VI CBOIO KPUTMKY pasyMa >kejlaeT CTPOUTH KaK
aHaJIOTMYHYIO, TOJIBKO yXe ¢pu.rocopckyto, peBo-
mmornio™. B rekcrax I'ycceprist ata MeTadopa BeTpe-
yJaeTcs He TaK 4acTo, OJJHaKO Take oDO3HauaeT
BCer/la «[I0BOPOTHBIe» MOMEHTHI B ICTOPUY 3allajl-
Hoepponevickont Meicivt (Husserl, 19766, S. 10, 97,
106), mpryeM 3ByumT Tak, Kak I'yccepsib mmpercras-
JISeT IeVICTBME VM CBOel COOCTBeHHOVI cpeHOMeHo-
JIOTUIV: «PeBOJIIOIIMIOHVIPOBaHVe Bcell KyJIBTYPBbI,
PEBOIIOIIVIOHMPOBaHVE BCETO THUIIA OBITHMS UerIo-
BeuecTBa KaK TBOPAIIETO KYJIBTYPY», «PeBOJIIO-
LVoOHMpoBaHMe mcropuyHocT» (Husserl, 19760,
S. 325) 1 T.. XOTS IpuBeIeHHbIe CJIOBa CKa3aHbI
IIPO JIpeBHer pevyecKyIo KyJIbTy Py, «peBOJIIOIIOHe-
pom» I'yccepitb cumTaeT v cebst camoro™.

2. B «KpuTnke 4ncToro pasyma» 3HaMEHWTHIE TaCCaXKi
cm.: (B XI—XIII, XXII; Kaur, 2006, ¢. 13—17, 23). O Heo0-
XOIIVIMOCTH «PEBOJIIOIINN B 00pase MBICITIEN YeSTOBEKa» CM.
tarke: (AA 06, S. 47; Kant, 19804, c. 119).

3 OnpaspbiBas Itepell BOOOpa’kaeMbIMV OIIIOHEHTaMI
CBOM aIleJUTALINN K paliOHaJIBHOCTY, OH 3aMedaeT: «MHe
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2.3. Revolution or Evolution?
Shpet’s General Worldview Principles

I find answers to these questions in the dif-
ferentiation of two types of justification of knowl-
edge: Shpet consciously chooses one of them
while his two opponents in the interpretation
of language — Kant and Husserl — conscious-
ly and methodically lean toward the other. In
the most general way, the difference between
these two types can be said to be the difference
between the radical and even revolutionary jus-
tification and the evolutionary variant, based on
and using tradition. Indeed, speaking about
cardinal changes in the style of thinking, the
rhetoric in the works of Kant as well as of Hus-
serl often uses the metaphors of “revolution”,
“rupture” etc. Kant, famously, has high regard
for the Copernican “revolution” and he wants
to see his critique of reason also as a revolution,
here, however, only in philosophy.”® In Husserl’s
texts this metaphor occurs less frequently, but
he, too, refers to “turning points” in the histo-
ry of Western European thought (Husserl, 1970,
pp- 8, 68, 91; cf. Husserl, 1976b, p. 10, 97, 106),
and sounds as if this is how he (Husserl) thinks
of the effect of his own phenomenology: “rev-
olutionisation (Revolutionierung) of the whole
culture, a revolutionisation of the whole man-
ner in which mankind creates culture. It also
means a revolutionisation of [its] historicity”
(Husserl, 1970, p. 279; cf. Husserl, 1976b, p. 325)
and so on. Although the above words refer to
ancient Greek culture, Husserl, too, considers
himself as a revolutionary.'®

5 In the Critique of Pure Reason see famous passages in
B XI-XIII, XXII. On the need for “a revolution in the atti-
tude in the human being” see RGV, AA 06, p. 47 (Kant,
2009, p. 54).

16 Justifying in front of his imagined opponents his ap-
peal to rationality, he writes: “I would like to think that
I, the supposed reactionary, am far more radical and
far more revolutionary than those who in their words
proclaim themselves so radical today” (Husserl, 1970,
p- 290; cf. Husserl, 1976b, p. 337).



Yro xe xacaercs Illnera, To 0H HeolHOKpaT-
HO yKasblBaeT Ha TPaaWIIMIO KaK Ha OpUEeHTHp.
Tosops1, uTo dwiocodus Kak 3HaHVE eCTh «BbIC-
Iasi CTyIeHb» uitocodpum BooOIIe, OH TYT ke
no0aBJigeT: «...HO 3TMM He OTpHUIlaio, a, Harpo-
TUB, yTBepXJal HaJINYHOCTh IIperBapuTesIhb-
HOW VICTOpUM, B TeueHMe KOTopom dumtocodms
cmanobumcs B 3HaHue» (IIInet, 2008, c. 40). Beu-
7y 3TOr0 VICTOPUYECKOIOo W3MepeHMs OTHOIIIe-
Hue K pepomoumn y Illmera mo xpaviHen mepe
ckenTrdeckoe. OHa He coOIyIacyeTcsl C €ro 3BOJIIO-
LIMIOHHO-VICTOPUYeCKM MUPOBO33peHVeM B Ile-
JIOM, OKa3bIBasiCh OIYCTOIIAIOIIeV B CaMOM IIO-
CJIe[THeM W3 ee BOIUIOIIeHWMI — POCCUVICKOM. Yke
CBOMI IepBbIVt onyOimkoBaHHBI TpyZ Llmner Ha-
4YMHaeT C IIPOTMBOIIOCTaBIIeH s Pprtocodpum «I1o-
3UTVBHOV» 1 «HeraTuBHON». [lepBast «<HOCUT yBa-
KeHMe K pvIocodCcKov Tpaaulini», IIpefjiaraeT
«II0JIOKUTeJIbHbIe 3a7ladil», Torja Kak IOoCiIe/THss
OTpuUliaeT «eIMHCTBO B pa3BUTUM drstocodpckon
MBICJIN», BBICTyTIaeT C PEBOJIIOIMOHHBIMU ¥ pe-
dopmMaTopcKMu IJIaHaM U, ITPOSIBIIAeTCs B HUTU-
JI3Me, CKeIITULIV3Me, PesIsTUBU3ME, ITO3UTUBU3-
Me (ImeT, 20054, c. 41).

VITax, peBoionyis opbIBaeT C MICTOpVeV, TOra
KaK «3BOJIIOLVS» JOJDKHA TIOCTOSIHHO Ha Hee OIu-
paTtbca. Ho Tem cambIM IIOKasaHa CBSA3b OIlperie-
JIEHHOT'O TUIIa 00OCHOBaHMS 3HAHWUS C Ucmopuet.
A the TyT MecTo A3bikYy? [1j1s penuruosHovt u-
s10codmM A3bIKa BOIIPOC 3TOT PUTOPUUECKIU, TI0-
CKOJIBKY HpuoOIIeHre K (MCTOpMYecKon) Tpaau-
LIV KaK pa3 M MOXeT ITPOVICXOIIUTh TOJILKO Uepes
nprobiieHne K (boxecTsenHOMY) ci1oBy. Ho ecym
[IIrreT opueHTHUpPOBaH Ha PVIOCOPUIO HAyUHYIO,
HeOOXOIVIMO TIPeJIOKUTE KaKylo-TO MHYIO MO-
JleJIb CBSA3U MCTOpUU U si3bIKa. CTOJIb JKe OHATHO
OTHOIIIEHVE K A3bIKY pallOHaINCTIYeCKON (1 pe-
BoTIOITMOoHHOM!) prstocodpmm Toro TMIIa, KOTOPYIO
passusaroT Kant u I'ycceprs. [Ipasma, Tommeko I'yc-
cepJib JOBOAUT OCMBICIIEHVe 3TOVI CBsI3M JI0 IIpe-
JIeJIbHOVI OTUeTJIIBOCTIL: PeBOJIIOLIVIOHHOCTbD B PUI-

KaKeTCsl, UTO 51, MHVMBIVI peaKIVIOHep, 3HaYUTeIbHO pa-
IVIKaJIbHee I HaMHOTI'O PEeBOJIIOLVIOHHEee TeX, KTO Cerofl-
HSI CTOJIb palivKasleH Ha cioax» (Husserl, 19760, S. 337).

I. A. Mikhailov

As for Shpet, he repeatedly points to tradi-
tion as his benchmark. In claiming that phi-
losophy as knowledge is the “highest stage”
of philosophy in general, he adds in the same
breath: “this is not to deny, on the contrary, I
affirm the existence of pre-history in the course
of which philosophy becomes knowledge”
(Shpet, 2008, p. 40). In view of this historical di-
mension Shpet’s attitude to revolution is scep-
tical to say the least. Revolution is at odds with
his evolutionary-historical world view and it
is devastating in its latest embodiment in Rus-
sia. Shpet begins his first published work by
juxtaposing “positive” and negative philoso-
phy. The former “in its very essence respects
the philosophical tradition” (Shpet, 1991, p. 3),
setting “positive tasks”, whereas the latter de-
nies “unity in the development of philosophical
thought” (ibid.), and reveals revolutionary and
reformist plans; these manifest themselves in
nihilism, scepticism, relativism and positivism.

Thus revolution breaks with history, where-
as “evolution” should always be based on it.
This shows the link of a certain type of justifi-
cation with history. But where does language
come into it? For the religious philosophy of
language this is a rhetorical question because
communion with (historical) tradition can take
place only through communion with the (Di-
vine) Word. If Shpet is committed to scientific
philosophy, he has to offer some other model of
the unity of history and language. The attitude
to language of the rationalist (and revolution-
ary!) philosophy adopted by Kant and Husserl
is also understandable. True, Husserl puts the
perception of this link in the starkest form: rev-
olution in philosophy is above all a break with
the language of the previous tradition, with the
“book wisdom” of tradition. This is the mes-
sage of Husserl’s famous address “to things
themselves”: Not from the ‘masters of the past’
are we to learn the secrets of the world — we
should rather “open the Book of Nature itself”
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710copVM €CTh B IIEPBYIO OUepehb paspbll c A3bikom
MIpeIIeCTBYIOIEeN TPAOUIINM, ¢ «KHVDKHOV MY-
ApOCTbIO» Tpaguuun VIMEHHO 3TO 3aKJIIOUeHO
B 3HaMeHWTOM IIpum3biBe ['ycceprs «K camMmM Be-
IIlaM»: He Y MacTepPOB IIPOIIUIOro, He 13 X TEKCTOB
MBI JOJDKHBI Y3HaTh TallHbl MVpa, HO «OTKPBITh
KHUTY Opupoabl B opurnHaste» (Husserl, 1986, S.
206). deHOMEHOJIOT ST MICXOAUT M3 TOTO, YTO CJIO-
BO — HeHaJle)XHOe BbIpakeHle CMBICIIa, a Cylile-
CTBYIOMINT (PrITOCOGCKI A3BIK HEITPUTOIeH 1151
CTPOroVI HayKy, IIOCKOIIBKY €ero IOHSTUsS ¢op-
MUPOBaJIVCh HECUCTeMHBIM, XaOTWMYHBIM 0Opa-
30M ¥, €CJIV BOCIIOJIb30BaThCs BhIpaskeHVieM D. ba-
KOHa, «HeIIpaBWIBHO OTBJIEYeHBI OT Bellei». Y
IIrreTa, KOHEYHO, TOXKe BCTPEYAIOTCS CXOIHO 3BY-
varyue dopmynmposkn™. OFHAKO 3TO CBS3aHO C
deHOMEHOJIOTYeCKOV KPUTMKOM TICHXOJIOrM3Ma
B MOHMMaHWUM si3bIKa (mosuums, Kotopyto Ilmer
pasnenseT ¢ I'yccepriem). Yke K MOMEHTY cBoe
craxuposku y I'yccepiist B ['éTTunrene et o6-
Jlajjajl XOPOLIVMM 3HaHMSIMM (PUIIOIOrMYecKO U
VICTOPWYECKOV TPagIIVIV, TI0O3TOMY HOcJIe 1Ty Om-
Kaimn B 1914 1. «fIBjieHMs M cCMBIC/Ia», paboOTHI, B
KOTOPOVI ellle IIPOCJIeXMBAETCsl 3aMeTHOe BIIVS-
Hue ['ycceprisi, oH f1aeT 061bIITyI0 CBOOOMY pasBep-
TBIBAHWIO JPYrOro HallpaBJIeHMs CBOVIX MHTepe-
COB, B pe3yJIbTaTe yero IosisiseTcs «Vcropus Kak
mpoOsema Jtorukm» (1916). «SIBneHMe m cMBICIT,
«SI3BIK 1 cMBICT» — 11Ba mpomsseneHys IleTa, B
KOTOPBIX pa3BuBaeTcs HoBas utocodmst si3bIKa.
Camoe 1iepBoe 000O3HauUeHMe TOro, K Y4eMy OH CTpe-
MuUTCA B pustocodpnn, Hamevarolee, YTO MOXeT
noTpeboBaThCs pa3paboTKa HOBOVI MOJIEJIN SI3bIKa,
JaHo yXxe B «fBjeHun m cMbicsie». KoHKpeTnsm-
Py 3a7ia4uy1 OCHOBOIIOJIaraloIer («<OCHOBHO») Ha-
yku, [1InieT 3aMedaeT: 3Ta HayKa «JOJ/KHa OBITH He
TOJIBKO 00meopemuteckot Vi 4ucmoil o CBOeN 3a-
flade, HO TaKXXe 104HOU VI KOHKPemHoil TI0 BBIIIOJI-
HEeHUIO ee U pa3ymHoil 1o coemy myTn» (Ilmer,
2005a, c. 39). Kak Ha AOCTVKEHMe 3TOVI ey Oy-

4 Hampumep, KOTa OH TOBOPWT, UYTO CBOMM BO3HWMKHO-
BEHIEM IIOHATVE OITbITa OBUIO 005I3aHO BeCbMa 3I0POBOVL
peaxumy «IIPOTUB CJIOBECHBIX (POPMYJI B IIOJIb3Y CMBICIIA
u Beren» (Lmer, 20056, c. 197).
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(Husserl, 1986, p. 206; my transl. LM.; Husserl
is clearly referring to the problem of mathe-
matisation of nature which he later discusses
in Crisis, cf.: “the interest in true knowledge of
the world itself, nature itself” (Husserl, 1970,
p. 57)). Phenomenology proceeds from the
idea that the word is not a reliable expression
of meaning and that the existing philosophical
language is unfit for rigorous science. This is
because its concepts had been formed in an un-
systematic, chaotic way and, to use Francis Ba-
con’s expression, “are improperly inferred from
things”. One can of course come across simi-
lar-sounding statements in Shpet.!” But these
have to do with the phenomenological critique
of psychologism in the conception of language
(a position Shpet shares with Husserl). Already,
by the time he came to work under Husserl in
Gottingen, Shpet had a sound knowledge of
philological and historical tradition. Therefore,
after the 1914 publication of Appearance and
Sense in which Husserl’s influence is most ap-
parent, he diversified his interests. This led to
the publication of History as a Problem of Logic
(1916), Appearance and Sense, Language and Sense,
two works in which a new philosophy of lan-
guage is elaborated. The first indication of what
he sought in philosophy, hinting that a new
model of language may be required, is already
contained in Appearance and Sense. Specifying
the tasks of the foundational (“main”) science,
Shpet (1991, p. 178) remarks that it “must be
not only pre-theoretical and pure in conception
but also complete and concrete in its execution,
as well as rational in its choice of path”. How
the achievement of that goal will be aided by a
new theory of language will be explained anon.
In the meantime, let us take a closer look at
Shpet’s general philosophical tasks.

7 For example, when he says that the concept of ex-
perience appeared as a healthy reaction against “verbal
formulas in favour of sense and things” (Shpet, 2019, p.
274).



meT palboTaTh HOBasi TEOPWS SI3bIKa, ITPEICTOUT
Pa3bsCHUTH 4yTh Io3xke. [loka ke paccMOTpUM
riofipoOHee obmedmtocodckme 3agaum [lmera.

2.4. Obwegpurocogpckue 3adauu Ilnema

[MreT cnenyer (eHOMEHOIOrMYecKo Viziee
OCHOBOIIOJIOKeHMSI 3HaHMA®, 0 dwtocodpum Mo-
XeT WOTV pedb TOJIBKO TaM, «Iie VIMEeT MeCTO
VICKaHVe IIepBbIX Hadajl, OCHOBAaHUM ¥ IIPVHIIN-
nos» (IlImet, 2014, c. 25). IIpn 3TOM OH XOYeT co-
BEpPIIIEHHO OCOOEHHOI0 OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVIS: TI0JIO-
JKUTEJIBHOT0, IIeJTFHOT0, COXPaHSIOIIEro IIeHHOCTh
VICTOPMYECKOV TpaJuIiy, KOHKPETHOIO, TO eCTh
ZIEMOHCTPVIPYIOIIIETO CBOO CBS3b C IIPAKTIUECKOV
KVM3HBIO UeJIoBeKa, Ja IIPUTOM ellle ¢ COLVIaIbHO
IIpaKTI4IecKot XX13HbI0. Kak atoro joourscs? He-
IIOCTAaTOYHO Beb CKaszaTh «/laBamTe Oymem yBa-
Xarb UCTOpuIo» Min «CII0BO He eCTh IIPOCTO ITHU-
KeTKa». [TocKOJIbKY peub 1eT cpa3y O HECKOIBKIX
KPYIIHBIX OHTOJIOTMUYECKMX cdepax, HeoOXomymma
efBa JIM He IMapaJUlelbHasl padoTa B KaXKIOM U3
HIUX — JIa ellle TaK, YTOOBI B KOHIIE KOHIIOB KaXkKI0e
KOHKpeTHOe pellleHVie B TOVI JIV VHOW cdepe OKa-
3aJI0Ch KOT€PEHTHBIM C PEIIeHVISIMI B IPYTHX.

CooTBeTCTBEHHO 3TOVI DOjIee KOMIUIEKCHO ITO-
HSITOW 3a71ade HeoOXOIIMO MHOI'OCJIOVHOE 1ICCiTe-
ZIOBaHMe: BO-TIEPBBIX, HEOOXOMMMO (A) IOKa3arsb,
KaKOBO JIOJDKHO OBITH HOHMMaHMe duiocodum,
KOTOpO€e OTBeYaJIo Obl )KeJlaeMOMY HOBOMY IIOHW-
MaHMIO OCHOBaHWV 3HaHMS, creludmdecku du-
710cOpCKMX (TO eCTh He B3STBHIX IO 00paslly ecTe-
CTBO3HAHWSI WIV TOYHBIX HayK), He Bpak/1eOHbIX
VICTOPMYECKON TpaJuiini, ¥ KOTOpoe IIpU 3TOM
0Ka3aJI0Ch ObI BIIOC/IEICTBUM COBMECTUMBIM C HO-
BBIM IIOHVIMaHVIEM $I3bIKa (KOTOPO€, BIIPOYEM, ellle

1 VIMeHHO B 3TOM CMBIC/IE OH ITOCTOSTHHO TOBOPUT O

dwmnocodpun n peHoMeHOTIOTUN KaK «OCHOBHOVI» Ha-
yke. (Hlmer, 2005a). Ha Mot B3Iysad, To, 9TO MMeeT B
ugy llmer, Goree TOYHO o00O3HAYaeTcs TEPMIIHOM
«OCHOBOTIOJIAraoIrasi» / «IoJIararollias OCHOBBI» Ha-
yka (Grundwissenschaft,  Grundlagenwissenschaft,
grundlegende Wissenschaft). Bripouem, B mepsele 11Ba 1ie-
caTwIeTyst XX B. COOTBETCTBYIOIIIVIE TEPMIUHBI (He TOJIBKO
y I'ycceprst, HO m y Opyrvx HEMELIKX aBTOPOB) OOBIKHO-
BEHHO ITepelaBaJIiCh CJIOBOM «OCHOBHOVI», «OCHOBHAST».

I. A. Mikhailov

2.4. Shpet’s General Philosophical Tasks

Shpet (2014, p. 25) follows the phenomeno-
logical idea of the principles of knowledge:'
one can only speak about philosophy where
“one is aware of the search for the first ele-
ments, foundations and principles”. He wants a
very special kind of principles: positive, whole,
preserving the value of historical tradition, and
concrete, i.e. having to do with the human be-
ing’s practical life, indeed with social practical
life. How can this be achieved? Surely, it is not
enough to say, “Let us respect history” or “a
word is not just a label”. Since this affects sev-
eral major ontological spheres, parallel work is
needed almost in each of them, and then in a
way that eventually each concrete solution in
this or that sphere would be congruent with the
solutions in the other spheres.

This more complex task calls for multi-layer
research: it is necessary first (A) to show what a
concept of philosophy should be if it is to lead
to a desired new understanding of the founda-
tions of knowledge, specifically philosophical
(not modelled on natural or exact sciences), not
hostile to historical tradition and which would
subsequently be compatible with the (yet-to-
be-formed) new concept of language. Second
(B) it is necessary to work out a new concept
of logic and theoretical-cognitive acts; the con-
cept of logic should be congruent with the new
concept of philosophical knowledge; historical
tradition should be presented as its natural sub-
ject; from within logic, the sphere of theoretical
cognition, a trail should be visible towards the

8 That is why he constantly speaks about philoso-
phy and phenomenology as the “basic” science (Shpet,
1991). In my opinion, what Shpet has in mind is more
accurately conveyed by the term “foundational / laying
the foundations of science” (Grundwissenschaft, Grundla-
genwissenschaft, grundlegende Wissenschaft). As a matter
of fact, in the first two decades of the twentieth cen-
tury the corresponding terms (with Husserl and other
German authors) were usually conveyed by the word
“main”.
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IpezicTouT HavTy). Bo-BTopeiX, HeoOxommmo (B)
BBIPa0OTaTh KaKoe-TO HOBOe TIOHVMaHVie JIOTVIKN
Y TeopeTnYecKN-TIO3HaBaTeJIbHBIX aKTOB; 3/1€Ch
HY)KHO JaTh IIOHMMaHVIe JIOTVKI TaK, YTOOBI OHO
COIJIaCOBBIBAJIOCH C HaMeYeHHBIM ITOHMMAaHVEeM
dmtocodpckoro 3HaHMS; UYTOOBI VCTOpUYecKas
TpaauIys MOIJIa OBITh ITOKa3aHa KaK eCTeCTBEeH-
HBIVI IIpeIMeT ee; YTOOBI M3HY TP JIOTMKM, 13 cpe-
PBI TEOPETMUECKOT0 ITO3HAHVIS, ITPOCMaTpuBaiach
TPOIVHKA K «IIPAKTUUECKOMY», «KU3HEHHOMY»'®;
4TOOBI y>XKe IIpU paccMOTpeHun cdepsl JIorde-
CKOrO MOXKHO OBIJTO OBl MOOKJIIOYUTH ITPOOIIeMBI
IIOHMMAaHMS ¥ MHTepIpeTauy; IoKasaTh, Kak
MeHsJIcsL ObI BHEIITHMV OOJIVK JIOTVKM B [Ty Xe Beex
aTMx TpaHcdopmanmit. Tperes rpymnna sagau (C)
HarleJTleHa Ha CO3[IaHe COOCTBEHHO HOBOVI TEOPUT
sI3bIKa — ee JacTo HasbIBaoT cemmoTykon Ilmera.
Haxkoreri, Heobxonmmo (D) Ha ocHOBaHMM pasbl-
CKaHM B KaXXIOV M3 3TVX 0o0JIacTer roKas3arb, Ka-
KOBBI MOT'YT OBITh pellleHs 15 OTIeIbHBIX HayK;
K 3TOMY OJIOKY BOITPOCOB 51 OTHOIILY VICCIIe[IOBaHIS
[IIrreTa B 0671aCT 3CTETMKM M IICXOJIOT L.
HunasnexTtuka. Ileppoe, uto TpebyeT pasbsicHe-
Husg, — 3T0 mpupona dwiocodpum (A). Crycrs
BCETO JIBa rojia Iocsie «SIBieHns 1 cMbiciia» (1914),
paboTel, KOTOpasi COBEPIIIEHHO SIBHO BBICTpOe-
Ha B paMKax (peHOMEeHOJIOIMUeCcKOV IIPOrpaMMBI,
et ompenessieT dmIocodpmo Kak VMMEOIIYIO
«CYIIIeCTBEHHO NMaIeKTUYeCKUT Xapakrep». [u-
aJIeKTMKa ITOHVMAeTCs B COKPATOBCKO-IIATOHOB-
CKOM CMBICJIE, KaK «cofmecmHoe mviuiseHue» (et
20056, c. 191). [nasnexTrka BMecTo PeHOMEHOJIO-
run? Ilouemy Bapyr? AKTyanmsanyus aHTUYHOW
VeV AVaJIeKTVKM U ee VCIIOJIb30BaHue 115 OIIpe-
fejieHVs IpUpPOoAbl priocoprm B HOBEIIIe YKe
BpeMeHa ObUIN BHepBble IipeyioxkeHbl @. [len-
epMaxepoM, W, y4WTblBasg HeraTuBHOe OTHO-
mreHvie Kanrta x amanexktuke (cp.: AA 24, S. 793;
Kant, 2022, c. 199), aT0o OBIJIO HOBAaTOPCKOE IIpefl-
soxeHve. Ero MoTuBanms 3axkirodaiachk B Cilemy-
torrieM. Eciim dpwtocodmst mevicTBuTeNIbHO HayKa,
dyHIaMeHTasIbHAS IS BCEX OTHEIBHBIX CHCTEM

16 B 1914 r. et dpopmysmpyet 3T0 B popMe BOIIpoca:
«Kak cTaHOBMUTCS JIOTYeCKOe HOHAMe OPYAVIeM XKIU3HW, a
He yHUuToXeHMeM ee?» (I1met, 2005a, c. 116).
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“practical, the real-life”;'” such that already in
considering the sphere of the logical the prob-
lems of understanding and interpretation could
be introduced to show how the look of logic
would change in the spirit of these transforma-
tions. The third group of tasks (C) is aimed at
creating a new language theory proper, often
referred to as “Shpet semiotics”. Finally, (D) on
the basis of research in each of these areas it is
necessary to show what the solutions may be
for individual sciences; I refer Shpet’s research
in aesthetics and psychology to this body of
questions.

Dialectics. The first thing that calls for a
clarification is the nature of philosophy (A).
Just two years after Appearance and Sense (1914),
a work obviously in the framework of the phe-
nomenological programme, Shpet defines phi-
losophy as having “essentially a dialectical
character”. Following Socrates and Plato, he
describes it as “collaborative thinking” (Shpet,
2019, p. 270). Dialectics instead of phenome-
nology? How can this be? Actualisation of the
antique idea of dialectics and its use to define
the nature of philosophy in recent times were
first proposed by Friedrich Schleiermacher
and, considering Kant’s dislike of dialectics (cf.
V-Lo/Wiener, AA 24, p. 793; Kant, 1992, p. 254),
this was an innovative proposal. Its motiva-
tion was as follows. If philosophy is indeed
a science, fundamental for all the individu-
al systems of knowledge, it should blend the
“highest”, universal knowledge and the princi-
ples of its scientific structure. Dialectics is the
identity of the higher, universal knowledge.
In other words, “Philosophising is the attain-
ment of knowledge, accompanied by a clear
awareness of the process of its realisation”?

¥ In 1914 Shpet (1991, p. 90) formulates this in the form
of a question “How does the logical concept become an
instrument of life and not its destroyer?”

2 Cf. “Das Philosophiren ist das Zustandebringen einer
Erkenntnif$, verbunden mit dem klaren Bewuftseyn ihrer
Zustandebringung.”



3HaHVs, TO B HeVl IOJDKHBI ObITh Hepa3pbIBHO CO-
eIVHeHBI KaK caMO «BBICIIIee», BceoOIIlee 3HAHIIE,
TaK ¥ IIPVHIIUIIBI €r0 Hay4YHOV KOHCTPYKIINM, TO
ecThb IIOCTPOeHMsI 3HaHM. [lyaleKTvKa IIpeicTaB-
JseT coboVl MIAEHTUYHOCTE BBICIIIEro, Bceobllle-
ro 3HaHusA. VlHaue roBops, dutocodcTBOBaHE
ecTh TaKoe JOCTVDKeHIe 3HaHMs, KOTOpoe CBs3a-
HO C SICHBIM CO3HaHMeM IIpoliecca ero JOoCTVIKe-
Hug (Schleiermacher, 2002, S. 6). HeoxmpanHbIM
oOpasoMm 3T0 TpeboBaHMe caMOpedIeKCMBHOCTY
dutocodum, B pasHO popMe BbICKa3bIBaBIIIeecs
He ToyTbKO I1I1eitlepMaxepom, HO I MHOTMIMU JIPY-
TVIMI TIpeICTaBUTeIIAMI HeMeIIKOro mieasinsma,
BIIOJTHE COIJIaCyeTCsi C ero pa/iuiKaIM3pOBaHHON
dopMoI1, KOTOPYIO MBI HaXOAMM B HeMeIIKo (pe-
HomeHojtoruy Hadasia XX B. Paspgersier ee m Iner.
Tax, HarrpuMep, B «SIBjIeHUNM 11 CMBICIIe» OH T'OBO-
PUT 0 HEOOXOIVIMOCTY 117151 PEHOMEHOJIOT M «JTa-
BaTh cebe caMOVI OTYeT B CBOEV [esiTeIbHOCTH, TI0
Mepe TOro KaK OHa pa3BepThIBaeTcsl, — ¥, TaKUM
oOpa3oM, cilefjoBaTe/IbHO, He TOJIBKO ITPOBEpPSTH
CBOM IIIar¥, HO 1 BblpabaThIBaTh ceOe HEKOTOphIe
perynsatuse» (Ilnet, 2005a, c. 94). Vrtak, ykasa-
HUe Ha «IMaJIeKTUKy» Ha ypOBHe OOIlleMeTOoro-
JIOTVYeCKMX YCTAHOBOK ITOMOXKET BIIOCJIENICTBUN
Pa3bsICHEHMIO TOrO, KaK C SI3bIKOM CBsI3aHa €ero
KOMMYHVKATVBHAs (PyHKIIVSL.
INonoxxurenpHOCTh. C TaKOV XapaKTepPUCTV-
KOV, KaK «TI0JIOKUTEIBHOCTB», MBI YKe CTaJIK/Ba-
JIMCh TIpU OOCY>KAEeHMI OOIIIero xapakTepa TOTO
obocHoBaHM4 3HaHMs, KoTopoe miet Imet. «[lo-
JIOKVTEJIbHBI» («[TO3UTUBHBIN») BBICTyIIaeT 371eCh
aHTOHVIMOM K PeBOJIIOIIMIOHHOCTH U faxe pedop-
MaTopCTBY", o pasyMeBasl yBakeHVe K ITperlIe-
CTBYIOIIEV VICTOPVWYECKOV Tpaawuilny, He-CKell-
TULIN3M, INonoxmnTernbHas
dmtocodms «He ecTb HoBas dpytocoduis», HO pu-
nocodpust uctunHag (Inet, 2014, c. 21). «[loso-
KVUTEJTBHOCT» COIVIACyeTCsl C IMaleKTIYIeCKUM
xapakTepoM (priocodnn Kak Ha ypoBHe obIrieMe-

AHTUPEJIATVIBU3M.

17 1llrieT HacTaMBaEeT, YTO B €0 IIPEIJIOXKEHVSIX «HET HU

MaUIevIIIert IIpeTeH31I Ha KaKyro Obl To Hi ObUIO pedop-
My prtocodpun» (I1Inert, 2014, c. 21).
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(Schleiermacher, 2002, p. 6). Surprisingly, the
requirement of self-reflection of philosophy ex-
pressed in various forms not only by Scheier-
macher but by many other representatives of
German idealism, quite agrees with its radical-
ised form that we find in German phenomenol-
ogy of the early twentieth century. It is shared
by Shpet. For example, in Appearance and Sense
he urges the need for phenomenology to report
“to itself on its activity while it establishes it-
self. Consequently, therefore, phenomenolo-
gy not only checks its steps but also produces
for itself certain regulatives [...]” (Shpet, 1991,
p- 70). Thus, a reference to “dialectics” at the
level of general methodological principles
would later help to explain how the communi-
cative function is connected with language.

Positivity. We already encountered the char-
acteristic of “positivity” when discussing the
general character of the justification of knowl-
edge Shpet is searching for. “Positive” is here
an antonym of revolutionary and even re-
formist,” as it means respect before previous
historical tradition, non-scepticism and anti-rel-
ativism. Positive philosophy “is not a new phi-
losophy”, but a true philosophy (Shpet, 2014,
p. 21). “Positivity” accords with the dialecti-
cal character of philosophy both at the level of
general methodological ideals,”? and in the di-
rect sense, as dialogue, as a series of ‘yes” and
‘no’, i.e. as individual positions correlating with
and permeating each other (ibid., p. 23), and not
preoccupied with asserting one’s own private
truth.

2 Shpet (2014, p. 21) vehemently denies that there is
“even a trace of a claim to some kind of reform of phi-
losophy”.

2 Positive critique (as opposed to “negative” critique)
“begins precisely with the statement of its goals, shows
its ideals, affirms their truth” (Shpet, 2014, p. 14), which
I also consider to be a manifestation of the ideal of
self-reflectiveness.
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TOHOJIOT TYeCKMX MIeaIoB'®, TaK 1 B IIPSIMOM CMBIC-
Jle, KaK [I1aJior, Kak «HekoTopoe “ma” v “Het”», TO
eCThb KaK MHAVBUIya/IbHble TTO3UIINY, COOTHEeCeH-
Hble IPYyr C IPYroM, <«IIPOHV3BIBAIOIIVE» IPyT
npyra (Tam xe, c. 23), a He 3aHATHIe yTBepXKIeHVEM
B IIEPBYIO OYepeb COOCTBEHHOVI, YaCTHOV MCTWH-
HOCTA

KonkperHocTs. IlenbHOCTH. ITostHOTA (YpO-
BeHb B). Ciiemyromiyio BaXHYIO XapaKTepuCTH-
Ky dwiocodun paeT rpymia IIpeaynKaroB, W3
KOTOPBIX «KOHKPETHOCTB» SIBJISIETCSI IIEHTpalb-
HeM. [Ipyanyn xkonkpernocty mis Ilnera Ha-
CTOJIBKO BaKeH, YTO OH VICIIOJIB3YeT ero KakK OIHY
U3 CYIIHOCTHBIX XapaKTepUCTUK riocodcko-
rO MBIIIUIEHVS B €r0 OTJIMYMM OT BCEro JAPYroro
3HaHUS: «.y uIocopun... OauH IIpeaMeT —
KOHKPemHblil; TIpeMeT KOHKPEeTHOV IeVICTBUTE b
HocTH! <...> ¢husocogpckoe sHanue ecmv bce2a u 1o
cyuecmBy 3uanue Konxkpemnoe u yeavroe» (Illmer,
20056, c. 192)"; «...dwmocodckoe peleHVE 110
CYILIECTBY CBOEMY eCTb pellleHVe KOHKpemHoe...»
(Tam xe, c. 197). IToHATINS «KOHKPETHOCTW», «II0JI-
HOTBI», «IIeJIBHOCTW», «ITOJIOKVTEITBHOCTI», KOTO-
peiMu 1TIeT gacTo MOIb3yeTcs: B Ka4ecTBe CUHO-
HUMOB, HYXX/IalOTCsl, KOHEUHO, B pa3bsicHeHUN. B
3aBepIlieHNe cBoell cTaTbu «Dustocodns u 1CTo-
pus» ImeT maxe ccpiylaeTcsi Ha LIEJIYIO Tpaiu-
uuto poccuvickont dpustocopun — I1. FOpkepnya,
Bi1. Conosbesa, kH. C. Tpybernixoro n J1. Jlormarnna
(Tam xe, c. 199), 1 MOXXeT ITOKA3aThCsl, YTO KaXKIIbIV
Y3 IIpeAMKaTOB MHoIpa3yMeBaeT IIPVIMEPHO OTHO 1
TO >ke. Ha Mov1 B3IJ1s]1, 371eck MBI IMeeM J1eJI0 C pas-
JIMYHBIMU MleajlaMy HayYHoro 3HaHms. Kaxapii
U3 IIpeaunKaros yxe B Tpynax Ilnera mmeer Go-
Jlee CIiellViaJIbHBIVI CMBICTI ¥, KpOMe TOr'o, pasjInd-
HBIM 00pa3oM IOHMMaeTCsl Y KaK0ro 13 Ha3BaH-
HeIx [Irerom dprtocodos. [penmkar «nosxomui»

1 TlomoxwTenpHass KpUTMKa (B IIPOTMBOIIOJIOXKHOCTD

KPUTHKE «OTPUIIATEeIbHOV») «HAYMHAeT MMEeHHO C TOrO,
YTO pacKpbIBaeT CBOW IIeJIN, IIOKa3bIBaeT CBOWM VIealIbl,
yKperuiseT mx uctnHHOCTh» (Ilmer, 2014, c. 14), uto =
TaK)Xe CYUTAI0 OJIHVUM U3 IIPOSIBIIEHNII Mleaia camoped-
JIEKCUBHOCTA

¥ TTpw 3TOM OT/IVHVIE OT YaCTHOTO 3HaHMA (KOTOPOE TaK-
Ke MOXeT ObITh 0OpallieHo Ha KOHKPETHOE U IIeJIbHOe) B
TOM, UTO «KaKyIO ObI TeMy... HU B3sIa pvtocodmisi, oHa
TOTYAC IpeBpalllaeT ee B TeMy OOIIYIO ¥ IPVHIIMIIAIIb-
ayio!» (Lmet, 20056, c. 192).
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Concreteness. Integrity. Fullness (level B).
The next important characteristic of philos-
ophy is the group of attributes in which the
central one is “concreteness”. So important is
the principle of concreteness for Shpet that he
uses it as an essential feature of philosophical
thought as distinct from all other knowledge:
philosophy has “one object, a concrete one.
This object is concrete reality! [...] philosophi-
cal knowledge is always and essentially concrete,
integral knowledge” (Shpet, 2019, p. 270);% “[...]
the philosophical solution is essentially a con-
crete solution [...]” (ibid., p. 274). The concepts
of “concreteness”, “fullness”, “integrity” and
“positivity” which Shpet often uses as syn-
onyms require a clarification. At the end of his
article “Philosophy and History” Shpet refers
to a whole tradition in Russian philosophy —
Pavel Yurkevich, Vladimir Solovyov, Sergey
Trubetskoi and Lev Lopatin (ibid., p. 276) and
it may seem that each of the attributes means
more or less the same thing. In my opinion,
we are looking here at different ideals of sci-
entific knowledge. Each of the attributes in
Shpet’s work has a more specialised meaning
and besides, is interpreted differently by each
of the philosophers he mentions. The attribute
of “fullness” implies above all the universality,
all-embracing character of philosophy’s ambi-
tions; it chimes with what Shpet (1991, p. 12)
agrees on with Husserl: “Phenomenology ac-
tually wishes to study ‘everything’, although
in another attitude than that in which the oth-
er sciences go about their studies.” As a syn-
onym of “fullness”?, “integrity” implies also

2 The difference from particular knowledge (which
may be about something concrete and whole) is that
“Whatever be the topic, [...] philosophy immediately
transforms it into one that is general and fundamental!”
(Shpet, 2019, p. 271).

2 “[...] philosophy is directed toward the all, ‘every-
thing’ [...]. That is, it is directed essentially toward the
concrete and integral” (Shpet, 2019, p. 270).



TIofTpasyMeBaeT IIpeXk/ie BCero YHUBEpPCaIbHOCTh,
BCEOXBATHIBAIOIINII XapaKTep HPUTI3aHUN pu-
j10copvVL; OH BIIOJIHE COOTBETCTBYET TOMY, B UeM
et cormacen c I'ycceprem: «...deHOMeHOIO-
IS JIeVICTBUTEJIBHO JKeJlaeT M3ydaThb “Bce”, TOIIb-
KO B VIHOVI YCTaHOBKe, YeM 3TO JIeJIafoT IpyTvie Ha-
yku» (Imet, 2005a, c. 49). BoicTynasg crHOHMMOM
«ITOJTHOTBY, «1jeAbHOCHb»  TIOFpa3yMeBaeT TakK-
JKe BHYTPEHHIOIO B3alMOCBSI3aHHOCTB, yIIOPSiIO-
YeHHOCTb 3/IeMeHTOB. B mickoMoM dpeHOMeEHOTIOr -
YecKOM OCHOBaHMM pritocodnm, KOToOpoe WIIeT
IIIreT, «To/KHO OBITH He TOJIBKO fce, HO U Kax0oe
Ha cBoem mecme» (Tam xe, c. 42).

duaammu3M. KoHKpeTHOe He TOJIBKO Xapak-
TEPU3yeTCs «IIOJTHOTOV» M II0 CBOEMY CYIIECTBY
«auHaMmaHO» (Inet, 20056, c. 195). Ilox, «imHa-
MW3MOM» IO pa3yMeBaeTcs, BO-TIEPBBIX, TO, UTO
dwtocodprd MMeeT CYIIHOCTHO AVasIOrMYecKu
XapakTep (CM. BBIIIIE) VI, COOTBETCTBEHHO, Haxo-
OUTCS «B IBVDKEHUM». Bo-BTOpBIX, dmtocodris
He eCTh TexXHMKa VICIIOJIb30BaHWs TOTOBBIX pellle-
Hu?. B-TpeThux, dpniocodust He ecTh HaKOILIe-
Hue??. Ho uto oHa Torma ecth? — «Bcerma HoBoe
¥ HOBOe TIOpPOXJIeHVe», BO3HMKAIOIIee, OTHAKO,
He Ha ITyCTOM MecCTe, a CTaBslIee c60u IIpo0IIeMsbl,
uIylnee c6ou pereHns: Ha OCHOBaHMM CYIIIeCTBY-
tortient Tpanuimm (Tam xe, c. 199).

2.5. Peaausayus odbuegurocopcrkux
NPUHUUNOB NPUMEHUINEALHO K A3bIKY

Kak pomkHa BBINISA/IETH Teopws s3bIKa, KO-
TOpas y/IOBJIeTBOpsijla ObI BCeM 3TMM YCIIOBUSM,
HO TPV 3TOM He omnmMpasach ObI Ha XpUCTMaH-
CKYIO KOHIIEIIIINIO OOrofyXHOBEHHOCTW CJIOBa?
Vicionib3yeM cHadasia HavOoslee obiiyio (1 Hau-
Gortee mpocryro) dopmyny: Ilnem ucxodum u3

20 «Dumocodms... Hampasigercss Ha “Bce”... T.e. OHa

HAaIIpaBJIIeTCs Ho Cyujectfy Ha KOHKPETHOEe U LeJIbHOe»

(et 20056, c. 192).

2 «Dwrocoduss — He HayKa B CMbICIIE MEXaHIUIECKIX
OpMyJI M He WCKYCCTBO B cMbIciie TexHmKu!» (Imer,

20056, c. 192).

2 «Dwurtocodpckast TpaIuiMs He eCTh Iepeada OT IIOKO-

JIEHVS K IIOKOJIEHVIO 3apbITOrO B 3€MJIIO TajJlaHTa», He KO-

OMpoBaHMe KM3HEHHOro omblTa mpenkos (Lmer, 20056,

c. 199).

I. A. Mikhailov

inner coherence, ordering of elements. In the
phenomenological foundation of philosophy
Shpet stresses, “not only must everything be
included [...], but each item must also be in its
proper place” (ibid., p. 4).

Dynamism. The concrete is not only char-
acterised by “fullness” but is essentially “dy-
namic” (Shpet, 2019, p. 273). “Dynamism”
means, first, that philosophy inherently has a
dialogic character (cf. above) and according-
ly is “in motion”. Second, philosophy is not a
technique of using pat solutions.” Third, phi-
losophy is not accumulation.”® What, then, is
it? “Always an ever new begetting” that does
not, however, happen in an empty place, rais-
ing its own problems, seeking its own solutions
on the basis of the existing tradition (ibid.,
p. 276).

2.5. Realisation of General Philosophical
Principles with Respect to Language

What should the theory of language be if it
is to meet all these conditions without falling
back on the Christian concept of language as
being God-given? Let us first use the most gen-
eral (and simple) formula: Shpet posits the in-
herently language-based character not only of our
cognition, but of all human culture. More than
once he introduces aphorism-like formulas to
express this principle. For example: “There is no
thought without language” (Shpet, 2005, p. 500).
Or the famous statement in Aesthetic Fragments
that seems to repeat Hamann’s expressions:

# “Philosophy is not a science in the sense of a set of
mechanical formulas, nor is it a form of art in the sense
of a technique” (Shpet, 2019, p. 270).

% “The philosophical tradition, according to Shpet,
is not passed from one generation to a generation of
buried talent” (Shpet, 2019, p. 276), not a copying of the
life experience of ancestors.
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NPUHYUNUAABHO A3b1K0B020 Xapakmepa He 1MO0AbKO
Bceco Hauieeo no3HaHus, Ho u Beeti veaoBereckon
kyavmypsi. OH He pas mpesyiaraeT apoOpyUCTUUHO
3Bydarye pOpMyJIbl, BEIPaKaloIIyie STOT IIPVH-
unt. Haopumep: «Moicau nem 6es caoBa» (Lrer,
20058, c. 500). V1 m3BecTHOE 3asiBIIeHME 13 «DCTe-
TUYECKVIX PparMeHTOB», KaK Oy TO ITOBTOPSIIOIee
BeIpakeHMs lamaHa: «“Yncras”, Oe3 jormdyeckmx
(cyoBecHBIX) POPM, MBICIIB €CTh NONSeNns, HeMbIC-
sMocTb» (IrreT, 1989, c. 455).

[NonoxurenpHOE 3HaueHMe CTPeMJIEHVIS YBU-
JIeTh B SI3bIKE CHCTEMY CMBICIIOHAEIISIOIIVIX [IeVi-
CTBUM paccyqKa (CO3HaHMS) 3aKJIIOYAeTCs B TOM,
YUTO B IIPOTMBHOM CJIy4ae MbI Oy/ieM OTHOCUTH K
o0J1acTy SI3bIKa TO, UTO SI3BIKOM, TIO CyTH, ellle He
sBiisieTcs. i1 sToro B 0051aCcTi TOro, YTO OOBIK-
HOBEHHO OTHOCHT K 43bIKY, HEOOXOIVIMO OTIeINTh
9JIEMEHTBI, IMEIOIIVie 3HaYeHe, OT TeX, KOTOpble
B IIEVICTBUTEIIBHOCTY HI4Yero He BelpaxatoT (I'yc-
cepip, 2024, c. 41—48 (§ 1—3)). 3HaKM Xe, KOTO-
prle 00IajatoT 3HAUEHMEM, 3Hauaujue Bulpaxenis,
3aTeM WMCCIIeAYIOTCsl Ha IIpeIMeT TOro, UTo fesla-
€T VIX 3HaJalllIMV, HeUTO BbIPa’KafomIVIMI. DTOT
VICTOYHVK — He B KOMMYHMKATVBHOV (PYHKINN
3HaKa, He B HaMepeHMN 9To-JI1M00 coO0mMTh Apy-
romy uesioBeky (Tam xe, c. 50—54 (§ 7—8)) 1 maxe
He B MEHTaJIbHBIX aKTaX IIPUIAHMS 3HAYeHWs CO-
OTBETCTBYIOIIIEMY BBbIPaKeHWIO™, HO B Wealb-
HBIX eIMHCTBAX, JIOKAIIMX B OCHOBE «MHOrooOpa-
31151 BOSMOXKHBIX akToB» (Tam xe, c. 95 (§ 24)). Dot
IIy'Th, IIPEAOXPAHSIOMINIL OT IICVXOJIOIM3Ma B II0-
HVIMaHWMU S3bIKa, KaK pas3 v BezieT ['ycceprist k myee
YMCTON JIOTMIKVM. AHTUIICMXOJIOTM3M pasesiseT
u Illret, BbIAeNsIs B 00JIacTy CJIOBa «3BydYalllu
3BYK», «CJIOBECHYIO (POpMYITy», He JAIOIIYIO eIlle
cwmpbicia 1 Bereit (e, 20056, c. 197)*. 3Hak ecTb
3/1eCh JIeVICTBUTEIbHAS Belllb. TouHee, caMo pas-
JIMYeHMe MEXITy «3HaKOM» VI «BeIllbIO» ITOKa elre
OTCyTCTBYeT. Kak TO/BKO «MBI BOCIIPMHMMAaEM
“Berrp” He TOJIBKO KaK “ecTeCTBEHHYIO”, HO U KaK
3HaK, Mol yoke moicaum (net, 20058, c. 562). et

2 00 sroMm xe ImeT: Iepexon, 0T PU3MIECKOrO 3HAKA

K JIyIIIEBHBIM IIPOIIeCCaM — «3TO IIEPEeXO] OT PeaTbHOVI
Ber K peastbHOM» (Iret, 20058, c. 559).

% Boobuie rnaBy «Pasmerervie 3HaKOB» 13 «SI3bIKa
CMBIC/Ia» MOXKHO paccMaTpuBaTh KaK aHaJIoOr Ilaparpa-
¢doB, pasBomsAIMX 3HaK 1 3HavYeHne, B [lepBoM Jiormue-
cxoM mccrtefosanum (I'ycceprs, 2024, § 1—-7).

“Pure’ thought without logical (verbal) forms
is unthinkable nonsense” (Shpet, 1989, p. 455).
The positive significance of the wish to see
language as a system of sense-giving acts of
understanding (mind) lies in the fact that oth-
erwise we would include in language what is
in effect not language. To this end, in the area
usually referred to language, we should sepa-
rate meaningful elements from those that “do
not really express anything” (Husserl, 2001a,
pp- 183-186 (§ 1-3)). The signs that have mean-
ing, meaningful expressions, are then studied in
order to find out what makes them meaning-
ful. This source lies not in the communicative
function of the sign, not in the intention to tell
something to another person (§ 7-8), not even
in our mental acts of sense-giving,” but in ide-
al unities that underlie the “diversity of possi-
ble acts” (§ 24). This path, which is a guardrail
against psychologism in interpreting language,
leads Husserl to the idea of pure logic. Shpet
shares anti-psychologism in isolating “the au-
dio sound”, “the verbal formula” which does
not yet convey the meaning of things (Shpet,
2019, p. 274).”® The sign here is a real thing.
More precisely, the distinction between “sign”
and “thing” does not yet exist. As soon as “we
perceive ‘a thing’ not only as ‘natural’, but as a
sign we already think (Shpet, 2005, p. 562). Shpet
pays great attention to the process of transition
from non-thinking to “thinking”. Mere per-

ception “is not yet cognition” (ibid.) Inciden-

2 Shpet (2005, p. 559) writes in the same vein: transi-
tion from the physical sign to mental processes is “tran-
sition from a real thing to a real thing”.

% In general, the chapter “Separation of Signs” in Lan-
quage and Sense can be seen as an analogy of paragraphs
which set off the sign and meaning in the First Logical
Investigation (Husserl, 2001a, pp. 183-190 (§ 1-7)).
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yzessieT OoJbllloe BHUMaHUe IIPOIleccy Iepexo-
Jla OT He-MBIIUIEHMS — K «MBIIUTeHVo». [Ipo-
CTOe BOCIIpUSITHE «ellle He ecThb Io3HaHMe» (Tam
xe). Kcrarm, v mpemmeT, BocIpyHMMaeMbli HAaMU
KaK DCTeTMYeCKMI, TakK)Ke He OTHOCWUTCS eIle K
cdepe MBIIUIEHMSI — OH «IIOMEIAeTcsl KakK Obl
“Mexxmay” IIpeIMeTOM AeVICTBUTEIIbHbBIM, BEIIbIo, 11
maeabHO MBICIMMBIM» (e, 2007, c. 313). ITpo-
BOJIHVIKOM B cdpepy MBIIIUIEHWs CTAaHOBUTCS CJIO-
BO, IIOHATVIE™: 3TO HE TOJIBKO CPEICTBO MBICIIV, HO
” cama MbICTIb. VIHave, cornacHo InieTy, n ObITH
He MOXeT, TaK KaK MBICJIb KaK OCyIllecTBJIeHHas
MBICJIb BCerya JlaeTcss HaM B 0(POPMJIEHHOM BHIe
(LLreT, 20058, c. 554—555). To >ke KacaeTcs U «4u-
CTOrO IpegMeTa» — 3TO BCerja OTBjledeHue, CIIo-
€00 M37I0KeHSL, «MBI MOYKEM TPaKTOBaTh IIPEIMET,
Kkak ecau 0b. OH ObUI Oe3 comep>kaHMs, HO He 3HAeM
Takux nperameros» (Tam xe, c. 499—-500). Cymmu-
Py, SI3BIKOBOVI XapaKTep IIIIETOBCKOVI KOHIIEII-
LWV A3bIKa MOXKHO OTPasUTh B CJIeAYIOIIEV CXeMe.

Cxema: SI3pIkoBas peaspHOCTH IlInera

Har{paBneHI/xe TIOCTVDKEeHMA

I. A. Mikhailov

tally, the object we perceive as aesthetic also
does not yet belong to the sphere of thinking,
it is “located, as it were, ‘between’ the real ob-
ject, thing and the ideally thought one” (Shpet,
2007, p. 313). The word, concept is the guide to
the sphere of thinking:* it is not just a means
of thinking, but thought itself. Shpet (2005,
pp- 554-555) argues that it cannot be otherwise
because thought as a realised thought is always
given us in a certain form. As for the “pure ob-
ject” this is always a diversion, a mode of ren-
dering, “we can interpret an object as if it had
no content, but we do not know of such objects”
(ibid., pp. 499-500). Summing up, the linguistic
character of Shpet’s concept of language can be

presented in the following scheme:

Scheme: Shpet’s Language Reality

Direction of cognition

Obuacmyp Bocnpusmus Obaacmb NOHUMAHUA, MblUACHUSA Sphere of perception Sphere of understanding, thinking
_ CJIOBO JIOTVIYECKVIE [«UVICTas) .
SByHarim 3ByK - sound word (concept) logical | «pure»
(morsiTIIE) dopmbl | popmbl forms form
«& B LR %
§§ ® < § 5
& o &S 2
Jo x & o S
I 22 i -5 D 2,
BeIIIb, &5 %, EX thing, < g ®F
Belllb T 2 «UVICTBIV thin, i 3 &l . «pure»
b |scrermaeckn| & § % Hperver ng, | aesthetically | & object pu
BUIMMAst | pocripi- & TIperMeT visible percepted object
A
HUMaeMast
Y Y
parvioHasTbHas JIeVICTBUTETBHOCTD rational reality
Y Y
HeVICTBUTEeIIbHOCTb reality

% Jns lInera — cuHOHUMBL: «IIOHATHE ECTH CIOBO, U CIOBO
ecth nousaruey» (Llnet, 20058, c. 505).

» For Shpet (2005, p. 505) these are synonyms (“The
concept is a word, the word is a concept”).
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Onmpasick Ha 3Ty CxeMy, 3aBepIIM HeCKOJIb-
KM Pa3bICHEHUSIMY, JIeMOHCTPUPYIOIIVIM,
uTO MeHsSeT IpeIoKeHHasl MOJIelTb S3blKa B I10-
HUMaHUM prtocodnmt 1 B 4eM OHa PacXOIUTCS C
KaHTVMAHCKOV JIVHVIEVI B TEOPVISIX O SI3bIKE.

1. Xots B oTOM cxeMe 00/1acTh BUAMMBIX BeIllen
He MpPUHAJIEXUT ellle, COOCTBEHHO, K CJIOBeC-
HO-3HAKOBOVI peasIbHOCTY, 00JIacTh 3Ta BCe-TaKM
BKJIIOYEHa B CXeMY SI3BIKOBOVI MOJIEJIN AeVICTBU-
TEJIBHOCTM IS TOTO, UTOOBI IOOUYEepPKHYTH V-
HaMWM3M CTaHOBJIEHVIS SI3LIKOBOrO cMbIcyia. I1ler
OTMeuaeT, YTO, KaK TOJIBKO «3Ta Belllb BCTYyIIa-
eT B IIpUCylllee eVl OTHOIIeHVe K IPyroMy de-
MY-TO, OHa ce0sl YHMYTOXaeT» — B TOM CMBICTIE,
UTO «OBITME 5MUX 3BYKOB, 511020 KyCcKa TPAIKU
IJIs 3HaKa CO 3HadyeHVeM — HeCyIIeCTBeHHO»,
oHa ctaHoBUTCH 3HakoM (Tam xe, c. 517). Ha3pas
OTHOIIIeHNe K 4UeMy-To npucyujum sery, Ilmer
YKOPEHWI OUHAMU3M, OIVIH W3 IIPUHIIUIIOB CBO-
enn pustocodun (CM. BbIIle), yKe Ha YpOBHEe OH-
TOJIOIMY, KaK OBl elrie JIMIIIeHHOV CJIOBeCHON 000-
smouky. OTHaKO HeJIb3$1 CKa3aTh, YUTOOBI CJIOBECHOE
OTCYTCTBOBAJIO Ha 3TOM YPOBHE COBEPIIEHHO.
YrnomnHast ObITHE «3MUX 3BYKOB», «311020 KycKa
TPsKM», 1IreT BOCIIpOM3BOIUT apryMeHTaIIo
«DeHOMeHOIOrMM Ay Xa». YKe camast IIpocTast IIo-
IIBITKA CXBATUTh IIPEeIMET B €r0 MHAVBUIYyaIbHO-
CTVI VI KOHKPETHOCTW, YKa3bIBaeT [eresrb, BBIBOOUT
Hac 3a IIpeerIbl 3TOro Impeamera: YToOsl 0003Ha-
UUTH €r0 KaK eqMHIYHBIV, HaM y>ke HY>KHBI «BCe-
o0IIVie», TeHepaIN3VPYIOITe OIIpeaesIeHs (CM.:
l'eresnp, 2000, c. 55—61). AHaJIOTMYHO 1 3[1€Ch MBI
BPSIZL JIU BOOOIIIe MOIJIVI ObI TOBOPUTH O KaKMX OBl
TO HI ObUIO Belllax, ecjiv Obl yke He Ipuberain
K CJIOBECHOVI KaTeropm3alyi («3To», «<BOT» ¥ T.IL.).
J[yiHaMM3M Ha ypOBHE «IIPOCTO Beller» elre 0o-
Jlee OTYETIVIBO IIPOSBIISIETCS HAa YPOBHE 3HAaKa.
«3HaK... TpeOyeT IIPOIOIIKeHs ABVDKEHS: 3/1eCh
octaHOBUTHCS Henrb3s» (Let, 20058, c. 518). TTox-
pasyMeBaeTcsl TO, YTO MBI OOBIKHOBEHHO VIMe-
eM B BUIY, TOBOps O IIOHSTHOCTM 3HaKa. 3HaK
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With the help of this scheme let us end
with several clarifications which demonstrate
what changes the proposed model of language
brings to the concept of philosophy and where
it diverges from the Kantian line in theories of
language.

1. Although the sphere of visible things does
not yet belong to verbal-sign reality, it is in-
cluded in the scheme of the language model of
reality to stress the dynamism of the creation of
linguistic sense. Shpet points out that as soon
as “this thing enters into its intrinsic relation-
ship with something other, it destroys itselt”
in the sense that “the being of these sounds, of
this piece of cloth does not matter as a sign with
meaning”, it becomes a sign (ibid., p. 517). By
saying that a relation to something is intrinsic in
a thing Shpet staked a claim for dynamism, one
of the principles of his philosophy (see above)
already at the ontological level, still devoid, as
it were, of a verbal shell. However, it would be
wrong to say that the verbal was totally absent
on that level. In referring to the being of “these
sounds”, “this piece of cloth” Shpet reproduces
the argument of the Phenomenology of Spirit. The
mere attempt to capture an object in its individ-
uality and concreteness, Hegel argues, takes us
beyond the limits of that object: To signify it as
a singular object we need “universal,” gener-
alising definitions (cf. Hegel, 1977, pp. 90-91).
Similarly, here, too, we could hardly talk about
any things unless we had already resorted to
verbal categorisation (“this”, “this-such”, etc.).
Dynamism on the level of “just things” is mani-
fested still more clearly on the level of the sign.
“The sign [...] demands further movement: one
cannot stop here” (Shpet, 2005, p. 518). This re-
fers to what we usually mean when speaking
about the sign being understandable. A sign is
understandable if it establishes a link between
what is given in senses as well as the ideal
forms of this given (ibid., p. 522). In the pro-
posed scheme these two directions are shown
by arrows denoting “reference” and “inter-
pretation;” “the inner form of the word as that



IIOHSITEH, ecyIn OJ1arofaps eMy ycTaHaBJIVBaeT-
Cs CBSA3b MEXIy YYBCTBEHHO JJaHHBIM U MeasTh-
HBIMU dpopmamMm 3Toro ganHoro (Tam xe, c. 522).
Ha mipesiyioxkeHHOVI cxeMe 3TV [1Ba HaIlpaBJIeHMs
OTOOpa’keHbI CTpesIKaMy, 0O0O3HAYAIOIIVIMI «pe-
depeHITNIO» 1 «MHTepIIpeTalNio»; BHYTPeHHS
dopma cstoBa — TO, «yepes umo M Orarogaps
yeMy IPOUCXOOUT HOHUMAHUE, 3HaueHWe — CyTb
camo rioHnMaeMoe» (Tam xe, c. 620).

2. IIpyMeuaTesIbHO, UTO 3TU pa3bsaCHEHMs I10-
Kas3bIBalOT Takke, KaK Ha YpOBHe KOHKPeTHOV OH-
TOJIOI'M A3bIKa pean3yroTcs obredntocodpckme
IIPVHINITBL, 13 KOTOpbIX mcxogut lllner, B gact-
HOCTY >KVM3HEHHOCTU U noHombl. EnyHCTBO uyB-
CTBEHHO JITAHHOTO C MHTeJUIEKTYaIbHbIMI popMa-
MM oOpasyeT «cofiep’KaHMe... B CBOEV IIOJTHOTE»,
a 3TO «KWM3Hb MHTEJUIEKTa ¥ BCEro CO3HaHWIS»
(Tam xe, c. 522). «CopepxaHne B CBOEV IIOJTHOTE»
¥ KOHKPETHOCTM IIofpa3yMeBaeT, UTO IIpUpoda
3HaKa KaK OTHOIIeHMs TpeOyeT ydeTa KOHKpeT-
HOCTW OCYIIlecTBjIeHMs 3To HoyHoThL [lomHoTa
3Ta MMeeT KOMMYHVKATUBHBIVI XapaKTep — 4To, B
CBOIO Ouepe[ib, Ha ypoBHe 00111ep110codpcKoM OT-
paxkaeT yOexieHve B 0uaieKmuyueckomM XapaKrepe
drtocodprm®.

3. XoTra Belb 3CTeTUYECKN BOCIPUHMMae-
Masi HaXOIWUTCS «MeXIy» OOJIaCTBIO YMCTO Belll-
HOT'O ¥ CJIOBECHO-TIOHSTUITHOTO, BCEOOIIe-sI3bIKO-
BOVI XapaKTep HeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTH KaK pas3 /ieslaeT
BO3MOKHBIM IIOCIIe[IyIolllee BKJIIOYEHWe 3CTeTH-
YecKoro B Hay4Hoe paccMoTpenue. Eciim Mbl To-
BOPVIM O KapAMHaJIBHBIX IIpo0IeMax pasIvMaHbIX
o0J1acTert 3HaHMS, TO BeIb OIHO 13 3aTpydHEHW,
BO3HMKIINX MMEHHO B pe3ysIbTaTe pa3BUTIUA KaH-
TOBCKOM (prIocodm, 3aKIIFOUaIoch B TOM, YTO
HaMeTwIach TEHIEHINS K OTHbeOUMHEHUIO «IIpe-
KpacHOro» (¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, 3CTETVUKM) OT
TOT'O, YTO MOXKET VI JOJDKHO OBITH IpeIMeTOM Ha-

% TlogpoOHee 0 Ayayornaeckovt mpupone dpriocodmm
7 VICIIOJIb3yeMOVL B 3TOM CBs3u MeTadope «cdepa pasro-
Bopa» cm.: (Lempuna, 2008, c. 25—31).
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through which or thanks to which understanding
takes place, the meaning is that which is under-
stood” (ibid., p. 620).

2. It is remarkable that these clarifications
also show how the general philosophical prin-
ciples from which Shpet proceeds — trueness
to life and fullness — are realised on the level
of concrete ontology. The unity of what is giv-
en in senses and intellectual forms creates “con-
tent [...] in all its fullness”. And that is “the life
of the intellect and the whole consciousness”
(ibid., p. 522). “Content in all its fullness” im-
plies that the nature of the sign as a relation
must take into account the concreteness of this
fullness. Fullness has a communicative charac-
ter, which in turn reflects, on the general philo-
sophical level, the conviction that philosophy is
dialectical.*®

3. Although an aesthetically perceived thing
is located “between” the area only of things
and the verbal-conceptual area, the fact that
language permeates reality makes it possible
to include the aesthetic in scientific inquiry.
Speaking about the cardinal problems of vari-
ous areas of knowledge, one of the difficulties
created by the development of the Kantian phi-
losophy is the tendency to exclude “beauty”
(and accordingly, aesthetics) from what can
and must be the object of scientific cognition.
“There is no science of the beautiful, but only
a critique. Nor, again, is there such a thing as
beautiful science, but only beautiful art” (KU,
AA 05, p. 304; Kant, 2007a, p. 134) — this is a
characteristic Kantian utterance on that score.
This position is based on Kant’s definition of
taste: “We might even define taste as the facul-
ty of judging what makes our feeling in a given
representation universally communicable without
the mediation of a concept” (KU, AA 05, p. 295;
Kant, 2007a, p. 125). “Without the mediation of
a concept” means also without the mediation of
language. If “everything in the world happens

% For more detail on the dialogic nature of philosophy
and the “sphere of conversation” metaphor used in this
context see Shchedrina (2008, pp. 25-31).
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y4HOro mnosHanmus. «Her Haykm o IpekpacHOM,
€CTh JINIIIb KPUTHKa [[IpeKpacHOro|], HeT Irpekpac-
HOW [M3SIITHOVI| HayKW, €CThb JIVIIb M3SIITHbIE VIC-
KyCCTBa» — TaKOBO OIHO W3 XapaKTePHBIX BbI-
ckaspiBaHMM KaHTa Ha aToT cuer (AA 05, S. 304;
Kant, 2001, c. 403). Dta 1o3mIIMsi OCHOBBIBAETCS
Ha ToM, Kak KaHT ompenesseT CyIIHOCTb BKyca:
€ro «MOXKHO ObLIO OBI [Ta’ke OITpeeINTh Kak CIIo-
COOHOCTB CyXX[IeHWs O TOM, YeMy Hallle YyBCTBO
B [IaHHOM IIpefCTaBJIeHUN IIpuaaeT 6Gceoduyyio
coobuyaemocms 6e3 mocpercTBa oHATIS>» (AA 05,
S. 295; Kant, 2001, c. 381). «be3 nocpencrsa 1o-
HSTUS» O3HAYaeT: TakXe 1 0e3 IocpenHMyYecTBa
si3pIKa. Eciim «Bce B Mype IIPOVICXOINT TI0 ITpaBu-
mam» (AA 24, S. 790; KanT, 2022, c. 195), a nozHaem
MBI 3TV IIpaBUJIa «M3 caMUX cebds», TO CyOBEKTVB-
HOCTb B Pas3JIMUHBIX UIIOCTACAX — «PacCyHdOK»,
«pasyM», Iy X», «CO3HaHVe» — SIBJISeTCS [JTABHBIM
«3aKoHofaresieM». Ee CTpyKTypbl YHUBEpPCaIIbHBL,
alpUOPHBL. DTO 3HAUMUT, YTO OHWM CBOOOIHBI OT
HeoOXOIMMOCTH OBITh HEeIIpeMeHHO BbIpaKeHHbI-
mu (cp.: I'yccepin, 2024, c. 122 (§ 35)). s Hlera
HeITpVeMJIEMO, BO-TIEPBBIX, CTOJIb IIPUHIIUIIVAITb-
HOe pasBelleHVe HayKy 1 McKyccTBa. Ero riiaBHas
1eJIb, KaK MBI OTMeYaJIvi, 3aK/II0YaeTcs B HaXOX-
naeHUM 6 00ujeil cucmeme HAYUHO20 3HAHUA TaKOTO
BceoO111ero 000CHOBaHMS, B KOTOPOM Oy/ieT Iipef-
CTaBJIEHO BCe, BCeMY Haw/eTcsl «CBOe MeCTO» — a
IIOTOMY OT/e/IbHas JIMHWS er0 TPYHOB HallesleHa
Ha HaxOXX/IeHle aJIbTepPHATMB 3TOV IO3MIINN. Ba-
PUAHTBI pellleHVs IIpelcTaB/IeHbl B «DCTeTude-
CKMX pparMeHTax», B KOTOPBIX aBTOP II0JIEMM3U-
PYeT ¢ 3TUM HPUHIINUIIOM ocTpo 1 xkecTKo (LLmerT,
1989; 2007).

[TpuBeneHHBIe OCOOEHHOCTM TEOPUM SI3BIKA
IIIrieta, dpopMupyemort B orope Ha KJIaCCUKOB
dutorntormyi, TepMeHeBTMIKI ¥ ICTOPUYeCKOM Ha-
YK, a TaKXe B HeM3MeHHOV ToJIeMuKe ¢ popMa-
ym3MoM KaHTa, JaroT BapraHTHI pelieHs 11 HeKO-
TOPBIX IPYTVIX IIpobsIeM (B 4aCTHOCTY, IIpOOIeMBbl
BO3MOXXHOCTVI TBOPYECTBA SI3BIKE).

according to the rules” (V-Lo/Wiener, AA 24,
p- 790; Kant, 1992, p. 251), and we cognise these
rules “from within ourselves”, then subjectiv-
ity in its various aspects — “understanding”,
“reason”, “spirit”, “consciousness” — is the
chief “law-maker”. Its structures are universal,
a priori. This means that their being expressed
is contingent (cf. Husserl, 2001a, p. 233 (§ 35)).
For Shpet, such a principled separation of sci-
ence and art is unacceptable. His main goal, as
we have noted, is to find in the general system
of scientific knowledge a universal justification
in which everything will be represented, there
will be room for everything. This is why one
strand of his research is aimed at finding al-
ternatives to this position. Variants of solution
are presented in Aesthetic Fragments in which
the author takes a tough stand against the said
principle (Shpet, 1989; 2007).

The above characteristics of Shpet’s theory
of language based on the classics of philology,
hermeneutics and historical science, as well as
Shpet’s perpetual polemic with Kant’s formal-
ism, suggest variant solutions of some other
problems as well (in particular, the problem of
the possibility of creativity in language).
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HEOKAHTVAHCKWMV BOIIPOC O METO/IE,
IIPOBJIEMA ®OPMbI 1 3SHAUEHWME
M3MEHUYMBOCTU B ®PUJIOCODPUN

T'YCTABA IIIIETA
Y DPHCTA KACCUPEPA

H.B. Agpanaco8’

Kanmuanckoe naciedue oxasaso xawodeboe 6ausanue
Ha hopmupobanue ranouagpma meopemuneckoi uio-
cocpuu 6 nepBoni noaoBure XX 6. He moavko 6 I'epmanuu,
Ho u 6 Poccuu udeu Mmmanyusa Kanma npedcmabas-
AUch ¢pusocopam ocHoBonosazarouwuMu 044 usocog-
cxoeo noucka. KawoueBvle Hayunble koAbl moi 3n0Xu
popmupobaruce 6 pamkax Oouckyccuil 0 npodiemax u
npeoaoxennvix Kanmom cnocobax ux peuwiernus. Memo-
dos02uueckoe Hacieue kpumuueckou gpurocogpuu gpax-
muvecku cmaio 0a30601 YcmaHoBKou U OpUeHMUpPoM
MbLUACHUS 1e1020 NOKOAeHUA uHmesrekmyarob. Vccae-
doBanus eduncmba «gopmol» 8 cmpyxmype uesobeue-
CK020 Mo3HAHUS markke Obiau B0 MHO20M 0nOCpedoBarbi
kanmuanckoi mpaduyuei. Ilia obocroBanus 3moeo me-
3uca abmop cHauaia obpawaemcs x gpusocogpuu I'ycma-
6a IlInema, mbopuecku ocmvicAubuieeo HeMeyKyw mpa-
Ouyuio u npedsoxubuieeo cBoil oOpuUHANLHBILL NPOEKH,
a samem — K meopuu Dprema Kaccupepa, Budneiiuieeo
npedcmabumens Heokanmuancmea, komopuii 6 no30HUL
nepuod mbopuecmba npedsoxxus paccmampubams gero-
MeHbl HAYK 0 0yxe Kax cumbosuveckue Gopmsl, Haubo-
see Dauskue k cnonmantocmu 0uosoeuteckoeo. Obujee,
obnapyokubaroujeecss 6 nooxodax 08yx gusocodpol, —
3110 NONbIMKA COXPAHUMD YCMAHOBKY HA UeA0CHIHOCHTD
NO3HAHUS, KOMOpAA paspyuiaemcs 6 pamxax mamema-
musayuy eouHo2o 3namenamens. (npedesvHas Kameao-
pusayus) u uepapxusayuu penomerob uesoBeueckonl
KusHu. AavmepnamuBorl cmanobumcs memagpopa My-
MAyUoHHOU UsMeH4ubocmu, uepes KOMOpY0 NOHAMUe
«popmul» obpemaem HOBuill cMmuica. B 3axatouenue ab-
mop noxasviBaem, umo BPUCUUHOCITL NPEONPUHAITNO20
paccmompenus npoexmoB Ilnema u Kaccupepa snauuma

! MacturyT dpwiocodpnn PAH,

Poccms, 109240, Mocksa, yin. 'onwaphas, a. 12, crp. 1.
Iocmynuaa 8 peoaxyuro: 06.07.2024 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2024-3-5

NEO-KANTIAN QUESTION ON METHOD,
THE PROBLEM OF FORM AND THE
MEANING OF VARIABILITY IN GUSTAV
SHPET AND ERNST CASSIRER’S
PHILOSOPHY

N.B. Afanasov'

The Kantian legacy has had a key impact on the
landscape of theoretical philosophy in the first half of
the twentieth century. Philosophers both in Germany
and in Russia saw Immanuel Kant's ideas as seminal
for their philosophical research. The main schools of
that era were formed in discussions of the problems and
the solutions which were proposed by Kant. The meth-
odological legacy of the critical philosophy effectively
became the main benchmark of the thinking of a whole
generation of intellectuals. Research into the unity of
“form” in the structure of human cognition was also
in many ways mediated by the Kantian tradition. To
prove this thesis I first look at the philosophy of Gustav
Shpet who creatively interpreted the German tradition
and proposed an original project of his own, and then
I examine the theory of Ernst Cassirer, an outstanding
representative of Neo-Kantianism who in the later pe-
riod of his work proposed considering the phenomena
of the humanities to be symbolic forms closest to the
spontaneity of the biological. The common feature of the
approaches of the two philosophers is their attempt to
preserve the integrity of cognition which is destroyed
by mathematisation of the common denominator (ul-
timate categorisation) and hierarchisation of the phe-
nomena of human life. The alternative is the metaphor
of mutational change, through which the concept of
“form” acquires a new meaning. In conclusion I show
that the analysis of the projects of Shpet and Cassirer
has heuristic value for the historical-philosophical un-
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KaK 045 UCOPUKO-PUAOCOGPCKO20 NOHUMAHUA CYObODLL
KAHMUAHCKoU gpusocogpuu, max u 045 coBpemeHHOU i~
A0COPUU KYALILYPDL.

KatoueBvie croBa: Kanm, IInem, Kaccupep, puio-
cogpus KyAvmypul, Hayku o 0yxe, cumbBorudeckas popma,
hopma popm, mymayuonnas usmenuubocms

®wtocodpckum  1poekT Vmmanymiia Kan-
Ta BCerfa CYIIeCTBOBAJI B IIPOCTPAHCTBE MBIC-
7Y, IMHaMMKa BHYTPeHHMX IIOTeHIIaJIoB KOTO-
poro 3amaBajiach CJIOKHBIMY KOH(UTYparisamm
HNPUTSDKeHUT M oTTajikueaHum. ITpu pabore c
HacsleieM HeMeIkoro ¢uocoda Takoe oOpa-
IleHe K M300peTaTeIbHOM MeTadopuKe («KOH-
BepreHIINM — AVBEPreHIINN»), OTChUIAIONMIEN K
ecTeCTBeHHBIM HayKaM (OT MaTeMaTMKu 1 pusu-
KM 10 OMOJIOrMmM), yKe CTaJIo IIPVBBIYHBIM J1eJI0OM
(cm.: Bomomun, 3msbep, Pudanbckmit, 2024). Ia-
paiokcasibHast 3 deKTUBHOCTD 3TOro IpreMa 3a-
KJIIOYeHa He B TOM, 4TO ocoboe 3HaueHMe KaHTa
COCTOUT B aKIIeHTYyallM YacTHBIX OCOOeHHOCTe
MBICJIV, TIOVICKA IIPOTMBOPEYNIL, a B TOM, YTO CO3-
nanHas B KéHnurcoepre kpurmyaeckast pviocodrist
BCSIKUM pa3 BCTyHasia B Auasior. «CobecemHMKa-
MVI» MOIJIV OBITH (prstocodpCcKast TpaguIIns, caMo
BpeMsl, TO eCThb CaMOCO3HaHVe 3I0XV, KOHKpeT-
HbIV prstocod, yby amOuUIIMM TpeboBaIu HavyaThb
Aauarior ¢ kéHurcoeprckum mpodeccopom. Coppe-
MeHHas VHTeJ/UIeKTyaJlbHasl JXM3Hb, CyMeBIIas
HaVTV HEKOTOPbIVI XPYHKuUi OajlaHC MeXIy 4uu-
CTO aKazeMm4uecKnuMy popMaMm CyIIeCTBOBaHMS
(IpenMyIIiecTBEHHO Oas3MpyIOIIMMICS Ha paboTe
C VICTOpVIeVI MBICIIV) V1 IIpVIMeHeHVeM ITy OIaHOoro
pasyMa, oOpairaetcsa Kk KaHTy Kak K aBTOPUTeTY,
BO3MOXKHO, Yallle, YeM K JIFoOoMy Ipyromy ¢uio-
cody (I'ycertros, 2024). CaMO 3TO TOBOPUT MHOTO€
o ToM, uTé 3HaunT KaHT 11714 J11000V1 pasBUTON Ha-
LIVIOHAJIBHOM (PVIIOCOPCKOV Tpamuiiny, K YmcITy
KOTOPBIX OTHOCUTCS U pyccKas pniocous.

BripoueMm, KkpaeyronpHOe 3HaueHUe uIoCo-
dum Kanrta He TOXAeCTBEHHO pOJIM «3aMKOBOTO
KaMHs» B 3[JaHMSIX (HallMOHAJIBHBIX) drstocodpmt:

derstanding of the fate of the Kantian philosophy and
for modern philosophical culture.

Keywords: Kant, Shpet, Cassirer, philosophy of
culture, Geisteswissenschaften, the humanities, sym-
bolic form, form of forms, mutational variability.

Immanuel Kant’s philosophical project
has always existed in the intellectual space in
which the dynamics of inner potentials was de-
termined by complex configurations of attrac-
tions and repulsions. In dealing with Kant’s
legacy the use of imaginative metaphors (“con-
vergence-divergence”), which make one think
of natural sciences (from mathematics and
physics to biology) has become all in a day’s
work (see Volodin, Zilber and Rifalsky, 2024).
The paradoxical effectiveness of this device
consists not in the fact that Kant stresses par-
ticular features of thought and looks for con-
tradictions, but in the fact that his critical
philosophy invariably entered into a dialogue.
The “interlocutors” could be the philosophical
tradition, time itself, i.e. the self-consciousness
of an epoch, a concrete philosopher whose am-
bition demanded that he enter into a dialogue
with Kant. Modern intellectual life, which has
managed to find a fragile balance between
purely academic forms of existence (mainly fo-
cused on the history of thought) and the use
of public reason, turns to Kant as an authority
arguably more often than to any other philoso-
pher (Guseinov, 2024). This speaks volumes
about what Kant means for any developed na-
tional philosophical tradition, including Rus-
sian philosophy.

However, the key significance of Kant’'s
philosophy is not identical with the role of
the keystone in the construction of (national)
philosophies: no serious philosophical struc-
ture could stand without the critical philoso-
phy, it would simply collapse under its own
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0e3 kpuTHdeckon gprtocodrvi He 00XOIMIOCh Obl
HI OIHO cepbe3HOe (uitocodckoe MOCTPOeHNE,
IIPOCTO paspyllasich II0f, COOCTBEHHBIM BECOM.
OnHako MCTOpPYS HOCTIeIHMX JIBYX CTOJIETUM IIO-
Ka3bIBaeT, YTO 3TO He COBCEM TakK, a MIHOTIA 11 BOBCE
He Tak. MbI mnostaraeM, uto, rosopst o KaHte, mo-
JIE3HO MIMeTh B BUY MBICIB Buaa: pvtocodcKas
Tpaguinss X «MOXeT ObITh IIOHSITa KaK “KaHTH-
aHckag” B CMBIC/IE HAC/IeIOBAHMS KAHTOBCKOW Te-
MaTMKe VI ee BO3MOYKHOTO ITepeOCMBICIIEHVIS], YTO
He II0[IpasyMeBaeT 00s13aTeJIbHOTO COIIacis ¢ Ka-
KMMV-TOO0 YacTHBIMM KaHTMAHCKVMMW apryMeH-
tamm» (Kemling, 2019, p. 2). IToBops mporre, Kan-
Ta HeJIb3s 00OMTI CTOPOHOV, HO He cileflyeT ObITh
O4YapOBaHHBIM TIOVCTVHE Marm4ecK/M 3ByYaHVI-
€M ero MMeHM [IJIsi COBPEMEHHOCTH U psifia KITIo-
UEeBBIX «TeOPEeTUUeCKVIX» TP B KoHIle KOH-
II0B, JaXe B T'PaHMIIaX KaHTMAHCKOV CVICTEMBI
ecTb dprstocodckme cdepbl, KOTOpbIe JIMIIb Orpa-
HIYEHHO TIOJAl0TCS. OCMBICIIEHVIIO KaHTVAHCKVIM
KPUTWYeCKMM pa3yMoM. ECTh 11 BHOBb BO3HVKIIIVIE
COITMaJIbHBlE 3aKOHOMEPHOCT, KOTOpble ITPaKTH-
uveckas dpustocodrst KanTa He Moria mpeBuaIeThb.
YacTHBIM, HO IIOKa3aTeJIbHBIM IIPVIMEPOM 371eCh
MOXeT CIIy>KUTh BO3MOXKHasi TOJIBKO B OOIIlecTBax
C HU3KOVI MHIISIIVEN (B OITHOM M3 TaKVIX XIJI caM
Kanrt) mpaest o Tom, uTo 0OSI3HB CTaTh HOJDKHUKOM
MOYKET OBITH CepBe3HBIM apryMEeHTOM [IJISL TOCY-
JIapCTB IIPOTYB BCTYIUIEHNS B BOHHBIe KOHIIVK-
ToI (AA 08, S. 28; KanuT, 2024, c. 44). CoBpemeHHas
mI100a/I30BaHHAs IeHeXKHasl CUCTeMa M BBICOKast
MHQIIAIMS CTaBAT 3TO KaXKylleecs 0e3yCcJIOBHBIM
cooOparkeHMe II07T COMHEHVIe.

* ¥ *

B Hamem paccMOoTpeHMM MBI IIOIBITa€MCS
B3IJIIHYTH Ha Hacslenye KaHTa Kak Ha XXMBYIO U
BaXHYIO YacTh TpaJUIIV OTE€YeCTBeHHOV VI MU-
posomt pustocodpmt. [1j1s 3TOro Mel oOpaTmMcs K
IBYM dpuUrypaM, KOTOpble HaXOAMJIVICh B [IMiaJIore C
BIJOXHOBJICHHOVI KaHTOM MBICIIBIO, a IMeHHO K ['y-

83

N.B. Afanasov

weight. However, the history of the last two
centuries shows that this is not quite so, and
sometimes not so at all. I believe that in speak-
ing about Kant it would be helpful to keep in
mind that a philosophical tradition “can be un-
derstood as ‘Kantian” in the sense of inheriting
and reinterpreting Kantian themes, without
being forced to agree with any specific Kan-
tian argument” (Kemling, 2019, p. 2). In oth-
er words, Kant cannot be sidestepped, but one
should not fall under the magic spell his name
casts on modernity and some key “theoretical”
traditions. After all, even within the Kantian
system there are philosophical areas which are
amenable to Kantian critical reason only up to
a point. And new social regularities have since
emerged which Kant’s practical philosophy
could not have foreseen. A specific but telling
example is the idea, possible only in low-in-
flation societies (Kant lived in one) that fear of
falling into debt can be a serious argument for
states not to enter into military conflicts (IaG,
AA 08, p. 28; Kant, 2007, pp. 117-118). The
modern globalised monetary system and high
inflation call this seemingly incontrovertible
idea into question.

* kK

This paper is an attempt to look at Kant’s
legacy as a living and important part of the tra-
dition of philosophy in Russia and the world.
To this end I turn to the two figures who
were engaged in dialogue with Kant-inspired
thought, namely Gustav Shpet (1879—1937)
and Ernst Cassirer (1874—1945).2 The signif-

2 The idea of making such a comparison was suggest-
ed in the fall of 2017 during my stint at the Department
of Philosophy of Humboldt University under Professor
Christian Mockel (1952 —2023), who, together with Pro-
fessor Martina Pliimacher, was chief of a working group
studying the legacy of Ernst Cassirer under the aegis of
the Ernst Cassirer International Society at Berlin Tech-
nical University. See: https:/ /ernst-cassirer.org/arbeit-
sgruppen/ ernst-cassirer-ag-an-der-tu-berlin/.
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cray Ilnery (1879—1937) n Dpucry Kaccupepy
(1874—1945)*. 3Hauenne Kanra mis popmmposa-
HM U VICCIIeIoBaHMs PYCCKOM pryiocodpcKovt Tpa-
AVIIAW YK€ CTaHOBWJIOCHh ITPeIMETOM CepPbe3HBIX
VICCIIe[IOBATEeIbCKIIX ITPOeKTOB (cM.: [muTpuesa,
2007; Kpymios, 2009; 2012; 2024). Kax 3aMeydaresib-
Ho mokasasl A.H. Kpymios, B poccuiickon mcrto-
pum BocripusiTre KaHTa ObIJI0 CJI0KHBIM 1 TIO[TUaC
sMoIMoHaIbHEIM. OOpaTyiM BHMMaHMe Ha TO, KaK
B. V1. TloBwiamTnc, oTrTajIkKMBasiChb OT WMCCJIeIOBa-
Hus KpyriioBa, xapakTrepusyeT sIUTeTHI, YIOTpe-
Os1sieMble TI0 OTHOIIIEHMIO K HEMeIIKOMY (pmII0Co-
dy: «...0bpa3 Kanra B pycckon dpniocodpum ObL1
MHOTOJIMK ¥ HeOJHO3HaueH: ero IPOKJIMHAIOT
KaK 1muopemMuuxa, puiocogpa omuasHus, dbs pedb
samopaxubaem 6ce xuboe; HO ObUI B PYCCKOVI MBIC-
mn n gpyronn Kant — npocaabaennsiii myopey u
Bocnumamens pasyma» (Ilosmantmc, 2011, c. 109).
Pycckont  dumiocodckort  Tpagumuy  IIpUCyIia
olperiesleHHasl 3KCIIpeccusi B OlleHKax, HO jajie-
KO He KXl prtocod yaocTavBasics TaKMX I10-
JISPHBIX U «KUBBIX» OI1eHOK. C MeTOI0JIOr MYecKov
TOUKW 3peHMs], BO3MOXXHO, CJIefloBaJIo Obl ITpOBe-
CTV JIVHUIO pasrpaHMUYeHNsI MeX]y aKajemude-
cKovt prtocodpuient 11 HeaKaZieMIecKot (He TOJIb-
KO JIUTeparypa, HO ¥ IIyOJIMIINCTMKA), YTO ellle
CYUIbHEee YCIIOKHWIIO Obl KOHTEKCTBI PELIeTIIVIVL.
Tosops1 mpore, mmpegMeTHOe Iojle KaHTMAaH-
ckovt pustocodnn, K KOTOPOMY MBI OOpaliiaem-
Csl, TIOBEePKeHO JEeVICTBUIO CaMbIX PasHbIX CUJI, U
JlaXe ITOBEPXHOCTHOIO B3IVIA[a JIOCTATOYHO IS
TOrO, YTOOBI YOeOUTBCS B TOM, UTO IIPUTSKEHMS
VI OTTaJIKMBaHMs MeXIy pasHBIMM pUTypaMu Ha
3TOM M0JIe CJIOXKHBI I onvcaHus. Iloatomy Mbl
cuMTaeM BO3MOXKXHBIM YIIPOCTUTH 3ajjady, TO ecTh
aHaJIN3 OTHOIIEeHUV, J00aBUB B ee KOHUTypa-
o OanaHcupyrommii a1eMeHT. Pycckme dwto-

2 Wpest aToro cpaBHeHMs BO3HMKIIA oceHbio 2017 r. BO
BpeMsI MOeV CTaXMPOBKM Ha (pakysipreTe rtocodmm
I'ymOonpaTOBCKOrO YHUBeEpcuTeTa y Ipodeccopa Xpu-
crraHa Mékkesrst (1952-2023), KOTOPBIVE COBMECTHO C ITPO-
deccopom Mapturont ITmomaxep pykosommt pabouernt
IpyIIION II0 M3yudeHMio Hacieaus DpHcra Kaccupepa,
JIeVICTBOBABIIIEVI IT1OJI, ATUIO0M ME)K,ELYHapO,I[HOI‘O o0r1ie-
crBa DpHcra Kaccupepa Ha Oase TexHmyeckoro yHu-
Bepcurera bepimua. Cm.: https://ernst-cassirer.org/
arbeitsgruppen/ ernst-cassirer-ag-an-der-tu-berlin/

icance of Kant for the development and study
of the Russian philosophical tradition has al-
ready been the subject of serious research pro-
jects (see Dmitrieva, 2007; Krouglov, 2009; 2012;
2024). As Aleksei N. Krouglov aptly demon-
strated, the perception of Kant in Russian his-
tory was complex and occasionally emotional.
Vladas I. Povilaitis (2011, p. 109), taking the cue
from Krouglov, thus describes the epithets used
with regard to Kant: “[...] the image of Kant
in Russian philosophy is many-faced and am-
bivalent: he is cursed as a jailer, the philosopher of
despair whose speech freezes everything that lives;
but there was also a different Kant in Russian
thought, a famous sage and educator of reason.”
The Russian philosophical tradition generally
tends to be expressive in stating its views, but
not every philosopher is accorded such polar
and emotional assessments as Kant. Method-
ologically, a distinction should probably be
made between academic and non-academ-
ic philosophy (literature and the journalism of
opinion), which would make matters still more
complicated.

In other words, the field of Kantian philos-
ophy as an object is exposed to diverse forces,
such that even a cursory look is sufficient to
see that describing the attractions and repul-
sions between different figures in this field is
a challenge. So, I thought it would be possi-
ble to simplify the task, i.e. the analysis of re-
lations, by adding a balancing element to the
configuration. Russian philosophers who stud-
ied Kant did it in different ways. The key fig-
ures, who undoubtedly include Gustav Shpet,
merit particular attention and the approach
using the categories of convergences and di-
vergences is eminently apposite. Pursuing one
of the “Kantian” themes in philosophy after
Shpet may give insights into the intellectual
tension generated by the project of the Rus-
sian philosopher who was thoroughly con-
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codppl, obpamasmvecs K Hactenuio Kanrta, me-
Jajyvi 3TO COBEepIIeHHO Io-pasHoMmy. Kirrouesble
urypsl, K KOTOpbIM, BHe BCIKOT'O COMHEHWs, OT-
Hocutcs u I'ycras IllmeT, 3aciykmBaroT ocoOoro
BHIMaHMs, a IIOCTAHOBKa BOITpOCa B KaTeropusix
KOHBepreHIINII 1 JIVMBepreHInil IIpUMeHUTeIbHO
K €ro HacJIe[[IO BBIIVIAIUT OCOOEHHO OpraHud-
Ho. PasBuTve OgHOM M3 «KaHTMAHCKMX» TeM B
dwtocodpum noce Ilnera MoXxeT ITIOMOYb HaM I10-
HSITh, KaK BHYTpPeHHe ObUIO yCTPOEeHO MHTeJIIeK-
TyaJIbHOe HaIIpsDKeHIe B IIpOoeKTe PyccKoro ¢u-
s10coda, KOTOPBIVI IIPeKpacHO 3Ha/I KAaHTMAHCKYIO
dwtocodpro 1 oTHOCWICA K HeWl C yBakKeHUeM
(IreT, 2014, c. 60), moHMMasi ee IIEHHOCTD U 3Ha-
yeHMe, HO VIMeJI My>KeCTBO OTCTamBaTh cf010 Opu-
IMHaJIBHYIO TI03UIIMIO. TaKMMM CKBO3HBIMU Te-
MaMM SIBJISIOTCS «BOIIpoC O “popmax”» 1 jIormka
IIO3HAHM B HayKaX O KYJIBType.

Ha camom peste kaHTMaHCcKast duiocodckast
crcTeMa, Oymydvt OTKPBITOVI JIVIITb HOMVHAJIBHO, B
VICTOPVIVI MBIC/IV, TSTOTEeT K TOMY, YTOOBI ITpeBpa-
IIIaThCSI B CAMOIOCTATOYHBIVI YHUBEPCYM CMBICTIOB
(Cynmaxos, 2022). C Takovl OIIeHKOV KaHTWMaHCKO-
ro IIpoeKTa MBI CTaJIKMBaeMcs B 11eJIoM psfie 00-
nactert. Vl, 1o Bcev BUIIMIMOCTY, MCTOPVIKO-(rIo-
codpckasi becIpuUCTPacTHOCTH TOJIIKAeT Hac K TOMY,
4TOOBI aTPUOYTUPOBATh 3TO CBOVICTBO caMom u-
nocodpun Kanra. HecMoTps Ha TO 4TO pacXoXmm
SBJIeTCS  ITPOTMBOIIOCTaB/IeHNe KaHTMaHCKOV
KpuTudeckon Quiocopuy ¥ MOHYMeHTaJIbHO-
ro 374aHus, K IIpUMepy, TerejleBCKON AMaleKTy-
KV, CTPOUTEIIECTBO KOTOPOT'O OCYIIECTBIISIIOCH C
oropont Ha depTexxu KaHTa, 3TOo BoBce He O3Ha-
YaeT, YTO KaHTMAHCTBO NPVHINIINAIBHO OTKPBI-
T0. BoamoxxHO, kpuTnueckum Metor, Kanra 6osiee
OTBeuaeT 3TOMY TpPeOOBaHIIO, HO TeKCTyaIbHBIN
MaccuB Tpex «KpuTuk» 1 COIyTCTBYIOMIMX COYM-
HeHUI1 oOpa3yeT IIPOCTPaHCTBO, B KOTOPOM MOX-
HO BITOJIHE YCIIeIITHO ¥ aBTOHOMHO CYyIIIeCTBOBaTb.

OnHyM 13 «IpUTSKeHUI» KaHTMAaHCKOro IIpo-
eKTa gBJIeTCsI KaK pa3 3Ta 3aMKHYTOCTB, B TO Bpe-
M KaK «OTTaJIKMBaHWMeM» CTaHOBUTCS VIMITYJIbC
Ha pa3BUTHe KaHTMaHCKMX nent. He cienyer ymy-
CKaThb 13 Bua, 4To KaHT He OBII IIPOCTO «IIIKOIIb-
HBIM» VIV HaviOos1ee HOMyJIsipHBIM (prisiocodpoM Ha

N.B. Afanasov

versant with the Kantian philosophy and had
high regard for it (Shpet, 2014, p. 60), but also
had the courage to uphold his own original po-
sition. Such “recurrent” themes are “the ques-
tion of “forms’” and the logic of cognition in
the sciences of culture.

In reality the Kantian philosophical system,
being open in name only, has a tendency in the
history of thought to turn into a self-sufficient
universe of meanings (Sudakov, 2022). We find
this assessment of the Kantian project in a num-
ber of areas. Historical-philosophical impartial-
ity prompts us to attribute this quality to Kant’s
philosophy itself. Although the Kantian criti-
cal philosophy is commonly contrasted with,
for example, the monumental edifice of Hegeli-
an dialectics, which was erected on the basis of
Kant’s blueprint, this does not mean that Kan-
tianism is an open system in principle. Kant’s
critical method may correspond to this require-
ment, but the textual body of the three Critiques
and related works forms a space in which one
can exist happily and autonomously.

One of the “attractions” of the Kantian pro-
ject is its closedness, whereas the “repulsion” is
the impulse to develop the Kantian ideas. We
should bear in mind that throughout the nine-
teenth century Kant was neither a “school”
philosopher nor the most popular one. His in-
vestiture as an intellectual leader of the Ger-
man nation (along with Hegel) took place later
and his status was dogmatically fixed for the
world community in the sphere much less asso-
ciated with Kant by professional philosophers,
namely in the sphere of international politics
and socio-political interpretation of modernity
(Habermas, 1998, p. 260).

The third figure that may shed light on var-
ious aspects of Kantian divergences and con-
vergences through which the attitude of Gustav
Shpet and Immanuel Kant can be understood
is that of Ernst Cassirer. Strictly speaking, my
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BceM nipotsbkeHmm XIX B. Ero BcryruieHve B ripasa
OJTHOTO M3 MHTeJUIeKTYyaJIbHbIX JIMIePOB TepMaH-
cKout Harum (Hapsny c lererrem) cocTosyioch 1os-
Ke, a IOrMaTU4ecKy 3adpVIKCPOBaHO 111 MUPOBO-
ro coolrrecTBa ObUIO 11 BOBce B cdepe, Kya pexe
accoummpyemon ¢ KantoMm mpodeccroHaibHbIMM
dwtocopaMm, To ecTb B cdepe MeXXTyHapOTHON
HOJIUTUIKM ¥ COLIVIAJIBHO-ITOJIMTIYECKOrO OCMBIC-
sieHMs coppeMeHHOCTH (Xabepmac, 2008, c. 269).

Tpetbert dpurypor, moMoraroen yAaCHUTb pas-
JIVYHBIe acIleKThl KaHTMAHCKMX AVBEPreHIin U
KOHBEepPreHIINTI, depe3 KOTOpble MOXeT OBITh IIO-
HaTo orHomenue ['ycrasa Illnera 1 ViMmvanywa
Kanra, BreicTymaer DpHer Kaccupep. B crporom
CMBICJIe Hallle IIpeIIpuaTye JajleKo OT TpaJgyuiiy-
OHHOVI MOJENIVN VICTOPUKO-PMIIOCO(CKOTO TICCIe-
JIOBaHVIsl, TeXHWYEeCKOV YacThI0 KOTOPOIo sBJIfeT-
csi 00si3aTeIbHBIV VHTepPTeKCTYyaIbHBIVI aHaJIu3,
OOHapy XMBaIOIINUM BIIVSIHUS U IIPSMOe OCMBIC-
JIeHVe, KPUTVKY VIV AVaJIOr. DTO BO3MOXKHO IS
Iniera n KanTa (WenpnHa, lenprna, 2023), nis
Kaccupepa n Kanra, Ho HeBo3sMoxHO ajist Iera n
Kaccupepa. Bopouewm, IlneT 3Ha11 0 dovstocodpckmx
Tpyaax nociefrero (Lmet, 2014, c. 174), xoTst 1 He
VIMeJT BO3MOXKHOCTYM O3HAKOMUTbBCS C KJTIOYEeBbIMU
paboTamu1 cBOEro HEMEITKOTrO KOJITeT VI ITPeIMETHO.
Mkl npefiaraeM KOHLIENITyasIbHOe VCCiIeZloBaHe
cOIMVDKeHMVI M pacxoXXaeHni1 B Toxomax ['ycrasa
IIrreta 1 DpHcTa Kaccupepa, koTopble 0ocoObM 00-
Ppa3oM KOHIIENITyaIM3MpOoBaI (HeO)KaHTMaHCKMUT
METO]I, BO-IIEPBBIX, B PaMKax IIOCTPOEHVSI METOIO-
JIOTVIV TIO3HAHMS 1, BO-BTOPBIX, B Ka4eCTBe co37la-
HVSL OPUTMHAIBHO Prytocodmnt KyJIBTY PhIL.

B monp3y ompaBmaHHOCTM HaIllero IIOAXoma
CBUIETeIbCTBYIOT paboTel yueHukos Illmera. B
rogpsl padorsl B TAXH IlmeT 1 ero yyeHUKN He-
IIOCpeICTBeHHO oOpalllaliCh K IIpeMeTy Hallle-
O WCCIIemoBaHMs, YTO CTaHeT Dojiee obIMM 10-
CTOSIHVIEM VICTOPUI OTeUeCTBeHHOVI MBICJIV T10CITe
yOIMKalMy apXVMBHBIX MaTepuasioB. Tak, yxke
cermyac m3BecTHo, uTo Hukostan JKyHKMH 110410~
TOBWI peneHsnio Ha KHury Kaccupepa «@Popma
HOHATUA B MUdWYeckoM MbluleHnn» (Cassirer,
1922), B KoTOpOVI MOAPOOHO aHAIM3MPOBaAJl pac-
IIVpeHre HepeIyKIIMOHVCTCKOV JIOTMKM ITO3Ha-
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undertaking is remote from the traditional
model of historical-philosophical research, of
which an obligatory technical part is intertex-
tual analysis that discovers influences and di-
rect interpretation, critique or dialogue. This
is possible for Shpet and Kant (Shchedrina and
Shchedrina, 2023), for Cassirer and Kant but
not for Shpet and Cassirer. Shpet knew about
Cassirer’s philosophical works (Shpet, 2014,
p- 174), although he had no direct access to his
German colleague’s works. I propose a concep-
tual study of the similarities and differences
between the approaches of Gustav Shpet and
Ernst Cassirer who conceptualised the (Neo-)
Kantian method, first, as part of building the
methodology of cognition and, second, as part
of creating an original philosophy of culture.
My approach chimes with the works of
Shpet’s disciples. During the years of work at
the State Academy of Art Sciences Shpet and
his pupils came to grips with the object of this
study, as will become clear after the publica-
tion of the relevant archive materials. Indeed,
we already know that Nikolai Zhinkin wrote a
review of Cassirer’s The Form of the Concept in
Muythical Thinking (Cassirer, 1922; cf. Cassirer,
2013), in which he gave a detailed analysis of
the extension of non-reductionist logic of cogni-
tion to culture (cf. Zhinkin and Plotnikov, 2023;
Plotnikov, 2023). The self-awareness of that
epoch was in many ways determined by the
achievements of natural science. The originality
of Cassirer’s approach to the theory of culture
coincides in its logical form with the transition
(or rather, renewal) of the evolutionary theory
in line with the development of mutational bi-
ology and genetics (Knyazeva, 2019, p. 26). The
phenomenological basis of Shpet’s task of un-
derstanding cultural and historical forms is also
close to this, although it focuses on the histori-
cal-cultural autonomy of form itself as a social
fact. With inevitable simplification, a framing



HUSI IPYMEHUTEIHO K Kyibsrype (cM.: Zhinkin,
Plotnikov, 2023; Plotnikov, 2023). CamonoHnMa-
HVe TOV 3TI0XV BO MHOTOM OITpeesIsyIoCh JOCTY-
KeHUsIMM B ecTecTBO3HaHUW. OpUTrMHaIBHOCTD
nioyrxoria Kaccmpepa B 06s1acTyt Teopum KyJIbTy pbl
COBITazIaeT 10 CBOeV! JIOrM4ecKor popMe ¢ repexo-
7IOM, a TOuHee, C OOHOBJIeHVIeM 3BOJIIOIVIOHHOV Te-
OpW B COOTBETCTBUM C Pa3BUTHEM MY TaI[VIOHHOVI
onomnorum n renetvkn (Kussesa, 2019, c. 26). Pe-
HOMEHOJIOTYecKasl OCHOBA IIIIETOBCKOVI 3aiadnt
IO TIOHVIMAHVIO CMBIC/IA KYJIBTYPHBIX M VICTOPU-
yecknx (POpM TakxKe K 3TOMY OJIVI3Ka, XOTS M CO-
CpenoTOUMBaeTCsl Ha VCTOPVKO-KYJIBTYPHOVI aB-
TOHOMMM caMOVI POPMBI KaK COLIMaJIBHOIO daKTa.
HensbexHo ympomas, MOXXHO IPeIJIOKUTE pa-
MouHyo Metadopy: u et n Kaccupep orxonu-
JIV OT Myieajla MaTeMaTM3VPOBaHHBIX HayK O XK3-
HM KaK eIVHCTBEHHO BO3MOXHBIX, IIOIPYXKasiCh
B Ka)XKYILUWVICS MeHee CTPOVIHBIM, HO Ha [eJjIe 0o-
jlee COOTBETCTBYIOIINVI IIPEeAMEeTY MUP IICVIXOJIO-
T, OMOJIOTMVI, ICTOPUW M KYJIBTYPBL. Brpodem,
VI 5TV 00pasIIbl OBUIV TAKOBBIMU JIVIIIH JIJISI OCBO-
OoXIeHMsl OT OMKTaTa MaTeMaTU4ecKoro, CiyxKa
CTyIleHBbIO Il prtocodckom abcTpakumm ca-
Mot popmbr: «Jlorma “obpasrioont Haykn” (“Ma-
TeMaTMUYeCKOr0 eCcTeCTBO3HaHMS !)... OIpoBep-
raeTcsi He TOJIBKO KaK JI0rMa, HO ¥ CaMblil MeTO],
“KoHcTpympoBaHms’, “00pasoBaHus MOHATUIT W
riofi[00HBIe] pacKpbIBAIOTCS B CBOEV BIOBbeN Oec-
rotorrHOCTY» (ITeT, 1914, c. 217).

KimrogeBbiM 1151 drstocodpckoro moHMMaHMs
KYJIBTYPbl CTAaHOBUTCSL «BOIIPOC O popmax». Co-
BpeMeHHas dpvtocodcKast HayKa B 3HAUMTEITbHOV
CTeIleHV! OTOIIA OT aKTyaJIM3alVV CaMOTrO ITOHSI-
TS «POPMBI» B paMKaX pasroBopa o (pyHKIVIOHN-
poBaHMM Ky/IbTy pbL. HecMoTpst Ha pyHKIIMOHMpPO-
BaHe CJI0Ba «(popMa» B OOBIIEHHOM $I3bIKE, — OHO
3aJaHO CVCTEMOVI KOOpIMHAT «(opMa» — «comep-
KaHMe», — IPUUYMHA II0Tepu MHTepeca K «dop-
MaM» KYyJIBTYpPBI B ApyroM. B pamkax apxeororum
dntocodcKoro 3HaHMS OKKETCST, YTO OHM, pay-
KaJIbHBIM 00pa3oM, CJIMIIIKOM COfiep>KaTeJIbHBI, TO
€CTh IPEeAIOChUIOUHBL B TO ke BpeMs aKTyaib-
HOe CMBICJIOBOEe TI0JIe PabOTBI C KYJIBTY POV TSTO-
TeeT K OIpeJIe/IeHNIO ee MHOrooOpasis yepes (aH-
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metaphor_can be proposed: both Shpet and
Cassirer moved away from the ideal of math-
ematised life-sciences as the solely possible
ones towards the world of psychology, biolo-
gy, history and culture which seemed to be less
ordered but, in reality, more adequate to the
object of study. These models, however, were
meant to eliminate the diktat of the mathemati-
cal, as a step towards philosophical abstraction
of the form itself: “The dogma of a “model sci-
ence’ (‘mathematical natural science’!) is [...]
denied not only as dogma, but its very method
of ‘concept construction’, of ‘concept forma-
tion” etc. is also revealed in its isolated futility”
(Shpet, 1991, p. 170).

“The question of forms” becomes key to
philosophical understanding of culture. Mod-
ern philosophical science has to a large extent
departed from the concept of “form” in the
framework of the conversion about the func-
tioning of culture. The word “form” is used
in day-to-day language to refer to the opposi-
tion of “form and content” in the system of co-
ordinates. The reason for the loss of interest in
“forms” of culture lies elsewhere. The arche-
ology of philosophical knowledge reveals that
they have too much content, i.e. they are prem-
ise-based. At the same time the actual work
with culture gravitates towards the defini-
tion of its diversity through (anthropological)
“practices”. This shows that form is far more
substantive. It shapes content in a certain way
(Shpet, 2019, p. 66), transforming the material
and empirical reality itself given to us as social-
ly and culturally mediated experience.

The idea of form in general, i.e. of “form of
forms”, in Shpet’s philosophy cannot be un-
derstood without a more general idea of the
historical development of philosophy and its
continuity. Inner form, its very idea, goes back
to Plato’s thought, which in Shpet’s perspec-
tive represents a “positive” tradition in philos-
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TPOIIOJIOTMYecKMe) «IIpaKTUKI». biiaromaps sTomy
CTAHOBUTCSI OYEBUIHO, 4TO popMma Kypda Oosiee
cybcrannmanbHa. OHa popMupyeT cofmepikaHve
ompenerteHHBIM 00pasoMm (LLreT, 2005, c. 322), mpe-
obpasys MaTepuasl I cCaMy SMIIVPUYECKYyIo peab-
HOCTB, JTaHHYIO HaM KaK COIMaJIbHO U KYJIBTYPHO
orocpeioBaHHOe TepeXXrBaHue.

Unest o dopme BooOIIe, TO ecTh 0 «dopme
dopm», B drtocodpmn I'ycrasa Illnera He MoxeT
ObITh ITOHSITa Oe3 Ooslee OOITIETO ero IIpeicTaB/IeH s
00 McTOprYeckoM pasBUTHUM prsiocodum 1 Irpeem-
CTBEHHOCTM B HeVl. BHyTpeHHsS (popma, cama ee
viziest BOCXOOUT K MbIcv [TitaToHa, KoTopas B paM-
Kax mcropuocodckon koHnernuym Ilnera oTHO-
CUITCS K «TTOJIOXKVTEITBHOV Tpaammmm dprtocodmm
(Iret, 2014, c. 11). C x71agHOKpOBMEM MeTeopoJIo-
ra lllmeT pukcHpyeT cMeHy 3TarioB U ITITaBEHCTBY-
IOIIMX YCTAaHOBOK B (pyvyIocodmm Ha ITPOTSHKEHUN
vcropun. OH OpVHMMAaeT B3I, Ha VCTOpUYe-
CKYIO IVHAMVKY MBICIIVI KaK Ha CMeHY «IIOJIOKVI-
TEJILHBIX» I «OTPUIIATESTBHBIX» JOMVHUPYIOIIVIX
AVICKYPCOB. DTV 0003HAYeHMs IMEIOT JIBOVICTBEH-
HYIO IIPUPOLY, YTO CJleflyeT MMeTh B BULY, YTOOBI
He OKa3aThCsi OOMaHYTBIM CMBICJIaMM MeTadop.
«OTtpuriarensHas» ruiocodnss HeraTvBHa, HO He
HUYTOXHa; B paMKax IMajleKTUYecKoro IIBVKe-
HWVSI MBICJTV OHa CTIOCOOHA CO3/1aBaTh MHTEJUIeKTY-
aJIbHble HaITpsDKeHMsl, TIO3BOJISIONIVIE BepHYThCS
K ITpo0JieMaTVKe «II0JIOKUTeJTbHOV» drtocopmm
(koTOpasi TOJIBKO 1 MOXKeT CUMTAThCs cofiepKaTesTb-
HoV1) Ha ypoBHe csoer1 srioxu (Tam xe, c. 49).

«[TonoxuresbHas» xe dwocodnsd II0JIOXKU-
TeJIbHa I10 OIpeJiesIeHIIO, TO eCTh ee IiejleBas IIpy-
YMHa M CII0COOBI peam3anym (XOpOIINT BOIIPOC:
He 0OycJIOBJIVBaeT JIM OHO JIpyTroe?) HalrpasJie-
HBI Ha JJOCTVDKeHNe pe3yJibTaTa, Ube CcofepykaHue
COCTOUT He B IIPOM3BOICTBE KPUTMUECKOIO OTPU-
LIaHVS, HO B JOCTVDKEHUM pe3ysIbTaTa, KOTOPBIM
HeJIb3sl IpeHebpedb B ITpOlIeccaX pacCMOTPEHVIS
AevicTBUTENTbHOCTI. «OTpuIiaTepHas» (PUIToco-
s TeM He MeHee TaKXKe cofep)KaTesIbHa, KOJIb
CKOpo OHa «dwiocodus». DTa cocTaBiIdroIIas
KYJIBTY PBI HE MOXeT OBITh HETaTVBVICTCKOVL, TIO TeX
IOp IOKa OHa ITpOAOJDKaeT ocTaBaThest coborm. C
Touky 3peHns lllmeTa, B IpOTUBHOM Cilydae OHa
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ophy (Shpet, 2014, p. 11). With the coolness of
a meteorologist Shpet records the succession
of stages and prevalent attitudes in philosophy
over time. He sees the historical dynamics of
thought as a succession of “positive” and “neg-
ative” dominant discourses. These designa-
tions have a dual nature, which has to be kept
in mind not to be misled by the meanings of the
metaphors. “Negative” philosophy is negative,
but not negligible; in the dialectical movement
of thought it can create intellectual tensions
which make it possible to return to the prob-
lems of “positive” philosophy (which alone can
be considered to be substantive) at the level of
its epoch (ibid., p. 49).

By contrast, “positive” philosophy is pos-
itive by definition, i.e. its purpose and im-
plementation methods (is the one perhaps
a precondition for the other?) are aimed at
achieving a result, i.e. not a critical negation,
but an achievement of a result that cannot be
neglected in the process of cognising reality.
Even so, “negative” philosophy is also substan-
tive as long as it is “philosophy”. This compo-
nent of culture cannot be negativist as long as
it remains itself. Otherwise, according to Shpet,
it ceases to be philosophy. The philosopher’s
task is to use reasonable analysis to achieve a
positive result, often exemplified by Shpet’s
own interpretations: “The task of the presenta-
tion that follows is not so much to show Hum-
boldt’s vacillations and searches as to interpret
his vacillations in order to extract from his idea
the positive meaning which could be accepted
by modern science” (Shpet, 2006, p. 60).

The above foray into the genealogy of the
question of the positioning of philosophical re-
flection should be seen in the context of “the
question of form” (ibid., p. 14). In general, the
question of philosophy as a form of thought
about form tallies with Shpet’s concept of the
tasks of positive philosophy in the framework



riepectaeT ObITH prytocodmert. 3amada dpriocoda
COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI ITOCPEJICTBOM Pa3yMHOIrO
aHaJIM3a IIPUTY K TIOJIOKUTEIIBHOMY pe3yJsIbTarTy,
IIPMIMEPOM Yero 4acTO BBICTYIIAIOT MHTepIIpeTa-
1y camoro IreTa: «3agava gaIpHeVIIIero 1sJo-
JKeHMsI He CTOJIBKO B TOM, YTOOBI TIOKa3aTk Kosleba-
HMsI ¥ TTovicky ['yMOo0s1b/1Ta, CKOJIBKO B TOM, UTOOBI
VMHTepIIpeTUpOBaTh ero KojebaHMs C 11eJIbI0 U3~
BJIeYb U3 €r0 UJIey IoJIOKMTeJIbHOe 3HaYeHMe, KO-
TOpOe MOIJIO ObI OBITH IIPUHSATO B COBPEMEHHYIO
HayKy» (Imet, 2006, c. 60).

DTOT HpeNHpUHSTHII HaMV HeOOJIBIIION 3KC-
KypC B reHeasIOrMIO BOIIpOCa O IO3UIIMOHMPOBa-
HUM PrIocodCcKOro pasMbllllIeHNs HYXHO IIO-
HIIMaTh B KOHTEKCTe «BoIpoca o dopme» (Tam xe,
c. 14). B oOmmem Bume Borpoc o drstocodpmm Kak
dopme MbIIUIeHNS 0 POpMax COBIIaIaeT CO IIiIle-
TOBCKMM IIOHMMaHMeM 3ajad II0JIOXKMTeIbHOM
dwtocodpum, To ecTh cama IOCTaHOBKa BOIIpoOca
0 HaJIM4YUM coflepKaTeJIbHBIX U IOJIOKMTeIbHBIX
dopM — 3TO 1 ecTh NOJIOKUTeIIbHasE popMa dpu-
s10codum, B paMKax KOTOPOVI CTPOUT CBOVI IIPOEKT
[net. KiroueBble MHTYUIIMY PYCCKOTro prIoco-
da popMmpoBaIINCh B CJIOKHOM KOHTeKCTe pryto-
codpckmx nyckyccuit Hadasta XX B. I[Ipu ananmse
3Ha4eHVIe IMeeT He KOMITJIEKCHOCTE, a CIieInduny-
HOCTb 3TOV KomiulekcHocTH. Illmer mpeOeiBat
B HEKOTOPOM ITPOTMBOXOfle WHTeJUIeKTyaIbHO-
IO JIBVDKeHVs, TO eCTh, C OJJHOVI CTOPOHBI, OH OBIJI
pycckmM prsocodpom, He ITPOCTO HAXOSACh B 11eH-
Tpe IUCKYCCUVI CBOEro BpeMeH, HO y4acTBys U B
VMHCTUTYIIVOHAJIBHOV OpraHu3aly HayKu (opra-
Hu3anus VIHcTuTyTa HayuHon dustocodpmn (Cu-
nopuH, Yepnses, lllenpuna, 2021)). Takas gecTb
BbINIajaia He BceM. C Ipyrovt cTOpoHBI, OH abco-
JIIOTHO YHVBEPCAJIBHBIN MBICJINTEIIb, TO €CTh ero
MBICJIb OTpakaeT VHTY VIV, MeTOIO0JION IO U CBO-
eBpPeMeHHOCTH TIepeIoBOVI Ha TOT MOMEHT IITKOJIbI
denomeHosI0rTIUECKOM (prsiocodpumt.

VIMeHHO Ha 3TOM ypPOBHe pacKpbIBaeTcsi To, Oe3
Yero «BOIIPOC 0 popMax» MOXKET OBITh JIVIITH BO-
mpocoM o 1ryctoTe. OKaspIBaeTcsl, YTO, HallpaBJIsis
MBICJTb OIIpefie/IeHHBIM 00pa3oM — 0co0o romuep-
KHeM, YTO 3TOT BEKTOp 3a/jaH He TOJIBKO CaMVM
IIpeIMeTOM, HO IIOHVMaHMeM KOHTEeKCTa, B KOTO-
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of which Shpet builds his project. The Russian
philosopher’s main ideas were formed in the
complex context of philosophical discussions
of the early twentieth century. What matters is
not the complexity but the specificities of this
complexity. In a certain sense, in the intellec-
tual movement of his time, he was swimming
against the current. On the one hand, he was
a Russian philosopher who was not merely at
the centre of contemporary discussions but
was also involved in the institutional organisa-
tion of science (organisation of the Institute of
Scientific Philosophy (cf. Sidorin, Chernyayev
and Shchedrina, 2021). Such an honour was
not bestowed on everyone. On the other hand,
he was an absolutely universal thinker, which
means that his thought reflected the intuitions,
methodology and timeliness of the phenome-
nological philosophy which was on the cutting
edge at the time.

It is on that level that something is revealed
without which “the question of forms” can only
be a question which remains empty. It turns out
that by directing thought in a certain way — let
us stress that the vector is determined not only
by the object, but also by awareness of the con-
text in which philosophy-based culture thinks
about the object — we discover that form is al-
ways reflected in language, aesthetic experience
and creative activity. Shpet’s ideas are innova-
tive in the general context of his thought, but
they have a basis: he took the idea of form from
the German philosophical thought of the twen-
tieth century which, in spite of certain stereo-
types, was far more pluralistic than it appears
from outside.

This strand of research did not lead to the
creation of a major scientific school and was
not institutionalised. It is hard to say whether
Shpet would have succeeded had his personal
fate been different. Be that as it may, the ques-
tion of forms is becoming once more relevant in
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POM OCHOBBIBaroIasics Ha dpuiocodpum KyasTypa
BOOOITIe MBICJIUT O IIpefMeTe, — Mbl OOHapyXXIBa-
eM, 4To popMa ¢ HeOOXOIMMOCTHIO BhIpaskaeTcs B
SI3bIKe, SCTeTVYeCKOM ITepeXXMBaHWM, CO3VaaTel b
Hom AegTenibHOCTN. Ven IllmeTa — HOBaTOpcKue
B 0OOIlleM KOHTeKCTe ero MBICJIM, HO OHU VIMEOT
o7, coOOVI OCHOBY: ITpeJicTaBsieHns 0 dopme Io-
YepIHYTHI VIM V3 HeMeLKOV prI0copCKOi MbIC-
s XIX B., KOTOpasi, HeCMOTps Ha OIIpefieleHHbIV
cTepeoTurl, Oblla Kysla Ooslee IJTIOpaJIMCTUYHOW,
YeM 3TO BUAUTCS M3BHE.

DTO HarpabjleHVe VICCIIe/IOBaHNUI He I10JTy K-
JIO CBOEro IPOIOJDKeHNs B BUle CO3daHus KpyIl-
HOVI Hay4HOV IIIKOJIBI ¥ He IIpeoOpa3oBajioch B
VIHCTUTYIIMOHaIM3poBaHHble Tpaayuyn. Criox-
HO CYAWTb, Noay4wmiock Okl 310 y Hlnera, cio-
XVCh ero JIM4Has cyabba mo-gpyromy. Ho Tem He
MeHee BOIIPOC O pOpMax BHOBb aKTyaIV3UPyeT-
Cs1 B COBPEMEHHOCTW, KOTOpasi, C OHOV CTOPOHEI,
OIIYIIIaeT YCTAJIOCTh OT IIPaKTVKO-OPMEHTUPO-
BaHHBIX «OOJIBIINIX» HappaTUBOB (IIpPeXIe BCero
VIIEOJIOTYeCKNIX), a C APYTONl — CTaJIKMBaeTCs C
KPW3VCOM B CAMOIIOHMMaHWVI CBOVIX 3aia4 ¥ CIIO-
coboB mx perrieHns. Ecim MbI JoCTUIIIN TTpeIesb-
HOW $ICHOCTW, «BCe ITIOHSTHO», a OCTaJIVCh JIVIIb
YJacTHBIe BOIIPOCHI, TO IOYeMy MBI He MOXKeM Ha
HUX oTBeTUTE? IloueMy Te OTBeTbI, KOTOpPBIE eCTh,
Hac He Y/OBJIETBOPSIOT? DTO He BIVCHIBAETCH B
MO3UTUBUCTCKUY HappaTuB, YTO OBLJIO O4YeBUII-
Ho yxe ety (Imet, 2010, c. 55). Eciin creno-
BaTh €ro KjlaccuduKalmm, 3To Kak pas TO COCTOs-
HMe «OTpullaTesIbHOV» prsiocodun, 3a KOTOPBIM
MOXeT (VUIV JIOJDKHO) ITOC/IeIoBaTh IOJIOKUTEe b
HOe MbllleHne. VI3 ceromHsIIHeN IepCIIeKTBbI
IIIneT BBIISAAUT OOVHOKOV (PUTYpPOVT — BHE BCS-
KOTO COMHEeHMs1, er0 Hay4HBIV IOTeHIIasl, KOTOo-
PBIVI IMeJT BCe IIaHCHl Pa3BUTHCS B paMKax oTede-
CTBEHHOW (PVII0COCKOV TPaAUIINY, OKa3asICs He
710 KOHIla peasiM3oBaH. Bripouem, ceromnsi mpeji-
HIPVHMMAIOTCS TIOIBITKY II€peOoCMBICIEHNS ero
HacsleIVisl B KOHTEeKCTe aKTyaJIbHbIX IpobsieM du-
nocodpuu ([denn, 2023, c. 16).

HecMmortpst Ha Bce pasimams OvorpadmdecKmx
00CTOATENIBCTB — Cyabba He Bcerga Or1aroBosmia
Kaccupepy, HO Bce e eMy ymaroch 00e30IacuTh
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modernity which, on the one hand, is weary of
practice-oriented “grand” narratives (above all
ideological) and, on the other hand, faces a cri-
sis in understanding its tasks and ways of solv-
ing them. If we have achieved ultimate clarity
and “everything is clear,” while only particu-
lar questions remain, why cannot we answer
them? Why are the answers we have unsatisfac-
tory? This does not fit into the positive narra-
tive, of which already Shpet was aware (Shpet,
2010, p. 55). According to his classification, this
is the state of “negative” philosophy which
may (or must) be followed by positive think-
ing. From the vantage point of today Shpet
looks like a lone figure: without any doubt his
scientific potential, which had every chance of
developing within the Russian philosophical
tradition, was not fully tapped. Anyway, today
we see attempts to reinterpret his legacy in the
context of the current problems of philosophy
(Dennes, 2023, p. 16).

In spite of the difference of biographical cir-
cumstances — fortune was not always kind
to Cassirer, but he managed to keep out of
harm’s way — the legacy of one of the leading
Neo-Kantians also turned out to be just a par-
ticular case of the development of philosoph-
ical thought, although it claimed to be more
systematic (Luft, 2005). Shpet and Cassirer
never interacted directly, but their views on
the question of forms are basically similar and
through him we can see what an interesting in-
terpretation of the Kantian philosophy both of
them provided. In 1939, living in emigration in
Sweden, Cassirer delivered a series of lectures
on the foundations and methodology of cogni-
tion. He emphasised the theory of knowledge
in sciences and culture, distinguishing natu-
ral science from culture science only in terms
of the object and in a certain way of method-
ology, but not arranging them in a hierarchy.
These later reflections sum up the dialogue



cebs1, — HacjlefIyie OJHOTO U3 BeOyIIVX HeOKaH-
TMAHIIEB TaKXXe OKa3aJIoCh JIWIIIh YacTHBIM CIIy-
yaeM pasBUTHsL PUIIOCOPCKOV MBICIIV, XOTs IIpe-
TeHzI0BasIo Ha 00IbIIyI0 cucTeMHOCTH (Luft, 2005).
et 1 Kaccupep He HaxomwiInch B HeIOCpes-
CTBEHHOM B3aVIMOAEVICTBIV, HO VX B3IJVISIBI Ha BO-
mpoc o dopMax NPUHINUIINAIIBHO CXOXM, 1 Yepes3
Hero MBI CMOYKEM YBUIIETh, KaKasl MHTepecHas VH-
TeplpeTarys KaHTWaHCKOV driocodvm Obuta
MU ocy1ecTsiieHa. B 1939 r., Haxorisick B amurpa-
v B LIBerv, Kaccupep BbIcTyTIaeT ¢ cepuieii 1io-
KJIaJIOB, IIOCBAIIIEHHBIX OCHOBAHVSIM M METOJIO0JIO-
ruy no3HaHMsA. OcoObIN akileHT drstocod feaeT
Ha Teopu ITO3HAHMS B HayKax O KyJIBTYpe, pasjiv-
yasl ecTeCTBeHHO-Hay4HoOe TI03HaHVe ¥ ITO3HaHe
B KYJIBTYpe€ JIVIIIIb B COOTBETCTBUM C IIPEIMETOM ¥,
HEKOTOPBIM 00pa30oM, MeTOMIOJIOTVell, HO He paH-
XUpPys X, He BbICTpayBas vepapXuio. DT I03/I-
HVIe Pa3MBbIITUIEHVIS [IOABOMSAT MTOT IMAJIOTy C Heo-
KaHTVAHCTBOM, ITOYePKIMBas BIIVISTHIE OVOTIOrmm
Ha MbIuIeHMe dprtocoda (Kasizesa, 2019, c. 33).

Hecmotps Ha TO uTO Kaccupepa mpmHSATO OTHO-
CUTb K BUIHEVIIVM IIpefICTaBUTe/IIM HeOKaHTU-
aHCTBa, BJIVIIHME (PEeHOMEHOJIOIMYEeCKO Tpau-
LIV Ha €T0 MBICIIb B BOIIPOCAX TEOPWUV IIO3HAHMS,
BO3MOXXHO, Oojlee 3HaumTesibHO. Kaccupep Haze-
JIeT BapMaTMBHOCTD IIPOSBIIEHNII YeJI0BeUeCcKom
IPaKTUKN B KYJIBType aOCOTIOTHOV II€HHOCTBIO
(Cassirer, 2011, S. 135). Camo cyIiiecTBOBaHMe pas3-
HBIX IIPaKTUK He TpedyeT JIerMTMMAIIUI ¥ KOH-
TeViHepu3allill B paMKax BbICTpauBaHsl )KeCTKO-
ro KaTeropmasbHOIO KapKaca Io3HaHMs. Borpoc
O IMO3HAHWM — 3TO He TOJIBKO BOIIPOC O TOM, C
4yero HadyHaeTcs [IO03HaHMe B 00JIacTi MeTOI0JI0-
run. VI ¢ Touku 3spermst Kaccupepa, v ¢ TOUKM 3pe-
Hust 1reTa, 3T0 yKe KaK MUHVIMYM CJIeTy oI
miar. BHagaste ecTs nepexuiBaHye, KOTOpoe M3Ha-
YJaJIbHO HE OCMBIC/ISIETCSI TeOpeTUdecKy, HO Ile-
peXmBaeTcs KaK 9acTh MMpPa, OHO Hepas3phIBHO C
cyowexToM (MoTpormiosa, 2006, c. 302—303). Ero
CBOVICTBOM $IBJISIETCSI BOSMOXKHOCTB ITPEBPATUTHCS
B BOCIIOMVHAaHMe, TO eCTh OIPeIMeTUTbCA B paM-
KaxX BHYTpeHHeV XXI3HM 4eJjloBeKa. TaM OHO Mo-
JKeT CYIIIeCTBOBATh TOJIBKO KaK CMBICIT.
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with Neo-Kantianism, highlighting the in-
fluence of biology on his thought (Knyazeva,
2019, p. 33).

Although Cassirer is considered to be one
of the foremost representatives of Neo-Kan-
tianism, his views on the theory of cognition
were probably influenced more by the phe-
nomenological tradition. Cassirer attaches ab-
solute value to the diversity of manifestations
of human practices in culture (Cassirer, 2011,
p- 135). The existence of different practices
does not require legitimisation and compart-
mentalisation in the framework of a rigid cat-
egorial structure of knowledge. The question
of knowledge is not only about what cognition
begins with in the sphere of methodology. For
Cassirer and for Shpet, this is as a minimum
the next step. First comes experience, which
initially is not understood theoretically, but is
experienced by the subject as part of the world,
inseparably bound up with the subject (Motro-
shilova, 2006, pp. 302-303). Its attribute is that
it may become a memory, i.e. be objectified in
a person’s inner life. There, it can exist only as
a meaning.

The positive question about a single scheme
of cognition in Neo-Kantianism hinges on the
search for an adequate mathematical appara-
tus (Dmitrieva, 2007, p. 63) and the ability to
render this structure in the language of the hu-
man being’s life-world. Not being an immedi-
ate experience, mathematics is knowledge that
simultaneously explains everything, but does
not give the content of the single form. Despite
the paradoxical character of this thesis in the
context of the foregoing, arguably the under-
standing of the nature of mathematical num-
ber both by Cassirer and by Shpet should be
seen as a disjunctive logical operation, i.e. sep-
aration and distinction which has no primary
form, or inner form, or “form of forms”. Cas-
sirer (2020, p. 8) explicitly writes about the
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TTonoxurensHbI BOIIPOC O €OVHOV CXeMe I10-
3HaHWS B HEOKAaHTMAHCTBE JIOKUT B IUIOCKOCTU
TIOVICKa a/IeKBaTHOIO MaTeMaTM4YecKoro arrapara
(Omutpuesa, 2007, c. 63) 1 yMeHMS TIEPETIOKUTD
3Ty CTPYKTYPY Ha S3bIK XVM3HEHHOIO MVpa 4eJIo-
Beka. He Oy/ryun yem-To HemlocpeiICTBEHHO Iiepe-
JKMBaeMbIM, MaTeMaTuKa OKa3blBaeTCs 3HaHVeM,
KOTOpOe OITHOBPEMEHHO OOBsCHSET Bce, HO He 3a-
HaeT colepkaHue efyHov dopMbl. HecmoTps Ha
BCIO Iapa/JOKCaJIBHOCTh 3TOrO Te3lMca B KOHTEK-
CTe IIpeIbIAYIIero N3JI0KeHs, MOXKHO IIPeIIIosIo-
JKUTb, YTO IIOHVMaHVIe IIPUPOJIb MaTeMaTUecKo-
ro uncia u 'y Kaccupepa, n y llnera ciesrosasio
OBbI OTHECTU K JIM3BIOHKTVBHOW JIOTMYECKOV OIle-
panum, To eCTh K pasie/leHUIo M OTIIMYeHWIO, He
VMerolIeMy I1epBOOpMBI, TO eCTh BHYTpeHHel
dopmsbl, i «popMbl popmbl». Kaccupep ripsamo
nuIeT o0 orpaHMYeHNsAX MaTeMaTu4ecKo yHU-
BepcajibHOCTI: «MaTeMaTndyeckoe 1 ecTeCTBeH-
HO-Hay4HOe OBITIe, B ero MIeaIVICTIYeCKOM IIO-
HVMaHMW ¥ TOJIKOBaHMW, He McYepIibiBaeT Beevl
nevicTBUTeNIbHOCTHL. . .» (Kaccupep, 2017, c. 16).

Ha camom Ga30BOM IMCKY PCMBHOM yPOBHe Opo-
caeTcd B IVlaza ominume B dputocodpum dopm y
Kaccupepa u Inera. Vigest o ToM, 4TO ecTb «op-
Ma opM» KaK IIOHATHE, KOTOpoe oO0bemJIeT Bce
ocTaJIbHble (POPMBI, OJTHOBPEMEHHO SBJISACh WX
orpeiejieHVieM, He 3aHVMaeT MBIIIUIeHVe HeMell-
koro dwiocoda. Kakoe oTHolreHne 3T0 MMeeT K
KaHTMaHCcTBY? OfHa M3 IepBOCTeNeHHBIX 3aj1ad,
KOTOpasi CTosijIa Ilepell HeOKaHTMaHCKUM JIBVDKe-
HMeM, 3aK/Iodaslach B M3y4eHUM TOJIBKO CTaHOBS-
IIMXCA HayK O KyJIbType, POpMUPOBaHUN VX Me-
Toftosiorndeckoro ©Oasmca. IlocienHue, HecMoTpst
Ha To 4TO pybexx XIX—XX BB. 00IIenprHSITO CUM-
TaeTCsl BpeMeHeM pasfie/IeHns eIMHOro JpeBa Ha-
YYHOIO II03HaHMs, He VIMeJIVl CBOel MeTOIOJIOr -
ueckovt aBToHOMMM. ITokasaTesibHa 37ech MO3UIIVS
KJIFOUeBOT'O MBICJIUTEJIS 1J1 HeMeIIKOM TpaayIim
— Aponbda Tpenpernenbypra (1802—1872): «Cssb
dwtocodpmnt 1 MOUTUBHBIX HayK, O 4YeM WIeT
peusb B Tpynax TperneneHOypra, BOIUIOIIAET VCTO-
PVIKO-KYJIBTY PHY O JI€VICTBUTEITbHOCTD, Y€l CMBICT
B KOHEYHOM cueTe TIIOJIKUT payuoHaLbHOMY
ompenernenuo» (Imurpuesa, 2007, c. 49). [do cde-
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limitations of mathematical universality: “The
mathematical natural-scientific being, in its
idealistic version and interpretation, does not
exhaust all reality [...].”

At the basic discursive level, one is struck by
the difference in the philosophy of forms with
Cassirer and Shpet. The idea that there exists
the “form of forms” as a concept that embraces
all the other forms while simultaneously being
their definition, does not engage the German
philosopher’s mind. What does it have in com-
mon with Kantianism? One of the prime tasks
that faced the Neo-Kantian movement was to
study the emergent sciences of culture and cre-
ate their methodological foundation. The lat-
ter, even though the turn of the nineteenth and
twentieth centuries is commonly considered
to be the time of the split of the single tree of
knowledge, did not have an autonomous meth-
odology. The position of Friedrich Adolf Tren-
delenburg (1802—1872), the key thinker for
the German tradition, is revealing: “The link
between philosophy and the positive scienc-
es, which Trendelenburg writes about, embod-
ies historical-cultural reality whose meaning at
the end of the day is subject to rational defini-
tion” (Dmitrieva, 2007, p. 49). Sciences of culture
did not exist prior to specialisation of scientif-
ic knowledge driven by socio-economic factors
or technical development of the experimental
base, but above all by the change of method-
ological notions of what was possible. The
understanding of the body of humanistic
knowledge as being identical to the breakdown
of humanistic sciences constitutes the error of
presentism. For Shpet and Cassirer this process
was contemporary, all the more valuable are
their intuitions concerning the philosophy of
culture.

One of the tasks that faced Neo-Kantianism
was legitimising the study of culture scienc-
es and their cognitive status. At that time this



PBI CHIelMasIM3ayuy HaydHoro 3HaHWs, B OCHOBE
KOTOPOTO JIeXKasIi He TOJIBKO COIMaIbHO-3KOHO-
MIUecKyie TIPUYMHBI WV TeXHUYEeCKoe Pas3BUTIe
SKCIIepVIMeHTaJIbHOV Oa3bl, HO IIpeXK[ie BCero mM3Me-
HeHVe MeTOIOJIOTMYeCcKIX IpeiCTaBIeHNnIT O BO3-
MOXXHOM, HAYyK O KyJIbType He cyIecTBobasio. Ilo-
HVIMaHVe KOMITIeKca TyMaHUTapHOTro 3HaHMS Kak
TOXJIECTBEHHOI'O Pa3sBUTOMY WIEHeHUIO T'yMaHU-
TapHOVI HayKM, TaK/M oOpas3oM, 3aKjIodaeT B cebe
ommoky mpesenTusma. [ Ilnera n Kaccupepa
3TOT ITpoliecc OblJI COBpeMeHeH, 1 TeM IleHHee X
VIHTYUIIMY B OTHOIIEHMY (PprII0cOPUM KYJIBTY PBIL.
OnHont 13 3a/1a4, CTOABIINX ITepes] HeOKaHTH-
aHCTBOM, ObUIa JIETMTMMAaLVs M3yYeHUsl HayK O
KyJIBType M MX II03HaBaTeJIbHOro craryca. B Tex
YCJIOBUSIX 3TO IIOfIpasyMeBajio M JIerMTVMAIIVIO
aBTOHOMMM cdepbl KYJIBTYPbl BOOOIIe, B 0CODeH-
HOCTM ee T'yMaHMCTHYecKoro Iadoca. Puoco-
dust cumpormyecknx dopm Kaccupepa — 3T0
VICTOpMYecKasl IIOIIbITKA PelnTh JBe 3TU 3ajia-
4y, He BBIOWIpasi B KauecTBe yHMBEPCAIBHOTO Me-
TOfa IPUHIIAIIBI €CTeCTBEHHO-HAyYHOro II03Ha-
HI4 B ero MaTeMaTdeckont popme (Cassirer, 1907,
S. 32—35). IlokasaresibHO, UTO, B OT/IIUME OT BUI-
HeVIIINX IIpefiCTaBuUTeslell HeOKaHTMAaHCTBa, Y
HeTo eCThb Teopwsi MO3HaHMs KYJIBTYPHBIX POpM,
HO HeT KaK TaKOBOVI SKCIUIMIIVPOBAaHHOV METOJIO-
JIOTUM TI03HaHMs BOOOIIe, Ha KOTOPOV OCHOBBI-
BaeTCsl CMBICJI «KOIEPHMKAHCKOIO IIepeBOpOTa»,
ITPOIOJIKeHHOrO HeOKaHTUaHCKOV TpauIiVier.
OcmMbIcsieHVIe 3TOrO haKTa MeeT OOJIbITIoe 3Ha-
yeHwMe JIJIs IOHMMaHVs TPYHIIUIIOB PyHKIIVMOHN-
poBaHMsA (PrII0COPCKOro 3HaHMS TOrO BpPEeMeHM.
ChIrpajio cBOIO pOJIb M MeXeBaHVMe HeOKaHTMaH-
CKVIX IIIKOJI, YCJIOBHOCTD MCTOPUKO-PMIIOCOPCKOro
B3IVIsiJla Ha 3TOT (PeHOMeH B caMOM OOIIeM CMbIC-
ne. OgHako KaHTMaHCKasl KPUTMKa OCHOB ITO3Ha-
Hus Kaccupepa He cTajla METOIMYECKMM PYKO-
BOJICTBOM 151 BceX (prytocodpoB, KOTOPBIX MOYKHO
ObUTO OBI OOBEIVHNTD IO, 30HTVYHBIM TePMVHOM
«HEeOKaHTMAHIIb». 3ajlada COCTOsUIa B TOM, YTO-
OBl ITOCTaBUTBH IIOJ COMHEHWE MaTeMaTIYecKylo
IIPUPOY eCTeCTBeHHBIX HayK KaK eIVHCTBEeHHBIX
HIOIJIVIHHO 3aCiTy>KMBAIOIIVIX TOrO, YTOOBI VIMEHO-
BaTbcsl HayKamut. [11st Hera sTa MbIciTs Oblia ca-
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also implied legitimisation of the autonomy
of the sphere of culture in general, especial-
ly its humanistic pathos. Cassirer’s philoso-
phy of symbolic forms is a historic attempt to
solve these two tasks without choosing as the
universal method the principles of natural
scientific cognition in its mathematical form
(Cassirer, 1907, pp. 32-35). It is noteworthy
that, unlike the foremost representatives of
Neo-Kantianism, he has a theory of cognition
of cultural forms but not an explicit method-
ology of cognition in general which underpins
the “Copernican turn” that the Neo-Kantian
tradition carried on.

Awareness of this fact is important for un-
derstanding the principles of the functioning
of philosophical knowledge of the time. The
distinctions between Neo-Kantian schools and
lack of an established historical-philosophi-
cal view of this phenomenon in a very general
sense also played a part. However, the Kantian
critique of Cassirer’s principles of cognition
did not become a methodological guide for all
the philosophers who could be covered by the
umbrella term “Neo-Kantians”. The task was
to call in question the mathematical nature of
the natural sciences as the only sciences worthy
of that name. For Shpet the idea was self-evi-
dent as a significant part of his philosophical
consciousness. The methodological and cul-
tural autonomy of culture sciences had to ex-
ist and be grounded by means of philosophy
(Shpet, 2016, pp. 216, 384). Cognition and un-
derstanding are inherent in the human being,
so that it is meaningless and absurd to confine
the sphere of cognition to what is not an experi-
ence of a concrete being. In effect, this approach
makes up for the Neo-Kantian “rigor” by ex-
panding the phenomenological understand-
ing of the life-world. The level of development
of knowledge or science does not matter if its
achievements do not lend themselves to human
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MOOYEBVJTHOV, COCTaB/Isisl 3HAYMMYIO YacTh €ro
dumtocodckoro camocosHaHMs. MeTomoormye-
CKasl M KYJIBTypHasi aBTOHOMUS HayK O KYJIBType
JIOJDKHA CYIIeCcTBOBaTh, OBITH 0OOCHOBaHa IIOCpe]I-
crBoM dwtocodpum (Imet, 2016, c. 216, 384). Ilo-
3HaHMe U [IOHVIMaHVe YKOpeHeHEI B UeJloBeKe, I103-
TOMY OrpaHM4MBaTh cpepy MO3HaHMs TeM, UTO He
ABJISIETCS TIepeXXVBaHVeM KOHKPeTHOIO CYIIecTBa,
OeccMbiciieHHO U abcypnHo. B cymnOCcTH, 3TOT
IIOIXOJ], KOMIIEHCHpPYeT HEeOKaHTMAHCKYIO «CTpO-
TOCTb» paciIvipeHreM (PeHOMEeHOJIOITYeCKOro I10-
HVUIMaHMS XV3HeHHoro Mupa. He vimeeT 3HaueHms
yPpOBeHb PasBUTWSA 3HaAHWSA WIM HayKy, ecIn WX
JOCTVDKEHMSI CTAHOBATCS HEIOCTYIIHBI IIOHVMa-
HMIO YesloBeKa. TouHee, OHM He MOTYT CUMTATbCs
eduxcmberno HayIHbIMIL. Cx0Kast KPUTHMKA CIIVIeH-
TUCTCKOTO IIO/IXO/1a, YKasblBalolllas Ha HEBO3MOX-
HOCTh CYMTATh IIpPelesIbHO aOCTpaKTHBIE CXeMbI
00pasIioM HayYHOCTV, ObL/Ia pa3ByITa MHOTO IIO3Xe.

He Bcsikoe mo3HaHMe HauMHAETCS C HayYHOTO
daxTa. OnbIT He TOXeCTBeHeH HayYHOMY (PaKTy.
IlepexxvBaHve He TOXIECTBEHHO OIBITY. Bosmoxk-
HO, TIO3HAeTCsl MUP, VMEIOIINII CBOV IIPVHIINIIBI
OopraHm3aluy, HO MUpP IIO3HaET TOJIBKO YesIoBeK,
IIO3TOMY CTPYKTYPY €ro Io3HaBaTeJIbHOVI aKTWB-
HOCTH TpebyeTcsi yunThIBaTh. bosiee Toro, MMeHHO
3Ta CTPYKTYpa IepBOCTelleHHa 1 COIIePXXUT B cebe
OCHOBBI NTo3HaHM4. [TosHaHMe Ha HayuyHO 1 dU-
710cO(PCKOVI OCHOBE TI0/IpasyMeBaeT pa3BUTYIO Me-
Toposioruio. B camom obiem Buie Hu Kaccupep,
H1 [IrieT He OTXOHOSAT OT 3TMUX ycTaHOBOK. OnHa-
KO TIOCPEJICTBOM YTOUHEHWS YIIPOIIEHHOV CXeMBI
3HaueHN sl [I03HaBaTeJIbHOV aKTVBHOCTM OHV IIPU-
GrvpKaroTCs K TOMY, 4TOOBI ITpeTeH/10BaTh Ha co0-
CTBEHHOe ITIOHMMaHVe prytocodmm.

B yxe ymoMmsHyThIX mokiagax Kaccupepa
KoHIIa 1930-x IT. MBI HaxoOuM ocoboe yKaszaHUe
Ha IIPUMHUMUIINAJIBHYIO MHOTOKOMIIOHEHTHOCTB
VI MHOTOacCIIeKTHOCTb II03HaBaTeJIbHOV ITpaKTU-
k1 gesioBeka (Cassirer, 2011, S. 64). Jlornka Hayk
O KYJIBTYpe BBICTpamBaeTcd KaK IIOHVMaHUe de-
pe3 CMMBOJINYeCcKyIo (popMy. DTa CMMBOJIMYeCKast
dopma yvepriaeT cBOVI MCTOK KaK HaJIMYHBIV PaKT
MIO3HAaHNS B NEPHENTUBHON CTPYKType dUesioBe-
YecKOro CO3HaHMs, KOTOpasi CXBaThIBaeT peajlb-
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understanding. More precisely, they cannot
claim to be solely scientific. A similar critique of
the scientist approach which argues that com-
pletely abstract schemes cannot be supported,
since models of scientificity was not developed
until much later.

Not all cognition begins with a scientific
fact. Experience is not identical to a scientif-
ic fact. Exposure is not identical to experience.
The world as cognised may have its principles
of organisation, but the world is cognised only
by humans, so that the structure of their cogni-
tive activity must be taken into account. More-
over, this structure is primary and contains the
foundations of knowledge. Cognition on a sci-
entific and philosophical basis implies a devel-
oped methodology. In general, both Cassirer
and Shpet adhere to these principles. However,
by tweaking a simplified scheme of the mean-
ing of cognitive activity, they edge closer to
claiming to have their own concept of philos-
ophy. Already in the above-mentioned lectures
that he delivered in the late 1930s Cassirer
points out that human cognitive practice inher-
ently has many components and many aspects
(Cassirer, 2011, p. 64). The logic of culture sci-
ence is based on understanding through sym-
bolic form. The symbolic form draws on the
fact of cognition in the perceptive structure of
the human consciousness which captures re-
ality without dismembering it in accordance
with the entire analytical power of the cogni-
tive apparatus, but perceiving it as a unity. The
symbolic in form is not an accident and not an
aberration to be corrected through a critical
procedure; it is the very condition of cognition
which is incorporated in the individual by the
culture and history in which the individual ex-
ists (ibid., p. 98).

This is one more point of conceptual intersec-
tion between the projects of Shpet and Cassirer.
Thinking about (symbolic) forms as an import-



HOCTB, He pacujleHsisd ee B COOTBETCTBUM CO BCeul
aHaJIMTUYEeCKOV MOIIbIO II03HaBaTeJIbHOrO  all-
rapara, HO BOCIIPVMHIMAas ee KaK He4TO eJIVHOe.
CumBonmueckoe B popMe — 3TO He CJTy4altHOCTh
n He abeppaliyisl, KOTOpPyIO TpebyeTcsi OUMCTUTh
IIOCPeICTBOM KPUTMUYECKOV ITPOIIe/ly Phl, 3TO caMO
yCJIOBUe TIO3HaHMS, KOTOpoe OyKBaJIbHO WMHKOP-
[IOPVPOBAHO B II03HABaTEJIBHYIO HAIlpaBJIeHHOCTh
YeJioBeKa TOVI KYJIBTY POV U VICTOpYUEV], B KOTOPOM
oH cymectsyeT (Ibid., S. 98).

DTO ellle OIHA TOYKa KOHIIENITYaJIbHOTO Iepe-
ceueHnsa Mexy npoektamu IInera 1 Kaccupepa.
MpeiteHvie o (cMBoOIMYecKmx) popMax Kak Baxk-
HOM 3JIeMeHTe YeJIOBeYeCKOV peaylbHOCT OObe-
IOVHLeT IByX priIocodoB B MX IOMBITKE ITPOIOII-
XeHMs prytocodpmmt Kak 0ObeaVHSIONIENT OCHOBBI
4eJIoBeYecKov AesdTesIbHOCTY BooO1ile. HeokanTu-
aHCKVe VI MHOTVie IPyTVie IIPOeKThI TOrO BpeMeHU
TaKXXe VIMeJIM B BUY BaXHOCTb dpvytocodnm, HO
Ba)KHOCTB (prytocodmmt He Kak dpriocodpnm, a Kak
MeTozosioruy nosHaHus. Crpemscsk yoepeub du-
J10cOPUIO OT HATMCKa SKCIIePVIMEeHTaIbHOIO ecTe-
CTBO3HaHV, HEOKaHTVAHIIBI CJIVIIIKOM ee OrpaHM-
gy Cama e dpvtocodnst TODKHa ObUIa CTaTh
TeM, UTO MOIJIEXUT TaKOMY JKe UjleHeHUIO, KaK U’
ecrecTBeHHBbIe Haykn. Ecii copmysmposats 310
KpaTKo B TepMuHax dputocodpunt ncropum puio-
codmu Illnera, To 3amavda dprstocoda cocTouT He
B TOM, YTOOBI CIIVeHTU3MPOBaTh drsiocoduio, a B
TOM, YTOOBI COXPaHUTBH CBA3b MeXY prstocodmert
I HayKOVi, BEPHYTh ee K MIUPY uejioBeKa U KYJIbTY-
pet (Kaccupep, 2002, c. 9; ImreT, 1914, c. 2).

[lepen B3MISAOM Ha MMUpP CTOUT 3ajada CHU-
CTeMaTM3MpoBaTh ¥ Kilaccuduiposarb Oorart-
CcTBO pOpM, IOCTYIHBIX HAaIleMy BOCIIPUSTUIO.
Ho He TOJIBKO cucTeMaTU3MpPOBaTh M OOBIACHUTH
(oTa dwtocodpckad 3a7adya Ha CTOPOHE UeJIoBeKa).
Tpebyetcsi, K0osIb CKOPO MBI ypaBHMBaeM B 3Haue-
HWY ecTeCTBeHHO-HayYHoOe IT03HaHVe 1 II03HaHe
KYJIBTYPHBIX (POpPM, OOBSICHUTH MHOrooOpasve
CYIIeCTBYIOIIeVI KV3HY, IIPOINUTh CBET Ha CIIOH-
TAaHHOCTH €€ WM3MEHEHWI. Cnez[yfomeﬁ 3aaden
CTaHeT ¥ OTHeceHMe K IleHHocTu. Obpariasch K
paboTaM cOBpeMeHHOVI eMy OMOJIOriy, OMVparo-
Ievicsi Ha pabOTBI TOJUIaHICKOro OOoTaHMKa Xyro

N.B. Afanasov

ant element of human reality is what the two
philosophers share in their attempt to perpetu-
ate philosophy as a uniting basis of human activ-
ity in general. Neo-Kantian and many other pro-
jects of that time also recognised the importance
of philosophy, but philosophy not as philosophy
but as methodology of cognition. Seeking to pro-
tect philosophy against the onslaught of experi-
mental natural science, Neo-Kantians limited it
too much. Philosophy itself was to be subject to
dismemberment like the natural sciences. To put
it in a nutshell in terms of Shpet’s history of phi-
losophy, the philosopher’s task is not to synthe-
sise philosophy, but to preserve the connection
between philosophy and science (Cassirer, 1957,
p- XVL Shpet, 1991, p. 176).

The worldview has the task of systematising
and classifying the diversity of forms accessible
to our perception. But not only to systematise
and explain (that philosophical task is devoted
to the human being). As long as we put cognition
of cultural forms on a par with cognition in nat-
ural science it is necessary to explain the diver-
sity of existing life and shed light on the spon-
taneity of its changes. The next task is reference
to value. Drawing on the biology of his time —
which was based on the works of the Dutch bot-
anist Hugo de Vries (1848 —1935), who developed
the mutation theory which led to the genetic no-
tion of the development of the living forms —
Cassirer arrives at conclusions that are import-
ant for him (Cassirer, 2011, p. 39). The concept of
incremental change simplifies the real picture
and does not capture how life develops in reali-
ty. Evolution may make leaps that bring a qual-
itative change to a life form. Since it has to do
with mutation, it is unpredictable. We are deal-
ing already with the preservation of accumulat-
ed variability, which testifies to the operability of
acquired features.

Attention to the mutational theory is not acci-
dental, nor is the fact that Cassirer turned to bi-
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e ®pwusa (1848 —1935), paspabarbiBaBIIiero MyTa-
LIVIOHHYIO TEOPUIO, KOTOpas Jleryla B OCHOBY T'eHe-
TUYECKOTO IIPENICTABIIEHIS O PasBUTUN (POPM K-
Boro, Kaccupep npmxoauT K 3HaYMMBIM 115 ceOst
BeiBoriaM (Cassirer, 2011, S. 39). ITpencrasieHne o
IIOCTETIeHHOM HAaKOIIJIEHWV VI3MeHeHU YIIpOoIlia-
eT peaJIbHYIO KapTMUHY, He OXBaTbIBaeT TOro, KaK
pasBMBaeTCs XIM3Hb Ha caMoM Jiejie. B paMkax 3Bo-
JIIOLIUM MOXET IIPOVICXOAUTH CKadoK, KauyecTBeH-
HO MEHSIOMIN XM3HeHHYyI0 dpopMmy. TTockorbky
pedb naeT o MyTaluy, OH HellpercKasyeM. Mpl
VIMeeM [1eJI0 yXKe C COXpaHeHMeM HaKOIJIeHHOV
VM3MEeHYMBOCTY, KOTOpasl CBUETeIbCTBYeT O pa-
GoTocriocoOHOCTI TPHOOPeTEeHHBIX ITPVI3HAKOB.
BammManme x MYTaIIMIOHHOVI TeOpUM HeCTyJdan-
HO, KaK 1 BooOrie obparmenme Kaccupepa x Oumo-
jormu. buoriormyeckass HOPMaTMBHOCTB  371€Ch
OYeBMIHBIM O0Opa3soM IIpeTeHAyeT Ha TO, UTO-
ObI 3aMecTUTHh MaTeMaTumdecKyto. [lepsasi mMoxeT
OBITH OIVICaHa ITIOCPEICTBOM BTOPOV, HO ee JMHa-
MMKa MOXeT OBbITh JIUIIIb BEPOSTHOCTHOV. MyTa-
LIVIOHHAs Teopus — CIIaCUTeJTbHAs COJIOMMHKA,
3a KOTOpylo XBaraercsi Kaccupep, mbITasick m1o-
CTVYb CBOEVI IIeJIV II0 OTCTaVBaHWIO aBTOHOMMUM
He TOJIBKO HayK O KYJIBTYpe, HO M HayK O IIpu-
pore 1 B KoHe4YHOM nTore dpwiocodpum. Kyery-
pa HeMbIcIMMa 0e3 maen CIIOHTAHHOCTY, CaMo-
LIEHHBIX (QBTOHOMHBIX) TI0 CBO€VI TIprpozie popM.
@opM, KOTOpBIEe MOT'YT OBITH Pa3IMYHbI Ha MHIN-
BUIyaJIbHOM yPOBHE, HO COXpaHSIIOT oOmmit oo-
pa3 B paMKax MCTOPVUYECKM CYIIeCTBYIOIIero oo-
pasoBanus: «Ha ypoBHe MHIOMBUAYaIBHON pedn
Hal0JIIofIaeTcs: pasHOOOpasye 1 M3MEeHYMBOCTD, Ha
yPpOBHE CHMBOJINYECKIX POPM SI3bIKa — €IVHOO-
Opasne 1 nocrosHCTBO» (KHs13eBa, 2019, c. 31; op-
dorp. ncnp. — H.A.). CrioHTaHHBIE OTKJIOHEHMS
He TOX/eCTBeHHBI CJIyYalHbIM, KOJIb CKOPO MM
XBaTaeT CUJI JIJISI TOTO, YTOOBI COXPAaHUTBCS V1 OBITH
3adpmkcrpoBaHHbIMI. KysibTypa 11 ee dutocodmst
371eCh OTJIMYHBI OT 0OoJlee XaOTMYIHOro Mupa Ovmo-
JIOTMYecKoV XM3HW. Peanvsanys cjrydarHOCT,
ee 3aKpelUIeHle CBU/IETEIIbCTBYET O BO3MOKHOCTY
3TOV KyJIBTypHOM (popMbl cyiiectBoBatrhb. [Ipo-
O71ema miepexofia B Apyromut por (petdfaotg eig GANo
YEVOG) TI0jTy4aeT B pvyIocopmm CMMBOJIMYECKIX
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ology. Biological normativity obviously claims to
supplant mathematical normativity. The former
can be described via the latter, but its dynamics
can only be probabilistic. The mutational theory
is the saving straw which Cassirer seizes in his
attempt to uphold the autonomy not only of cul-
ture sciences, but also the sciences of nature and,
ultimately, philosophy. Culture is unthinkable
without the idea of spontaneity, of intrinsically
valuable (autonomous) forms. Forms that may
differ at the individual level, but retain a com-
mon image in the framework of the historical-
ly existing education: “At the level of individual
speech there is diversity and variability, at the
level of symbolic forms of language there is uni-
formity and constancy” (Knyazeva, 2019, p. 31).
Spontaneous deviations are not identical to acci-
dental ones insofar as they are strong enough to
endure and be fixed. In that respect culture and
philosophy differ from the chaotic world of bio-
logical life. Realisation of an accident and its fix-
ation show that a given cultural form is viable.
The problem of changing the genus (petdpaotg
eig GAAo yévog) gets a special interpretation in
the philosophy of symbolic forms. Spontaneity
of change, the mystery of the birth of the new are
balanced because becoming a fact of cognition
or culture is governed by organic laws. Symbol-
ic forming is subordinate to the common logic of
language and culture (Cassirer, 1925, pp. 70-71).
They should be consulted when considering the
value of cognition.

The idea of form is not that new forms are
emerging, but that the existing forms produce
new forms, owing to spontaneity limited by the
laws of consolidation and balancing that are
inherent in any culture at any time. The new
objects that come into existence develop in history
and in language to become perceptions and
form trains of associations. I have stressed the
importance of reference to antique philosophy
for Shpet. It is important also for Cassirer, but in



dopMm ocobyro mHTeprperalnio. CIIOHTAaHHOCTh
M3MeHeHVs, TallHa POXIeHVsl HOBOIO ypaBHOBe-
IIVBAIOTCA TeM, UTO CTaHOBJIeHVe paKTOM IT03Ha-
HVS VWIN KYJIBTYPbl IIOAYMHEHO OpraHnYecKrM
3akoHaM. CumMBoiIMueckoe dopMupoBaHMe IIOf-
4YMHeHO o0IIer JIorvKe g3blka 1 KysIbsTypbl (Kac-
cupep, 2000, c. 377). VIMeHHO K HVUM cJleftyeT oOpa-
IIIaThCs, Pa3MBIIILIAS O LIEHHOCTY TIO3HaHW.

Vnes ¢opMbI He B TOM, UTO IIOSIBJISIOTCS HO-
Bble (POPMBI, @ B TOM, UTO CyIIlecTByIomie ¢op-
MBI TIOCPEJICTBOM CIIOHTAHHOCTM, OrpaHYeHHO
3aKOHaMM 3aKpeIUleHUs ¥ ypaBHOBeIIVBaHWs,
OpPraHMYHBIMI I BCSIKOW KYJIBTYPBL U BpeMe-
H, 00pa3yioT HOBble (POPMBL. BHOBb BO3HMKIIIVIE
IIpeIMeTHI J1ajlee Pa3BMBAIOTCS B ICTOPUN U SI3bI-
Ke, OHV CTaHOBATCS NeplenuusaMy, PopMUPYIOT
accolMaTUBHBIV PAll KyJIbTYypbl. MBI yXe roso-
PWIV O BaXHOCTU pedepeHTHOV IO3UIUM aH-
TraHov drtococpum it [lnera. Baxxna ona un
mist Kaccupepa, HO B ipyrom cMbicite. Hemerkin
dwiocodp oTMeudaeT 3HaueHVe apVICTOTeIVaH-
CKOVI MJIeV KaTeropwvi, IIPOBOs MapajuIesiv MeX-
1y dopmMaMu 1 KaTeropusiMiu. BakHocTb yueHMS
Apucrotend npusHasail u Lner:

3avacTyIo 3TO CTpeMIIeHIe PyCccKoi Prioco-
dnu K 11eJIbHOMY 3HaHMIO BO3BOIAT K [ImaTony,
HO B JJaHHOM cJIy4ae, KOJIb CKOPO peydb UjieT O Me-
TOJI0JIOTMYEeCKOM CO3HAaHWMM HayKM, HaM BakKHO,
YTO B OTeUeCTBeHHOV Pry10codmyt ObUIV ITOTIBIT-
KV YBUJIETh VICTOKM TaKOTO IIOHVIMaHMs 3HaHMs
B TBOp4YecTBe Apucrorens. Tak, Ier, mpakTu-
YecKy HallepeKOp pacHpOoCTpaHeHHBIM Torza
TpaKTOBKaM JIOTMKIM ApPUCTOTeIs KaK popMalb-
HOVI, BBIXOJIAIlMBaIOIell cofep kaHue, paccMa-
TpuBaeT (POPMaJIbHYIO JIOTUKY ApPUCTOTeIIS KakK
HayKy o cpeficTBax BblpaxkeHws sHaHus ([1lenpu-
Ha, [Tpyxmnnn, 2020, c. 23).

MBp1I ojy1araeM, 4To pe3yJIbTaThl CpaBHEHMS ITO-
XOJIOB HEMEITKOI'O I PyccKoro ¢pmiocodoB K perie-
HWIO OFHOW 3aJa4n O ITIOCTPOEHWM €IVMHOVI, He-
viepapXyecKyl OpraHM30BaHHOV TeOopuUM HaykK
JIeMOHCTPUPYIOT Ipeo0siajlaHyie KOHBEpPreHTHOV
TeHAeHITMM U PaKTUIecK HMUBEIVPYIOT IVUCKYP-
CUBHYIO IMBepreHuyio. [Ijsi oGoCHOBaHMS aBTO-
HOMHOCTYU KYJIBTYPHBIX (PeHOMeHOB 1 uX ¢opM
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a different sense. Cassirer notes the importance
of the Aristotelian idea of categories, drawing
parallels between forms and categories. Shpet,
too, recognised the importance of Aristotle’s
doctrine:

Often the striving of Russian philosophy for
integral knowledge is traced to Plato, but in our
case, insofar as we speak about methodological
consciousness of science, it is important that
Russian philosophy should try to see the
sources of this understanding of knowledge in
the work of Aristotle. Thus Shpet, practically in
defiance of the then widespread interpretations
of Aristotle’s logic as formal, bereft of content,
sees Aristotle’s formal logic as a science of the
means of expressing knowledge (Shchedrina
and Pruzhinin, 2020, p. 23).

I believe that the comparison of the approaches
of the German and Russian philosophers to one
and the same task of developing a single, non-
hierarchically organised theory of sciences
demonstrates the prevalence of the convergent
trend and effectively annuls discursive
divergence. Cassirer needs the mutational theory
to ground the autonomy of cultural phenomena
and their forms. To prevent the mutational theory
looking like fluctuation in scientific knowledge,
he turns not to the classification of sciences and
methods, but to historically understandable
philosophy, i.e. does precisely what Shpet does:
he links the logic of cognition with the history
of the spirit of the philosophy which is the first
and most complete reflection. The conceptual
toolkits of the two philosophers are of course
very different. But they are very close in that
they eschew stereotypes of methodological
thinking: they try not to yield to the temptation
of making structurally organised maps of
sciences (cognition). Which brings us to the
initial task Neo-Kantianism put before the two
philosophers: to give a philosophical image of
the world that would reflect the development of
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Kaccupepy TpeOyetcst myTarinoHHas Teopus. s
TOrO YTOOBI MyTAaIIVIOHHAsl TeOpWs He BBIIVIsAIIesIa
drrykTyarmer B Hay4HOM ITO3HAHWUV, OH obparllia-
eTcs He K KJlaccdvKalyy HayK U MeTOIOB, HO K
VICTOPVYeCKM TIOHATON (prytocodmy, TO eCThb esia-
eT OyKBaJIbHO TO, uTO flesiaeT IlImeT: yBs3bIBaeT j1o-
T'MIKy TIO3HaHWMA C UCTOpUeN yxa, TIepBbIM 1 Hau-
Oortee TIOJIHBIM OTpakeHVEeM KOTOPOIO SIBJISeTCs
durtocodpus. TloHATMIIHBIV aTnapaTr AByX uio-
copoB, BHe BCAKOTO COMHEHMs, OT/INYaeTCs 3Ha-
uprerbHO. Ho B cBOel1 yacTy YKJIOHeHMs OT CTe-
peoTuIM3alumMy  MeTOHOJIONMYeCKOro  MBIITUIEHS
OHV HeOOBIKHOBEHHO OJIVI3KM: 3TO CTpeMJIeHVe 13-
Gexarp cobrasHa IOCTPOeHMs KapT HayK (IIO3Ha-
HMsl), 0OCOOEHHBIM 00pa3oM CTPYKTYypPHO OpraHu-
30BaHHBIX. B 3TOM acriekTe MbI BO3BpalllaeMcs K
VI3Ha4YaJIbHOM 3ajiade, KOTOPYIO Iieper AByMs pu-
s1ocodpaMy TIOCTaBMJIO HEOKAHTUAHCTBO: JaTh u-
s1ocodcKmvi 00pa3 Mypa, KOTOPBIV OTBedasl ObI pas-
BUTIIO HayK U VX BO3pacTaroller crelam3aliui.
HeokanTtnanckoe BimmsHme v Ha Illmera, v Ha Kac-
cupepa COCTOUT B OCO3HaHMY Ba)KHOCTV TOVI 3a/ia-
4n, ¢ KOTOPOVI CTOJIKHYJIach MapOyprckas IIKoria,
TO eCThb OOBeKTMBM3allNY OOBeKTa IO3HaHVS BHe
OLIYIIIeHWVI, KOTOpbIe HeJIOCTaTOYHBbI, V1 BHE MIeU O
«Ber camor 1o cede» (Immrpuesa, 2007, c. 15—16).

ITorsiTNe «pOpMBI», TaKMM OOpa3oM, SIBJISET-
Csl KJIIOYEBBIM CBSA3YIOIIVIM 3B€HOM MeX]y Hey-
JIOBJIETBOPEHHOCTBIO HEOKaHTWAHCTBOM, IIpU-
HSATVEM ero KJII04eBOro KpUTMYecKoro madoca
¥ TIOCTAHOBKOWI 3a/lauy B HOBOM Mupe. VcTopu-
KO-P110cop KMt UCTOK «POpM» M3BeCTEH — 3TO
KOHIIEIIIVV HeMEITKOTO POMaHTM3Ma C €r0 OpUIu-
HaJIBHBIM (PMIJIOCOPCKMM B3ITIAI0M Ha Mup. [
IIIreta 5TO HECOMHEHHBII OPVEHTMpP. TaKOBBIM
oH Obw1 1 W1t Kaccupepa. Ipyroe mesto, uto Kac-
cUpep OTXOOUT OT IIPSIMOVI OIOPBI Ha MBICIIb [€Te
u I'ymbGosbaTa, coxpaHss 3aJaHHBIVI MU BEKTOP
Vb B oOimx vepTax. He crpagas aHTuciven-
TU3MOM, HO COfIep>KaTeJIbHO oOpaIasichk K JOCTV-
JKEHVISIM eCcTecTBO3HaHMsA (pabotsl Xyro [de ®pu-
3a, SIkoba ¢doH VIKckiois) B 00J1acTM reHeTHKM,
Kaccupep mHaxommuT criocod mpemyioXuTh aiabrep-
HaTVBHBIVI MarMCTpajbHOMY Pa3BUTHIO HEOKaH-
TUAHCKOM pritocopmmt IIPOeKT BO33PeHUIT Ha
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sciences and their growing specialisation. Neo-
Kantian influence on Shpet and Cassirer consists
in their consciousness of the importance of the
task that confronted the Marburg school, ie.
objectification of the object of cognition outside
sensations, which are insufficient, and outside
the idea of “the thing in itselt” (Dmitrieva, 2007,
pp. 15-16).

Thus, the concept of “form” is the key link
between dissatisfaction with Neo-Kantian-
ism, the adoption of its inherent critical pa-
thos and the setting of the task in a new world.
The historical-philosophical source of “forms”
is known to be German Romanticism with its
original view of the world. This is undoubted-
ly a reference point for Shpet. And the same
is true of Cassirer. It is another question that
Cassirer does not directly refer to the thought
of Goethe and Humboldt while following that
vector in general. Not being afflicted by an-
ti-scientism, but substantively drawing on the
achievements of the natural sciences (the works
of Hugo de Vries, Jakob von Uexkiill) in the
tield of genetics, Cassirer proposes a view of
culture and the diversity of human life that is
an alternative to the mainstream Neo-Kantian
philosophy. Life itself, not reducible to the psy-
cho-physical, but existing in history and cul-
ture, was for Shpet and for Cassirer the main
problem around which the polemic with other
traditions revolved.

%ok 3%

I submit that what prompted Shpet and
Cassirer to turn to the question of the philo-
sophical, symbolic nature of cognition was the
problem and the task the preservation of which
is more important than the hypothetical solu-
tion that can be achieved. Mathematisation of
knowledge and model schematisation of cog-
nition that seek to unify and erect a single ed-
ifice of science should not be an end in itself.



KYJIBTY Py ¥ MHOrOOOpasvie 4ejIoBeuecKov KXIM3HM.
Cama 3Ta X13HB, Hepeaylypyemas K Icuxodmsu-
YeCKOMY, HO CYIIIeCTBYIOIIasl B ICTOPWUY U KYJIBTY-
pe, npencrassia gy llnera n Kaccupepa rias-
HYIO ITpo0JIeMy, BOKPYT KOTOPOVI BbICTpayBalach
TI0JIeMMKa C IPyTVIMU TPaaVILIVISIMIAL

*® % X

Mpl 1os1araeM, 4To 3a OpUIMHaJIBHBIM OOpa-
menveM Illnera 1 Kaccupepa k Borpocy o dpu-
J10COCKOV, CIMBOJIMYECKOV ITPUpPOfIe TTO3HaHM
CTOUT mIpobJieMa, 3ajada COXpaHEHMs KOTOPOU
BaykKHee TOI'o I'MIIOTeTUYeCKOro pelleHms, K KOTo-
POMY MOXXHO ITpymTH. MaTemaTv3saliys 3HaHUS 1
oOpasIioBasi cxeMaTu3alyis MO3HAHM, VIMEOIIe
riepes; cobom Uaer YHUMUKALUU Y CTPOUTEIb-
CTBa €VHOIO 3[1aHMs HayKy, He JOJDKHBI CTaHO-
BUTBCS caMollesIblo. MaremaTusamnus 3HaHUA O
Mupe BakKHa B HayKax O IpUpoze, HO He YHUBEp-
caJIbHa B HayKax O JIyxe M TeM Oojiee B pmIIOCO-
dun. CMpIcsIOBass MHTEHIIMIOHAJIBHOCTD, TO €CTh
VICTOPMYECKN U KYJIBTYPHO OOyCJIOBJIEHHOE OTHO-
IIeHVe K MUpY, epBuyHa. Ved Toro, 4ro 310 He
IIPOCTO JIO3YHI, HY Ha YeM He OCHOBaHHBIV, a KO
BCeMY ITpoYeMy U JIETKO HOJIBepraeMbIi KPUTHKe,
OCHOBbIBaeTCs Ha (PeHOMEHOJIOTMYeCKO WHTY-
UM ¥ 0OBEKTVBHO HaOITIOHaeMoVt KyJIbTy PHOV
CJIOKHOCTU. ecTpyKTUBHBIV 1TadOC peBOJIIOIIN-
OHHOIO PpasjesieHuss dwiocopum M IO3HAHUS
6wt ouesmzeH u Hlnery, u Kaccupepy.

ITocTaHOBKa BoITpOca 00 VMCTOPUYECKON allpu-
OPHOCTM (CMMBOJIMYECKMX) (POPM SIBJIsI€TCS OTHOM
"3 KJIo4eBbIX Hosaumii dpwiocodpum Ilnera n
Kaccnpepa. IlpensamaHHOCTh KOHTEKCTa peyliv-
PYyeTcsi B X MBICJIVI He K TOMY, UTO JIOJDKHO OBITH
yIIpasgHeHO, a K TOMY, YTO JIOJDKHO CTaTh IIpeMe-
TOM pedIIeKCIM VI OCMBICIIEH NS, B TpaHUIIaX KOTO-
POT0 OCyIIIeCTBIsieTcs [IO3HaHMe U (BOC)IIPOM3BO/I-
CTBO (PrIT0COPCKOrO BOIIPOIIaHMS, COIeprKalIllero
B cebe CMBICIT KyJIBTYPHOV U ITO3HaBaTeJIbHOM JIe-
arenpHOCcTH. [ToaTomy Kaccupep ¢ Takim nHTepe-
COM ¥ yBakeHVeM IOBOPUT O CaMOLIeHHOCTW MMU-
dwugeckoro cosHanwms, a Illnet, B cBoro odepens,
OpU3bIBaeT C yBakeHVeM OTHOCUTBLCS VIMEHHO K
VICTOPMYECKOMY KOHTEKCTY, OCHOBOVI ITOHVIMaHs
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Mathematisation of knowledge of the world is
important in the natural sciences, but it is not
universal in the sciences of the spirit, still less
in philosophy. Sense intentionality, i.e. a his-
torically and culturally conditioned attitude to
the world, is primary. The notion that it is not
merely an unsubstantiated slogan which does
not stand up to criticism, stems from phenom-
enological intuition and objectively observed
complexity of culture. Both Shpet and Cassirer
were aware of the destructive pathos of revolu-
tionary separation of philosophy and cognition.

Raising the question of historical a priori
character of (symbolic) forms was one of the
ground-breaking ideas of Shpet and Cassirer.
They reduce the givenness of the context not to
what should be canceled, but to what should
become an object of reflection and understand-
ing within which cognition and (re)production
of philosophical inquiry takes place and which
constitutes the meaning of cultural and cogni-
tive activity. That is why Cassirer speaks with
interest and respect about the intrinsic value
of mythical consciousness, and Shpet, for his
part, urges the need to respect historical context
which cannot be understood without the histo-
ry of thought i.e. philosophy. Shpet’s interest in
language (Shpet, 2007, pp. 220-223), history and
the social, understood in a non-instrumental
way, should be seen as an original attempt to
give one’s own answer to the Neo-Kantian ap-
proach to the question. Back not only to Kant,
but to the matters that are important to us.

One of the most valuable parts of the legacy
of Shpet and Cassirer is the applied aspect of
their intuition about the structure of symbolic
reality. Shpet develops an interest in literature
and aesthetics in accordance with his philo-
sophical concept of the structure of symbolic
reality. Cassirer’s works on the theory of cul-
ture are always close to cultural anthropology,
but are imbued with profound respect for the
idea of wholeness and diversity of world forms:
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KOTOPOTO SIBJISIETCS VICTOPWS MBICIIV, TO €CTh (u-
socodun. VaTepec Ilera K s13b1ky (LmeT, 2007,
c. 220—223), vicTopun ¥ HEMHCTPYMeHTaJIbHO I10-
HSTOMY COLIMaJIBHOMY HY)KHO TIOHVIMaThb KaK Opy-
I'MHAJIBHYIO TIOHNBITKY IaTh COOCTBEHHBIVI OTBET
Ha HeOKaHTMAaHCKYIO IIOCTAaHOBKY Borpoca. Hasaz
K Ba)KHBIM [IJIs1 HaC BelllaM, a He ToJIbKO K KaHTy.

OnHa M3 camBIX IIEHHBIX YacTeVl Hacemys
[Ireta n Kaccupepa cocTOUT B IPUKIIaHOM IPU-
JIOKEHU VX HTYVIIVV 00 YCTPOVICTBE CIMBOJIN-
YecKOV peasIbHOCTH. B cooTBeTcTBUM C dpvstocod-
CKVM IIOHMMAaHVeM YCTPOVICTBA CHMBOJIVMYECKOV
peanbHOCTH pasBuBaeTcs nHTepec Llnera x snTe-
patype, acretuke. Paborsl Kaccupepa o teopun
KYJIBTYPbI Bcerfa OIV3KM KYJIBTYPHOV aHTPOIIO-
JIOTMV, OHAKO BBIIIOJIHEHBI C IIIYOOKMM yBaXke-
HVIEeM K Mjiee 11eJIOCTHOCTY VI MHOT000pasnis (popM
Mmpa: «...MIMEHHO CMBOJITYecKe (popMbl “TIper-
craByleHns” ¥ “3HadeHMs” OAOT HaM JOCTYI K
“obvexTmBHOM” pevicTBUTENIBHOCTI...» (Kaccm-
pep, 2002, c. 87). IlpogyKTuBHOCTE OMOsIOrVIYe-
ckmx MeTadop B Hayke g1 [lnera 1 Kaccupepa
OTIMYaIach OT JIOHAPBMHOBCKVIX OPTaHMIIVCT-
ckmx Teopuit. OCHOBHas IIeHHOCTb KOHIIEIITyaIb-
HBIX HOIXOA0B 3TNX PMII0COPOB COCTOUT MMEHHO
B TOM, YTO OHV CMOIJIV IIPOYyBCTBOBAaTh V1 peasIn-
30BaTh MOTPEOHOCTH B OTIIMYHOM, HO BCe TaK ke
Hay4yHOM nofxope. Ilo3aHee, yxe B coBpeMeHHO
dwtocopmy HayKy, IOTeHIIMAJI X VHTYWUIIUN
ObUI peasTn30BaH B JPYroM KiIode (B TOM YNCIIe B
IIPOEKTe SBOJTIOITVIOHHOVI IIVICTEMOJIOT VM)

Eme pa3s B3mIsiHeM Ha IpenjIoKeHHBIN
H.A. [IMuTpmeBont KpuTepum poracTBa KaHTOB-
CKOTO yUeHMs 11 HeOKaHTMaHCKOV dpvitocodpmm:

[TpyHIMIMAaIbHEIM  MOMEHTOM, I103BOJISIIO-
IIIVIM TOBOPUTE O 0e3yCIIOBHOM POJICTBE HEOKaH-
TraHcTBa ¢ dpwtocodpment Kanra, To ects ToM ca-
MoV «0yKkB0il» VIV «0yX0M» KQaHTOBCKOTO YUeHNs,
ITOJDKeH cumTaThes, o MHeHMIo [.B. Tes3asmse,
«konepHukanckutl nobopom». <...> ...Ha mom
B3IJIsA/, HeOOXOMMO 100aBUTh [K HeMy | mpu3Ha-
HUe «OTPaHMYeHHOCTV ITO3HaHMA BO3MOXXHBIM
OIIBITOM» VI «OTKa3 OT MeTaU3NIeCcKIX IIOCTPO-
eHNV KaK BBIXOIAIIMX 32 PaMKM BO3MOYKHOTO
ombiTa» (IMutpuesa, 2007, c. 41 —42).
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“[...] it is the symbolic functions of ‘presenta-
tion” and ‘signification” that creates access to
that “objective’ reality [...]” (Cassirer, 2020,
p- 118). For Shpet and for Cassirer the produc-
tiveness of biological metaphors in science dif-
fered from pre-Darwinian organicist theories,
their main value consisting in that they sensed
the need for a different, but still scientific ap-
proach. Later, in modern philosophy of science,
the potential of their intuitions was realised in
a different way (including the project of evolu-
tionary epistemology).

Let us take one more look at the criterion of
kinship between Kant’s doctrine and Neo-Kan-
tian philosophy, proposed by Nina A. Dmitrie-
va (2007, pp. 41-42):

The fundamental fact that proves beyond
doubt the kinship of Neo-Kantianism and
Kant’s philosophy, i.e. the “letter” or “spirit”
of Kant’s doctrine, must be, in the view of
G.V. Tevzadze, “the Copernican turn”. [...] in
my opinion, we should add “the limitation
of cognition to possible experience” and
“renunciation of metaphysical theories as going
beyond the framework of possible experience”.

On the strength of this presentation, it is
clear that the philosophies both of Cassirer
and Shpet meet this criterion in “spirit”, which
does not make them identical to Neo-Kantian
theories. This means only one thing: these two
thinkers are an example of how the history of
thought develops, proceeding, on the one hand,
from the questions raised by Kant and, on the
other hand, from the problems created by the
answers that have been given to those ques-
tions.
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YK 1(091)

BOCXOXKIEHWE K «<ECTECTBEHHOW
YEJIOBEUHOCTW»:
VMMAHYWI KAHT B ®MJIOCO®CKOMN
AHTPOIIOJIOTMN I'YCTABA HIITETA

T.T. Illedpuna’, b. U. IIpyxkunun*

B apxube I'ycmaba IInema coxpanuaucs paspo3He-
Hble nodeomoBumensHvie Mamepuarsl k eeo mpyoam. Cpe-
0u 5Mux pyKonucHsLX uepHoBblx HADPOCckoB ecmb 1 3anu-
cu, nocawjennvie MUmmanyury Kanmy. Dmu 3amemxu
nosboasiom Ham no-Hobomy nocmompems Ha B03MOXKHbIE
mpaexmopuu 0Buxenus Gui0cogckoll aHmMponosoeuu.
Baxueiwan yeas cmamovu cocmoum 6 mom, 4mo0st no-
Ka3amb, ¢ 00HOU CIMOPOHbL, AKMYAALHOCHTb PASMbIUACHUTL
Kanma o cywynocmu uesobexa, a ¢ opyeoil — npooyxmub-
HOCHIb UX KPUTHUHECKO20 NepeoCMbiCAeHUS, NpPeOnpuUHs-
moeo Ilnemom. @axmuuecku paccyxoenus Kawma no-
3601410M NOHAMb UCTNOKU AHINPONOA0SUHECKO20 KPUSUCA
Hauieeo Bpemenu, ko20a «cBo000HbITL HesoBex», cnocod-
Hbltll mBopums cebs cam, OKOHUAMmeAbHo omopéaics om
cBoen npupodst (mo ecmv ocyusecmBua 8 deticmBument-
Hocmu mo, umo Kanm noaaear kax ocnoBanue anmpo-
nosoeuu). A wnemobckas kpumuxa no3Boisem Ham Ha-
Memums KOHmMypvl no3umubroeo 6vix00a U3 HviHeuHel
KkpusucHou cumyayuu. Jlia pearusayuu nocmabieHHoil
yeau abmopsl npoBoOAm UCOPUKO-PUA0COPCKUTI aHA-
Au3 nocmaroBku Bonpoca o gpusocogpckoil anmponono-
euu 6 wonyenyuu Inema. Imo nobas nocmanobka u
o4 wnemoBedenus, u 045 omeuecmberHoll ¢pusocogp-
ckoll mpaduyul, cneyugpuka Komopou omkpvibaen Ho-
Buvie acnexmbl Bbix00a U3 KpUsUca, NpuHeM 3K0402U4eCKU
3HAUUMO020 Bbixo0a. Tem uHmepecHee NONbIMAMbLCA He
npocmo HAmu KpUumuky anmponosoUusMa, 4mo 1e2Ko
ocyujecmbasnemcs, ecau Mol 00paujaemcs k cmamve Ilne-
ma «Aumponoaoeusm JlaBpoBa 8 c6eme ucmopuu gpuio-
copun», HO NepeocMbLCAUMb 6 AHMPONOA0UHECKOM KOH-
mexcme e20 paccyxoeHus o uesoBexe u uesoBeveckom 6
cmamve «Myopocms uau pasym?». B npuiroxenuu 6nep-
Buvie nybauKyemes ucmopuueckutl 00KyMeHm — NUCbMO,
komopoe IlInem noayuus u3 I'epmarickozo nocorvcméa 6

! MuactutyT dpwtocodpun PAH,

Poccms, 109240, Mocksa, yir. l'onuaphas, 1. 12, cp. 1.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuto: 16.06.2024 e.
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ASCENT TO “NATURAL HUMANNESS™:
IMMANUEL KANT IN THE
PHILOSOPHICAL ANTHROPOLOGY
OF GUSTAYV SHPET

T. G. Shchedrina,' B. 1. Pruzhinin'

The archive of Gustav Shpet contains scattered pre-
paratory materials for his works. Some of these hand-
written rough drafts are devoted to Immanuel Kant.
These jottings enable us to take a new look at possible
trajectories of philosophical anthropology. The main
goal of this article is to show, on the one hand, the mod-
ern relevance of Kant's reflections on the essence of the
human being and, on the other hand, the productive-
ness of their critical reinterpretation by Shpet. In effect,
Kant’s reflections give us an insight into the sources of
the current anthropological crisis when “the free man”,
capable of creating himself, has finally detached himself
from his nature (i.e. accomplished what Kant believed
to be the foundation of anthropology). Shpet’s critique
enables us to outline the contours of a positive way out
of today’s critical situation. To implement this task,
the authors carry out a historical-philosophical analy-
sis of Shpet’s treatment of the question of philosophical
anthropology. This is a new approach both for Shpet
scholarship and for the Russian philosophical tradition,
an approach that opens up a new path to overcome the
crisis and, what is more, a path that is ecologically sig-
nificant. This gives us all the more reason to try to find
the critical points of anthropologism (easy enough if we
turn to Shpet’s article “The Anthropologism of Lavrov
in Light of the History of Philosophy”). It also encour-
ages us to reinterpret in an anthropological context
Shpet’s reflections on the human being and humanness
(see the article “Wisdom or Reason?”). The Supplement
contains the first ever publication of a historical docu-
ment, a letter Shpet received from the German embassy
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Federation.
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1924 2. B nem codepxxumcs npuesauierue 8 Kénuecbepe
Ha mopsxecmba no cayuaro 200-1emus V. Kawma, a max-
JKe npoepamma Meponpusmus ¢ ykasanuem 00k1a0uuxo8
u memamuxuy BvicmynieHu.

KatoueBuie caoBa: I'. IlInem, V. Kanm, ¢pusococp-
CKAsL AHMPONoA02Us, uea06euHoCHy, pasymHoe 0cHoBa-
Hue, c6oboda, npupoda

...TormbKO KOTZa UesloOBeK OTBEPTHET BCe
OPYTMMW VICIIBITAHHBIE IIYTM, M3 HETO CaMo
cO0OIO IIPOVICTEUET ero «ecTeCTBeHHas ueJio-
BEYHOCTB», KOTOpas ABVIHET €ro, ero COOCTBEH-
HBIM IIyTeM.

I.T. HInem. Myopocmb uau pasym?
(OImet, 20066, c. 365)

Korma mer obpariaemcs k dpwtocodpckont as-
Tponosiorum XX B., TO IIpeXie BCero BCIIOMMHa-
eM Mier TaKMX eBpOoNerickix (peHOMeHOJIOTOB, KakK
M. Illesntep, A. l'esten, X. ITitecHep, caenasImx mpo-
Gr1eMy 4eJIOBeUHOCTY 1IeHTPaIbHOVI TeMOVI CBOVIX
dyHIaMeHTalIbHBIX OIYOJIMKOBAaHHBIX TPYIOB.
Mexmy TeMm oOpallleHVe K apxwBy SIOXWU Pyc-
cknx dpmtocodos XX cToIeTHs MoKas3bIBaeT, YToO
3Ta IIpo0rieMaTrKa Haxoauslack Takke B cdpepe mx
BHIMMaHMs. bortee Toro, 611aromaps apXMBHBIM VC-
CJlefIoBaHMSIM MBI OOHapY’KMBaeM aHTPOIIOJIOI V-
yecKye CIOKeThI JJaXKe Y TeX PYCCKVX MBICTIUTeIeV,
KOTOpbIe He OCTaBUJIM OITyOIMKOBaHHBIX TPYOB,
IIPSIMO  OTHOCSIINXCSA K «pryIocodpcKO-aHTpPOIIO-
JIOTVIYeCKVIM>.

B onyOnmkoBaHHBIX HpW KW3HU CTaThsX U
kHurax I'ycraBa I'ycraBopriua Illrera mMpl He Havi-
JleM pasBepHYTOrO0 TeOpeTUYecKoro paccyxye-
H1s 00 aHTPOIIOJIOr MY KakK oostacT pvytocodpcko-
ro 3HaHMA (pa3Be YTO B CTaTbe «AHTPOIIOJIOIM3M
JlaBpoBa B cBeTe mcTopum dutocodpun», rie oH
orpesiesisieT KaHTOBCKMVI aHTPOIIOJIOIM3M  Kak
«cyopexTuBHBI» (Lmet, 2009, c. 445)), Tem He
MeHee B €ro McTopuyeckon dpviocodpum mpoodiie-
Ma BOCXOXIEHMSI K «eCTeCTBEHHOV YeJIOBeYHO-
cTu» — KinodeBas. [Ipofoirkast TpaguImio I0J10-
JKuTesrpHOV dprytocodpmm Ha pycckort riouse, et
paccyX/iaeT O JeJIoBeKe, IIOrpykasi 3Ty TeMaTuKy
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in 1924, inviting him to Konigsberg for the celebration
of the 200" anniversary of Kant’s birth and a programm
of the event with the names of speakers and the topics of
their presentations.

Keywords: Gustav Shpet, Kant, philosophical an-
thropology, humanness, reasonable grounds, freedom,
nature

...only when one rejects all the paths
experienced by others does one’s “natural
humanness” spring from oneself by itself,
advancing one along one’s own path.

Gustav Shpet “Wisdom or Reason?”
(Shpet, 2019a, p. 263)

When we look at twentieth-century philo-
sophical anthropology, the names that spring to
mind are the European phenomenologists such
as Max Scheler, Arnold Gehlen and Helmuth
Plessner who made the problem of humanness
the central theme of their seminal published
works. And yet the archive of the era of twen-
tieth-century Russian philosophers shows that
the same problems engaged their minds. More-
over, delving into archives, we discover anthro-
pological themes even in the works of those
Russian thinkers who have not left published
works related directly to “philosophical anthro-
pology”.

In the works of Gustav Shpet published in
his lifetime we do not find an extended theo-
retical discussion of anthropology as an area
of philosophical knowledge (except perhaps
the article “The Anthropologism of Lavrov in
Light of the History of Philosophy” in which he
describes Kantian anthropologism as “subjec-
tive” (Shpet, 2009, p. 445)). And yet the ascent
to “natural humanness” is central to his histori-
cal philosophy. Continuing the tradition of pos-
itive philosophy on Russian soil, Shpet reflects
on the human being, immersing this topic in
the context of historically emergent philosoph-
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B KOHTEKCT VICTOPVWYECKM CTAHOBSIIErocs (pvto-
codpCcKOro caMoCO3HaHMs, TO €CTh ITOKa3bIBaeT, KakK
vcToprorpadndeckyt OHa pasByBasiack. A ero de-
HOMEHOJIOIMYeCK!l OpMeHTHpPOBaHHble KOHIIeIl-
TyasIbHBbIe IIOCTpOeHMs B oOiacTym dutocodmm
sI3bIKa M STHWYECKOW IICVIXOJIOTMM B ellle OoJIb-
IIIeT1 Mepe 3acTaBJIsIOT Hac BEPHYTHCS K €T0 CTaTbe
«MynpocTs mim pasyM?», Iie ero MHoIbITKa OTBeTa
Ha Borpoc «4To Takoe Pasym?» craBuT mmpobriemy
nosHaHMsA YesioBeka ocobeHHO ocTpo’. IlosTomy,
Ha Halll B3IVIs/], BIIOJIHE IIPaBOMEPHO B VIEVHOM
CMBICJIe TOBOPUTD O PUII0COCKOVI aHTPOIIOIIOT U
y I'ycrasa I1lnera, oGpaTuBIIerocst K OCMbICJIHIO
«AHTpormornornn...» KaHta B mpoliecce paboTbl
Hap avccepTarment «Vcropms Kak Ipobrema Jio-
TVIKI1», 3aIUIIeHHON 1 o1y OsiMKoBaHHOM B 1916 T

[IIner akmeHTMpyeT BHMMaHMe Ha TOM, 4TO
Ka#nT ere mo-HacTosIieMy He IIpo4YMTaH, a 3Ha-
uyput, 1 He noHar. OH IoJIaraer, 4yro HeoOXomu-
MO TIOCMOTpPETh Ha KaHTOBCKOe Hacjle[lyie CKBO3b
NpV3MY PpasBUTHM HayKM, KOTopas CTpPeMUTCs
K pacIIVpeHMIO Halllero 3HaHMS O MUpe 1 O de-
jIoBeKe (To ecTh 0 caMmx ceOe). IllreT oOparmaet-
¢ K Pr1ocodpcKovi aHTPOIIOJIIOITYECKOV TeMaTV-
Ke, aKIIeHTMpPYsl BHMMaHVe Ha M3BeCTHON paboTe
KasrTa, re TOT, y/I0BMB, €C/IV yTOIHO, «TpaHcdop-
MalVIOHHBIVI» 3aIIpOC CBOErO BpeMeHW, IOrpy3iil
obmednocodpckyro mpodsreMaTKy B KOHTEKCT
JKM3HEHHOrO MIUpa OTIeIBHOrO IIVMBWIN30BaHHO-
ro uesioBeka. [Tpu sTom, omHako, KanT nocrarou-
HO JXeCTKO paspeJl obpasyrorne riocodpcKyio
AQHTPOIIOJION IO TPeHbL: «Du3noIornyeckoe ye-
JIOBEKOIIO3HaHVe HallpaB/IeHO Ha M3y4eHVe TOro,
UTO npupoda HejiaeT M3 dUesioBeKa, IIparMarirde-

2 1 Takasl IIOCTAaHOBKA BO MHOTOM IIepeKiIMKaeTcs: (B
VIIIEVIHOM CMBICITE; TIO KpaViHeVI Mepe B TOM, YTO KacaeTcst
VICTOJIKOBAHWIS YeJIoBeKa KaK «OMOIoraecKyt KOHEUHOTO
CyIIIeCTBa. .. IPOHWU3aHHOTO CTPYKTYPaMM s13bIKa, CO3aH-
HOTO He M, BO3HVKIIIETO paHBIlle Hero» (ABTOHOMOBA,
1994, c. 16)) ¢ TeMy MHTepIIpeTALIAMM «IIPOOIEMBI de-
JI0BeKa», KOTOPBIe MpeIoXiI Io3aHee M. dyko, Korma
nepesonwI «AHTporoioruio...» KanTa 1 mvcan K 3Tov
pabote nipenmcnosre n kommertapum (Foucault, 2008).

> Cp.: «...» nonp3y KaHTa MOXHO CKaszaTh, 4YTO OH, Ha-
PAAY C YelloBeYeCcKMM TI03HaHMEM B VICCTIETIOBAHUM 0CHOG
dwtocodnn, maeT TakKe aHaJIM3 CAMOTO IO3HAHMS KaK
takosoro» (IlImet, 2009, c. 444).

ical self-consciousness, i.e. Shpet shows how it
developed in history. And his phenomenolog-
ically oriented concepts in the field of the phi-
losophy of language and ethnic psychology
give added reason to turn to his article “Wis-
dom or Reason?”. In this his attempt to answer
the question “What Is Reason?” raises the ur-
gent problem of the cognising human being.?
Therefore, in our opinion, we can legitimately
speak about Shpet’s philosophical anthropol-
ogy. Indeed, he turned to Kant's Anthropology
from a Pragmatic Point of View while working
on the dissertation, History as a Problem of Logic,
which he defended in 1916.

Shpet maintains that Kant has not yet been
read properly, hence has yet to be proper-
ly understood.” He believes that it is neces-
sary to look at the Kantian legacy through the
prism of developing science which seeks to ex-
pand our knowledge of the world and the hu-
man being (i.e. of ourselves). Shpet turns to the
well-known work of Kant in which the latter,
capturing the “transformative” demand of his
time, put the general philosophical problems
in the context of the life-world of an individual
civilised person. Kant is careful to distinguish
the trends forming philosophical anthropology:
“Physiological knowledge of the human being
concerns the investigation of what nature makes
of the human being; pragmatic, the investiga-
tion of what he as a free-acting being makes of
himself, or can and should make of himself”
(Anth, AA 07, p. 119; Kant, 2007, p. 231). As a

2 This approach chimes (at least in interpreting the hu-
man being as “a biologically finite being [...] permeat-
ed with the structures of language, not created by him,
which pre-date him” (Avtonomova, 1994, p. 16)) with
the interpretations of “the problem of the human be-
ing”, later proposed by Michel Foucault (2008) when he
was translating Kant’s Anthropology and writing a fore-
word and commentary for it.

8 Cf.”[...]itcan be said in Kant's favour that along with
human cognition in the study of the foundations of phi-
losophy he also offers an analysis of cognition as such”
(Shpet, 2009, p. 444).
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CKOe — Ha TO, 4TO 0H, KaK CBOOOJTHO eVICTBYIOIIIee
CYIIeCTBO, fiejlaeT M3 caMoro ceOsi vyIm MOXeT U
IorpKeH fentatb» (AA 07, S. 119; Kant, 2024, c. 162).
B pesysbraTe 3TOro pasBeleHMs MCCIeIOBaTEIb-
CKMX TPEeHAOB VMMEHHO TO, YTO MBI HaOiromaeM
KaK IIPUYMHY, NPUIAONIYI0 HBIHEITHVM IIVBU-
JIM3AlIVIOHHBIM TpaHCcOpMaISIM XapaKTep 3K31-
CTEHIIMAJIBHO OKpAIlleHHOIO aHTPOIOIOrTYecKo-
ro Kpmsuca, oKasbiBaeTcs, 1o KaHTy, 3a pamkamm
cobcTBeHHO (PMII0COPCKOro PacCMOTPEHIS.

s Ilnera BaxxHO, uTo prytocoduist, B JIFOOOM
ee BapyraHTe, eCTb y4eHue O YeJloBeKe: «Ije — Yu-
crast pwtocodpms, TaM — UNCTasl YeJIOBEUHOCTH»
(rreT, 20060, c. 364). ObcyXxmatoTcs JIL B ee 1Ipe-
Jiestax ITyOoKo MeTadmsrdecKie, OHTOJIOTTYecKye
CIOXKeTBI WJIN CIlelMasibHasl SIVCTeMOJIorJecKasi,
oOresTryeckasl, 3CTeTWYecKasi TeMaTlKa, peub
daKTIYecK MaeT VIMEHHO O YeJIOBeKe V1 er0 CMbIC-
JIOKV3HEHHBIX ITpo0OrieMax. Tak 9To y>ke camo BbIfIe-
JIeHVie B KadecTBe crelydudeckoro guiocodcko-
TO HallpaBJIeHs aHTPOIOIOrMM TpebyeT 0coboro
obocHoBaHMs. KaHT ysioBWI Ha poHe HadaBIIIVIX
VIHTEHCVIBHO MEHSITBCS B €T0 BPeMsI KeCTKMX HOpM
OOITIeXM TS TIOTPeOHOCTH B IIpoeKIym priocod-
CKOVI IIpO0JIeMaTVKM Ha CaMOCO3HaHVIe VH/IVBIZIA,
Ha OCMBICTIeHMe MHAVBYIOM cebs. Ho To, uro mom-
BursIo KaHTa 00paTnThcs K MHAVBUIYaIBHOMY Ca-
MOCO3HaHMIO, 1IMeJIO He TOJIBKO OOIIecorIasIbHBbIE,
HO 11 COOCTBEHHO Hay4YHble OCHOBaHVIS.

KanT, Kak 13BecTHO, MHOTO JIeT YiTa/l Kypc aH-
TPOMOJIOTUY — HayKWM, KOTopas K TOMy BpeMeH!
cliesiaia 3HaYMTeIbHBIe ycriexit. VI oH IpekpacHO
3HaJI, KaKoe MeCTO B eCTeCTBEHHOV Cpefie OTBOMIIA
B €r0 BpeMsI HayYHasl aHTPOIIOJIOT ST UeJIoBeKYy. «B
1735 r. Bemwio 1-e m3ganme “CricreMs! npupomsr”
K. JInHHes1, B KOTOPOM YeJIoBeKY BIIepBble ObLJIO OT-
BeJIeHO MeCTO B 300JI0IMUEeCKOV CrcTeMe, B Kjlacce
MJIEKOIIMTAIOIINX 1 OTpsze mprMaros (Primates),
Kak pony u Buay Homo sapiens, ¢ nogpasneseHu-
eM ero Ha 4—>5 pasHoBuHOCTe» (AHyunH, 1900,
c. 25). Hayio nosarars, 3Hai1 oH 11 0 «EcTecTBeHHOM
ucropun» broddoHa, rae «mogpobHbI 0030p Ue-
JIOBEUECKVIX TIOPOJT» ObLT IIPEJICTaBIIeH B CBSI3VI C VIX
reorpaduyueckM pacIrpocTpaHeHveM 1 rie brod-
doH «cTas Oortee MOIPOOHO paccMaTpyBaTh YesIo-
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result of this separation of research strands
what we observe today as the cause that lends
the current civilisational transformations the
character of an existential anthropological cri-
sis, turns out, according to Kant, to be outside
the purview of philosophy.

What is important for Shpet is that philos-
ophy, in any case, is the teaching concerning
the human being: “where there is pure philos-
ophy there is pure humaneness” (Shpet, 2019a,
p. 262). Whether it discusses deep metaphysi-
cal and ontological matters or specialised epis-
temological, ethical and aesthetic themes, it is
still about the human being and his problems
that have to do with the meaning of life. Thus
the isolation of anthropology as a distinct phil-
osophical area calls for a justification. Against
the background of the intensive changes of the
stringent norms of communal living that be-
gan in his time, Kant sensed the need to project
philosophical inquiry into self-cognition of the
individual. But what prompted Kant to turn to
individual self-consciousness had not only so-
cial, but also scientific grounds.

Kant, of course, for many years delivered
lectures on anthropology, a science that by that
time boasted significant achievements. He was
well aware of the place scientific anthropology
assigned to the human being in the natural en-
vironment. “In 1735 Carl Linnaeus published
the first edition of The System of Nature which
for the first time assigned to the human being
a place in the zoological system, in the class of
mammals and the order of primates as the ge-
nus and species of Homo sapiens, divided into
4-5 types” (Anuchin, 1900, p. 25). He probably
knew about Buffon’s Natural History in which
“a detailed analysis of human species” was
linked with their geographical spread and in
which Buffon “first considered man as a natu-
ral-historical species” (ibid.). He was of course
aware of the achievements of medical science



T.T. ilenpuna, b. U. Ipyxunun

BeKa KaK eCcTecTBeHHO-MCTopudeckuil Bu» (Tam
xe). KoneuHo, eMy ObLIM M3BeCTHBI M JOCTVIKEHWS
MeIVIIVHBI B 00J1aCTV MCCIIeIOBaHUT IIapaMeTPOB
VI CTPOeHMUs WVHAVBUJIYaJIbHOIO YeJIoBeYeCcKOro
Tes1a. B mosie ero 3peHmst OKa3bIBaIVICh U1 PACOBBIE,
SI3BIKOBbIe, OBITOBBIE pa3jINUMs «deJI0BeUecKyX Io-
PO1», KOTOpBIE IIPOCTO HEBO3MOXKHO OBIIIO He IIpo-
elpoBaTh Ha KYJIBTYpy. DTO, KaK HaM ITpeficTaB-
ngetcs, KaHT 1 chertas, mpoemnmpysi akTyajIbHYIO
B TO BpeMs (prytocodpcKyro mpodiieMaTKy Ha ca-
MOCO3HaHIe CBOOOIHO popMmpyloriero ceOs aH-
Tporioca. Ho mpm aToM OH cyesl HeOOXOAMMBIM
NPUHIIUIINAIBHO pa3BecTy IUIaH CaMOCO3HaHMS
VIHAVIBUIIA M IUTaH IpupomgHo TerecHocTi . Ilo-
CJIeTICTBYIS 3TOTO Pas3BeeHNsI OOHAPYXMBaIOT ceOs
" B PeHOMEeHOJIOTYeCKV OpVeHTUPOBaHHBIX pa-
OoTax, IIprueM He TOJIBKO B coumHeHMsAX M. Ille-
nepa, X. ITnecuepa, A. I'esiena, Ho u B omyOnu-
KOBaHHBIX 1 apxmBHbIX pabotax I'I. IllmeTa, rme
dumrocodckast aHTPOIOIIOT Vs IIPHOOpeTaeT MCTO-
PpUYecKmy CMBICIT.

[s Ilnera KaHT BhICTyIIaeT KakK «CTOpUYe-
CKMV1 coOeceTHVIK» He TONTbKO [ ItaTona, Ho v ['epre-
pa. M ecim 06 anTuTese «I Imaron — KauT» Hanm-
caHO HeMaJIo (M ¢ yueToM mHTepripeTariuy [1lnera
(Wenpraa, Wenpraa, 2022), 1 mpocTto 00 3TOM
npobseMaTike B pycckomt driocodmm (AXyTuH,
1990)), To 0 pycckon peneniym criopa Mexxay Kan-
TOM 1 [epriepom 1o MoBOJy «PyKOBOJISIIIEN HUTV»
drytocodprm vicTOpUM CerofHs CyIecTByeT He TaK
y>K MHOT'O MCCJIeIOBaHMIL. A MeXIy TeM copepka-
HVie 3TOrO CIopa aKTyaJIbHO BO BCe BpeMeHa, UTo 1
ysuper Inet. DTo daxTiyeck Bce TOT e IBVDKY-
T VHTEJUIeKTYaJIbHYIO TPagLIVIO «pa3roBOp»
HIOJIOXKUTEJIBHOV 1 OTpULIATeIIbHON (Pry1ocomit.
MBI 1 ceromHs CLIOPVIM O TOM, Ha 4eM OCHOBaHO 00-
IIIeHVe ¥ B3aVMOIIOHVIMaHMe MeX[y JIOObMU —
Ha (popMaIIBHOV TOCYIApCTBEHHOCTY (KaK JyMall

* Cp. ucronkosaumne Ilnera: «KaHT caerran Bce BBIBOIBI
3 peHOMeHaIV3Ma V1 PeLInICs TepOoIecKMYL CpeICTBa-
MM CIlacaTh JIeVICTBUTEIIBHOCTD “IIpUpOrIbl”, TIOTUMHSIS ee
3aKOHOJIATENIbCTBY cBoero cyorekTa — KammocTpo. Ho 3a-
KOHOZIaTeJIbHOE TBOPYECTBO 3TOI'0 ITOC/IeTHEr0 O0HAPY KN~
710 3a Tpadpckort Mackor 1 xyserie bapzamo 13 [Naepmo,
KOT7Ia ero yIrpasieHve pvtocodrent ncuepriaoch 3arpe-
IIeHVeM I 3HaHWS KacaTbCs IIPo0sIeM IeVICTBITEIIbHO-
cTv my1mw, BecesieHHoM 1 bora» (Hmet, 2009, c. 447).
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in investigating the parameters and structure
of the human body. He had within his purview
the differences between races, languages and
way of life of “human breeds” which could not
but be projected on to culture. This, we believe,
is what Kant did in projecting the philosoph-
ical problems of the time on to the self-con-
sciousness of the Anthropos forming himself.
But he deemed it necessary to stress the fun-
damental difference between humans’ mental
and bodily nature.* The consequences of this
differentiation are found not only in the phe-
nomenological works of Scheler, Gehlen and
Plessner but also in the published and archival
works of Shpet, in which philosophical anthro-
pology acquires a historical meaning.

Shpet sees Kant as a “historical interlocutor”
not only of Plato but also of Herder. While a
great deal has been written about the Plato-Kant
antithesis (and, keeping in mind Shpet’s inter-
pretation (Shchedrina and Shchedrina, 2022)
simply about the treatment of this problem in
Russian philosophy (Akhuntin, 1990)), only rel-
atively little has been written about the Russian
reception of the argument between Kant and
Herder about “the guiding thread” of the phi-
losophy of history. And yet the gist of that ar-
gument is relevant for all time, as Shpet found
out. In effect, it is the selfsame “conversation”
between positive and negative philosophies
that informs the intellectual tradition. Today we
still argue about what forms the basis of com-
munication and mutual understanding between
people, formal statehood (as Kant believed) or
humaneness (Herder’s philosophical-historical

* Cf. Shpet’s interpretation: “Kant drew all the conclu-
sions from phenomenalism and decided to use heroic
means to rescue the reality of ‘nature’, subordinating
it to the law of his subject, Cagliostro. But the latter’s
legislative activity revealed behind the mask of a count
Giuseppe Balsamo of Palermo when his conduct of
philosophy boiled down to banning knowledge from
touching on the problems of the reality of the soul, the
universe and God” (Shpet, 2009, p. 447).



KaHT) i Ha rymMaHHOCTM (Kak Buzest dpvstocod-
cko-vctopvaeckmit naeai [epaep). Imer conoctas-
JISeT VIX Men 1 IPUXOAUT K BbIBomYy, 4To «[epnep
VMIMEHHO B TOCyJIapCTBEHHOCTVI He XOTeJl BUETh
drs10codCKO-MCTOPIUECKOro Mieasla, a BIJIesl ero B
2YMAHHOCNU, — VI CMBICTI ICTOPVTYECKOTO Pa3BUTAS
BUJIe/I He B MOPaJIBHOCTM caMoVi 110 cebe, a B pac-
KPBITVUM O0XKeCTBEHHOI'0 pa3yMa, — TyT LIeHTp pas-
HOIVIACVIS TI0 CYIIEeCTBY U COIEeP’KaHMIO VX B3IJIS-
nos» (Imet, 2014, c. 304—305). Ieprep yTBepxiaeT
Hasmmame boxxectsenHoro Pasyma («boe ecmw 6o Beex
cBoux mbopenusx» (Tam xe, c. 310)), a Kanra mnn-
TepecyeT Pasym Ilpaktmueckuit («ecrmecmbentivie
HAKAOHHOCTU Ye0BeKa, Komopbie HanpabAsI0mcs Ha
npumenenue e2o pasyma, cobepuienno pasbubaiomca
moawko 8 pode, a He 6 urnoubude» (Tam xe)). B ommave
ot lepriepa, KOTOPBI, KaK Mbl y>ke TIOKa3asIyi BbIIIIE,
IIOCTYJIMPYeT pa3yMHOe OCHOBaHMe Mupa, KaHT
3asBiIsieT, uTo «“npupoda xomesa” umobv. uesobex
Bce, He MoOUUHEHHOE MeXAHU3MY ee0 XKuBomHo20
ycmpoticmba, cam 0bl c030a.4 cebe He UHCHUHKIMUBHO,
a nocpedcmbom cobcmbenrozo pasyma» (Tam xe,
c. 311). Jasree o mocTysMpyeT pasyMHOCTb VIMeH-
HO CBOOOJIBI UesloBeKa. DTO IPOTUBOpedre KaHTOB-
CKOT'0 yTBepXK[IeHWs O CBODOIIe 11 3aKOHOMEPHOCTM
v riokaseiBaeT [1ImeT.

Kant nomo6Ho l'eprepy mcxonwt n3 gorryiie-
HIIS 3aKOHOMEPHOCTH B cTopvm, 1 KaHT momo6-
HO eMy MIIIeT 3TOVI 3aKOHOMePHOCTY B Pa3sBUTUN
JesioBevecTBa B «<KPYITHBIX YepTax» (im Grossen),
Ho TostbKO 'epriep ciparmmsait B [TpenyiciioBum k
cBoeMy IepBoMy ToMy «VImevt», IOImyCTnMO Jin,
9TOOBI BCe B MMpe MMeJIO CBOIO HayKy m wuIo-
coduio, a MCTOPUS YeloBedecTBa B IIeJIoM (im
Ganzen und Grossen) nx He umera, T.e. 'eprep
He mnpedonpedesss HV JIOTMYECKOTO XapaKTepa
3TOVI HayKM, HU XapaKTepa 3aKOHOMEepPHOCTU, —
3TO eMy ellle IIPeJICTOSIO OTKPBITh ITyTeM pac-
CMOTpeHW: Ha3BaHHOTO MM IIpeIMeTa: YeoBeye-
crBo. Y Kanra Bce ObUIO TIperpeliieHo, mpeamer
He nccitenyercs. KaHT He mio3aboTmics fgaxe 1mo-
KasaTh IS TeX, KTO 3axX0TeJI ObI CJIEIO ITIOBEPUTh
B IIPaBOMEPHOCTh €r0 MeTOJIOJIOTHN, IIoUeMy ke
CITy4MIIOCh TaK, UYTO «IIPVPOJIa», 3aX0TeB HallpaB-
JIITh «4eJI0BeYeCcKyI0 CBOOOIHYIO BOJIIO» IO «00-
IIIIM 3aKOHaM IIPUPOIbl», TIOBEJIa ee K pasperire-
HWIO IIpO0JIeM IIOJIUTUKM, TOCYIapCTBEHHOIO 1
MexayHaponHoro mpasa? (Tam xe, c. 320).
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ideal). Comparing their ideas, Shpet comes to
the conclusion that “Herder was loath to see the
philosophical-historical ideal in statehood and
saw it in humaneness, and he saw the meaning
of historical development not in morality in it-
self, but in discovering divine reason: this is the
central difference of their views in essence and
content” (Shpet, 2014, pp. 304-305). Herder as-
serts the existence of Divine Reason (“God is in
all His creations” (ibid., p. 310) whereas Kant is
interested in Practical Reason (“the natural in-
clinations of man develop perfectly only in the ge-
nus, not in the individual” (ibid.)). Unlike Herder,
who, as we have shown above, postulates a rea-
sonable foundation of the world, Kant claims
that ““nature wanted’ man to create himself all that
is not subordinated to the mechanism of his animal
structure not instinctively, but by his own reason”
(ibid., p. 311). Then he goes on to postulate that
it is human freedom that is reasonable. Shpet
pinpoints the contradiction of Kant’s assertion
about freedom and objective laws.

Like Herder, Kant allowed for objective
laws in history; like Herder, he looked for
regularities in human development “in
general” (im Grossen), but it was only Herder
who asked in the Preface to the first volume
of Ideas whether it was admissible that
everything in the world has its own science and
philosophy but history as a whole (im Ganzen
und Grossen) does not. In other words, Herder
did not predetermine either the logical character
of this science or the character of regularities
— he was committed to discovering this by
investigating the declared subject: humanity.
With Kant, everything is predetermined, the
object is not investigated. Kant did not even
bother to show to those who would blindly
believe in the legitimacy of his methodology
why it happened that “nature”, wanting to
direct “human free will” according to “the
common laws of nature” directed it toward
dealing with the problems of politics, state and
international law (ibid., p. 320).
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31eck OTKpBIBaeTCs OJlHa MHTepecHasl ICTOPY-
yecKasi MO pOOHOCTB, pajyi KOTOPOV MBI pBeM JIO-
I'VIKY Halllero M3JI0KeHsL.

B 1924 r. IllnteT nosty4yaeT oT I'epMaHCKOro 110-
costbcTBa B MocKBe IipurialiieHyie Ha IIpa3iHoBa-
H1te 200-teTHer0 100v1est KanTa B Kérmrcbepr (cm.
npwioxenue). VI XoTst oH He oexasl, TeM He MeHee
Bo3HMKaeT Borrpoc: «O gem [1IieT Mor OvI rToroso-
PUTH C OCHOBHBIMY JIOKJIa/T9MKaMU VI TOCTSIMU U3
pasHBIX cTpaH?» TeM Ooslee UTO cpey BBICTYIIa-
romyx okasasica msBecTHbIN [nery Ovren Kro-
HeMaH, 3asBUBIINI TeMYy (BecbMa 3Ha4YMMYIO CO-
JlepKaTeJIbHO B KOHTEKCTe IIITeTOBCKOV KPUTUKNU
Kanra) «KanT u I'epnep» (Kithnemann, 1924). Ha-
IIOMHUM Takke, uro KroHemaH y>Xe BBICTyIaJI C
stovt TeMont B 1904 r.; mpuuem ero gokiian «leproep
u Kant» (Kithnemann, 1904) 6su1 ony6rinkoBaH,
a 3areM KpuTndeckn ocMbicsieH [lInerom (Iret,
1904; 2010). CpaBHenme BoicTyIIeHNU Kronemana
1904 v 1924 rr. nokasayio, 4YTO MX codepXkKaHve U
JIOTVIKa JIBVDKeHVsE MBIC/IV ITpaKTUYecKy CoBIIazia-
IOT 3a MICKJTIOUeHVieM He3HauTeJIbHBIX HIOaHCOB’.
I'1aBHast zes ero 0OOVX MOKJIAIOB 3aKJIF0UaeTcs B
HNPVIMUPEHUV VHTeJUIeKTYaIbHbIX no3uui [ep-
nepa u KanTa, McTopuu 1 JIOTVMKM, OIIBITa U pac-
CyIdKa M IpUMeHEeHUN 3TOr0 «CUHTe3VPOBaHHO-
ro» IojIxozia B HeMellKoM oOpa3oBaHM. A TIOTOMY
IInet, ecyim Obl M OKaszasica cirymiaTtesieM Krone-
MaHa, BIIOJIHe MOT ObI paccKas3aTh eMy O TOM, KaK
IpezICTaBII CYyTh ero J0KJ1aj1a B periensun 1904 1.

ITpuseniem 310 paccyxaenue Ilnera (koTopoe
MoryIM OBl yeIIbIIIaTh coOpasivecs B Kéaurcoep-
re) IIJIMKOM, IIOCKOJIBKY OHO [I€MOHCTPHpPYeT
VICTOKM €er0 «aHTUIICHXOJIOIMCTIYeCcKOro» (B 1le-
JIOM) MHTeJIEKTYaIbHOTO JABVKeHNs B IIpefiCTaB-
nenvn auckyccun Tepmepa m Kanra 1o BaxxHeri-
IIVIM aHTPOIOJIOTMTYeCKIIM BOIIPOCaM.

5> B wactHocTH, B pokiamge 1904 r. KronemaH BbIgBura-

€T MBICSTh O TOM, UTO Ha yMOHacTpoeHwme I'epyiepa cyre-
CTBEHHO TIO/IEVICTBOBAJIO IIPOTMBOpEUlNe He CTOIBKO C
KaHTOM, CKOJIBKO C €r0 MOJIOBIMM TIOCIIeOBATEIISIMU —
KaHTMaHIIaMI, KOTOpBble IipounTav Tpyas! Karxra, Ho He
«IIPOXIIIV» VX, @ TI09TOMY OCTAJIVICh OOJITYHAMM, «JIFOMb-
MU CJIOBa, a He fiefla», 1 KIoHeMaH ¢ Topeyublo KOHCTaTH-
pyeT, 9TO TaKOW TWUIl «MBICIIUTETIS» eCTh «BeJIMJariiiee
HecyacTbe dprstocodpum» (Kithnemann, 1904, S. 259).
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Here we have to pause and relate an inter-
esting detail. In 1924 Shpet received from the
German Embassy in Moscow an invitation to
attend the celebration of the Bicentennial of
Kant’s birth in Konigsberg (see Supplement).
Although he did not go, the question suggests
itself: “What could Shpet have discussed with
the keynote speakers and guests from various
countries?” All the more so, since one of the
speakers was Eugen Kithnemann, whom Shpet
knew. The theme he had fixed on, “Kant and
Herder” (Kithnemann, 1924) was very import-
ant in the context of Shpet’s critique of Kant. It
has to be recalled that Kithnemann (1904) had
already delivered a report on this topic earlier,
and it was published and critically reviewed by
Shpet (1904; 2010). A comparison of the texts
of Kithnemann’s 1904 and 1924 reports shows
that their content and logic are practically iden-
tical with the exception of minor nuances.” The
main thrust of both reports is to reconcile the
positions of Herder and Kant, history and log-
ic, experience and reason and apply the “syn-
thesised” approach in German education. So, if
Shpet had been among Kiithnemann’s listeners,
he could have told him how he had reviewed
his 1904 report.

Let us quote Shpet’s reasoning (which the
Konigsberg audience might have heard) in full
because it shows the sources of his (by and
large) “anti-psychological” movement in pre-
senting the positions of Herder and Kant on the
key anthropological questions.

[...] Kithnemann’'s parallel — Herder and
Kant — has to do also with the psychology of
the minds being compared. The juxtaposition is

> For example, in the 1904 report, Kithnemann suggests
that Herder’s thinking was influenced not so much by
contradictions with Kant as with his young followers,
the Kantians who had read Kant’s works but had not
digested them, and so had remained prattlers, talkers
but not doers. Kithnemann (1904, p. 259) laments the
fact that this type of thinker is “a great misfortune of
philosophy”.



...napaywtestb — Iepdep u Kanm — KioHemaHa
(Kithnemann) vMeeT B BUIy TakxKe IICVIXOJIOTIO
CpaBHMBaeMbIX YMOB. DTO COIOCTaBJIeHe, JIeV-
CTBUTEJILHO, KpaliHe VMHTePeCHO, — YYUTeIb U
y4eHVK BHadaJle, Bparut Briocjenctsum. OnyH —
4JesyI0BeK I'POMAIHOM JKVMBOWI IIO3TMYECKON paH-
Tasuu, IPOIOBeIHVK U IIPOPOK, IPYIrOM — YeJIo-
BEK JIOTVMIKM, Y KOTOPOI'O HeT XMU3HV BHe Hay4HO
000OCHOBaHHBIX, 0€3yCJIOBHBIX MOHSTHMI. [
lepnepa koHe4Hasd TaHHOCTBD M VICXOAHBIV ITYHKT
BCSAKOVI HaYKM BeJIMKUI (pakT BeJIMKOVI, TTOKOS-
IIIeVicsa Ha BeYHBIX 3aKOHaX IIPUPOMBI, CYIIIeCTBO-
BaHVe KOTOPOV OTpakaeTcs B HalleM fyxe. 1
KanTa HeT BO3MOXXHOCTV BBIVITV 3a IIpefIesTbl Ha-
LIIeT'0 4y Xa, CO3HAHSI, BHE IIPeICTaBJIeHVIsI €ro He
MOXeT OBITh TIO3HaHMS, O CYITHOCTV Bellevl He
MoXeT ObITh peunt. Kak Heb34 jIydlile sTa mpo-
TUBOIIOJIOKHOCTb BBUIWIACH B VX OTHOLIEHUN K
caMOV TOHKOJI JIOTMYeCKO IIpodiieMe desioBe-
YecKow XM3HU — Ipobsieme mctopum. [IBa myH-
kta KanTosont xpurtukm yousaim I'epagepa — y
l'epnepa HeT emyHcTBa pasBUTHUA UCTOPUM, CTa-
710 OBITh, HET KPUTEPWs OLIEHKV MCTOPUYECKO
KYJIBTYPHOV POJIM HapOMOB; ellle HeBbIHOCKMee
1 Kanra I'epmepoBo IoH:ATHMeE HPUPOABI Kak
draxTa 00’KecTBeHHOTO CyIIIeCTBOBAHVIA C €T0 Iy-
XOBHBIMM BO BCeM OTKPOBE€HHBIMU crulaMu. Tem
He MeHee, HECMOTpPsl Ha Takoe pasiamdme, oba
Ilyxa He VICKJIXOYAIOT OPYT gpyra, OHW JXUBBI 110
CUX TIOP M JOJDKHBI XXWUTh. SICHOCTE JI0TMdecKo-
ro MBILIUIEHNSI ¥ OCHOBaHHOe Ha Hell 3HaHue
IOJDKHBL COYeTaThCsl C IIOHVIMaHVeM JAyIIeBHBIX
nosTudecknx ¢opM. V1, KoHeuHO, coBHaBIIINe TO-
nosrvHbl cMepTyt Kanra 1 'epaepa (11803 r.) e
VICKJTIOUAIOT HeOOXOIMMOCTI YeCTBOBaTh KaXKI10-
ro 3 Hux (lmer, 2010, c. 59 —60).

@akTrUecKky 3Ta peTpoalbTepHATMBUCTCKAS
PeKOHCTPYKIVS MOATBEepPXKIaeT TOYHOCTh MHTeJI-
murubensHoN HTYMym 1lnera, ysunesiiero B
1904 r. B noxsiaze KroHemaHa TO, 4TO TOT [IOBTOPUT
uepes 20 sier B Kénurcbepre. Hamre otymmame ot
MBICJTUTEJIeV IIPEXXHMX 310X, 10 MHeHwIo IlleTa,
3aKJII0YaeTCs B TOM, YTO MBI ITpoOVBaeMcs K CyIle-
My CKBO3b HaIUIaCTOBaHWS VICTOPUYECKOIO OIIbl-
ta (IImet, 2005). Mbl )X1BeM B MCTOpUM, KOTOpas
OKpYy>KaeT Hac, ¥ IIOTOMY JAOJ/DKHBI IIOHMMAaTh pe-
aJIBHOCTB He KaK HeuTO pa3 M HaBceryia JJaHHOe, HO
KaK MeHSIoIleecs, IUMHaMIUYHOe, TO eCTh Kak ITO-
TOK VICTOPW, 113 KOTOPOTO KayKIIbIVI UeJI0BEK BbIpe-
3aeT Ka/pbl, COCTaBJIsis CBOIO MHAVBUIYAJIbHYIO,
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indeed extremely interesting — initially teacher
and pupil and later enemies. One is a man of
immense and vibrant poetic fantasy, a preacher
and a prophet, and the other a man of logic who
cannot live without scientifically grounded
immutable verities. For Herder the ultimate
given and starting point of all science is the
great fact of the great nature that rests on the
eternal laws whose existence is reflected in our
spirit. Kant cannot go beyond the limits of our
spirit, consciousness, without it there can be no
cognition and no talk of the essence of things.
This contradiction was best manifested in the
most delicate logical problem of human life,
the problem of history. Two points of Kantian
critique demolished Herder: Herder has no
unity of the development of history, hence no
criterion for assessing the historical-cultural
role of peoples; still more intolerable for Kant
is Herder’s concept of nature as a fact of divine
existence with its spiritually utterly open forces.
Even so, in spite of this difference, the two
spirits do not exclude each other, they are alive
to this day and they must live. Clarity of logical
thinking and knowledge based on it must be
combined with an understanding of spiritual
poetic forms. And of course the coincidence of
the death dates of Kant and Herder (11803) does
not rule out the necessity of honouring each of
them (Shpet, 2010, pp. 59-60).

In fact this “retro-alternative” reconstruction
vindicates Shpet’s intuition in seeing in 1904
what Kithnemann would repeat in his report
in Konigsberg twenty years later. Our differ-
ence from the thinkers of earlier epochs, Shpet
(2019b) believes, is that we have to hack our
way to the truth through layers of historical ex-
perience. We live in the history that surrounds
us, such that we have to see reality not as some-
thing given once and for all, but as changing,
dynamic, as the flow of history from which
everyone cuts out frames to build his individ-
ual, unique existential and intellectual history.
Each of these stories is unrepeatable, unique
and concrete.
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HETIOBTOPVIMYIO 3K3VCTEHIIVAJIBHYIO Y MHTeJUIeK-
TyaJIbHYIO McTopuio. Kaxkiias M3 aTux «McTopmuin
HeIIOBTOpMMa, eITHCTBeHHa, KOHKpeTHa.

IIner ynpekaer KanTa 3a TO, 4TO OH pasopBail
«paccyfoK» U «dyBCTBeHHOCTL», CBobomy m ITpu-
pony. U, ananmsupys paccyXaeHns pyccKoro u-
socodpa, MBI BCKpBIBaeM OIrpaHMYeHHOCTh KaH-
TOBCKOVI aHTPOIIOJIOTMW Y1 MOXXeM YBUIIeTb B HVX
HeTPVMBUAJIBHBIVL CIIOCOD paspelrieHns 3TOro aH-
TPOMOJIOTMYECKOr0 Kpm3nca. A MMEHHO: TO, YTO
ny1a KaHTa OGbUI0 BCeoOIIMM «4dejToBeYecKMM» KaK
obOrmesHaunMebly, llmeT momBepraeT Iporemype
Tymostormanyi’. OH MIIeT B IICUXYECKVX aHTPO-
nostorvsax XVIIL B. (B ToM umcsie 1 B KaHTOBCKOVA)
«KOJUIEKTVBHOe» KaK «OOIIHYIO» IIPeIMeTHOCTH,
KOTOpa rnofaercss eHOMeHOJIOIMUeCcKIM ITpolLie-
Iy paM KOHKPETHOTI'O «00peTeH s CMBICTIa». TeM ca-
MbIM [1rieT HaMmedaeT ITyTV KOHKpeTu3allui CBO-
OorIpI uestoBeKka, COOTHOCS 3Ty CBOOOIY ¢ peayIbHOM
JesIoBedecKoVt Ipuporov (¢ Tem, yto KanT oTHec
K cdpepe dpwmsmosnorum). To ecTs oH crienmpmpy-
eT «JeJIoBeYecKoe» 11 HaxXOAUT B HeM «3THUYeCKoe»
(«ny Hapo;[a»)7, YTO IIO3BOJISIET B OIIpeIe/IeHHOM
CMBIC/Ie KOHKPeTU3MPOBaTh «4eJIOBeYecKoe» M W3-
OeXxaTb JKecTKOV Bcello3BoJIeHHOCTM Paccyrika, Ko-
TOpas KaK pa3 11 o0pasyeT VICTOKV HbIHEIITHErO aH-
TPOINOJIOIMYEeCKOro Kpmsyica 1 KoTopyto caM KaHt
IIBITaJICS ITpobsieMaTu3poBaTh B Pasyme.

B paccyxnenuax KaHra (kak 3TO ITogMeTwI
[IreT) mpucyTcTBOBaIM OOpalleHns 1 K aHTpo-
IIOJIOTMM KaK HayKe, YTO IIO3BOJISUIO [IOCTaTOY-
HO eMKO 3apMKCHpOBaTh TO, YTO CTUMYJIMPOBAJIO
BO3HMKHOBeHMe (PVI0COCKOV aHTPOIOJIIOT M B

¢ Cp.: «SI3pIuecTBO, KaK Bepa B TBaph, a He B TBOpIIa, Tak-
JKe 3HaeT KOHKpETHBIE MIiealbl, — He OOVH IS BCeX U
KaXmoro, He YejioBek, — MHOIO y HETO WIeaJoB, MHO-
ro “nomasaHHukoB”: @emucroxin u CrnmnHosa, bpyT u
x. bpyno, Ilepuxn u lammter, — u Ge3 KOHIIa. Droro
eMy MaJio, OHO He TOJIbKO OKYTBIBAET 3TV MMeHa “mrieath-
HBIMM~ BBIMBICJIaMVI, HO CO3/IaeT YnCThle (paHTa3mMu 11 CTa-
BUT VX KaK KOHKpeTHBbIe Maeastbl: TYyT [Ipomeren, Tesen,
Pomysbr, Axwuier n IaTpokiiel, Mandpensr, I'amiieTsr,
My>xw, )eHbI 1 et ([Imet, 20066, c. 365).

7 Cp.: «AuTpornoniornn u B ocoberHoctn [lcnxmueckne
aaTponosiorvy KoHia XVIII n navaa XIX Beka crromns
Y PpSIOM COflepKaT B KadeCTBe HeOOXOIVMMOV COCTaB-
HOVI YacCTV OTHeJI, IIOCBSIIIEHHBIVI BOIIPOCAM IICVIXOJIOTU
HapomoB M pac. [jIg IICMXoIormy Hadala M CepeHBI
XIX Beka, Bce ellle TeCHO CBsI3aHHOM ¢ (pruiocoduert, rpo-
MaJiHOe 3HaueHVe MMeeT wies “myxa” u “HapomHOTro
ayxa”...» (Lmet, 2006a, c. 425).

Shpet admonishes Kant for separating “un-
derstanding” from “sensibility”, and Freedom
from Nature. Following Shpet’s reasoning, we
become aware of the limitations of Kantian an-
thropology and see an original method of re-
solving this anthropological crisis. In other
words: Shpet subjects what Kant considers to
be universally “human” and universally sig-
nificant to the procedure of typologisation.®
He seeks to find in the psychic anthropologies
of the eighteenth century (including Kantian
anthropology) the “collective” as a “general”
objectivity which lends itself to phenomeno-
logical procedures of concrete “sense-getting”.
Thereby Shpet traces the paths towards con-
cretisation of the freedom of the human be-
ing, relating this freedom to real human nature
(which Kant refers to the sphere of physiolo-
gy). He specifies what is “human” and finds in
it “the ethnic” (“the spirit of a people”),” which
makes it possible to a degree to specify “the hu-
man” and avoid the unbridled permissiveness
of Understanding which is precisely the source
of the current anthropological crisis and which
Kant attempted to problematise in Reason.

In Kant’s reasoning, Shpet also detected ap-
peals to anthropology as a science. This made it
possible to see what stimulated the emergence
of philosophical anthropology of the twenti-

¢ Cf. “Paganism, as a faith in the creature and not in a
Creator, also knows concrete ideals. It is not the same
thing to each and every one. It is not the Human Being.
There are many ideals, many are ‘anointed”: Themis-
tocles and Spinoza, Brutus and Giordano Bruno, Peri-
cles and Galileo, et al., without end. There is more. It
not only envelops these names with ‘ideal” fictions but
creates pure phantasies, and sets them up as concrete
ideals. Among these, there are Prometheus, Theseus,
Romulus, Achilles and Patroclus, Manfred, Hamlet,
husbands, wives and children” (Shpet, 2019, p. 263).

7 Cf. “Anthropologies and especially psychic anthropolo-
gies of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centu-
ries all too often contain an obligatory section devoted
to the psychology of peoples and races. The idea of ‘the
spirit’ and “popular spirit’ was immensely important for
the psychology of the beginning and middle of the nine-
teenth century which still had close ties with philoso-
phy [...]” (Shpet, 2006a, p. 425).
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XX B., — yXop, colmasbHO JeVICTBeHHOV I'yMaHV-
TapHOVI cocTaBJIsitolIent. Il TeM He MeHee Bce pas-
paboTKM TOro BpeMeHV ObLIV OpPUEHTUPOBaHbI
rpobriemamu obmiectsa. JInmrs k. XXI B. obHaXM-
JIOCh TO, 4TO oOpasyeT cerofgHsi aHTpPOIOJIorye-
CKUVI KPU3VC: MHAVBI, OOHAPY XTI BO3MOXKHOCTB
MEHSITB ITOZ] CBOV IIOTPeOHOCTYI He TOJIBKO CBOE CO-
3HaHMe 1 peaJIbHOCTh, B KOTOPYIO OH HOI'PYJKeH,
HO ¥ CBOIO TeJIeCHOCTh. KaHT He Byie1 OCHOBaHU
OIIacaTbCsl POKOBBIX IIOCIIEACTBUV 3TOW CBOOOLIbI
VHAVBUIIA 17151 4eJIOBeUeCKOro popa, IOCKOJIBKY
os1ara 3Ty ceooony pasymHom. VI Tem Gostee He
BUJIEJI HEOOXOIMMOCTVI CTaBUTB BOITPOC O BO3MOX-
HOCTM paAVKaJIbHOV TpaHcdopMalum Yyejiopeye-
CKOVI TeJIECHOCTVI B KOHTEKCTe CBOOOIHOr0 BbIOOpa
vHanBuaa. CoBeplIeHCTBOBATh TEJIECHOCTD, OIV-
pasicb Ha «dJeJIOBeKOBelleHIe» (OCHOBaHMS [JIs
4Jero K TOMy BpeMeHU JlaBayIi MeduIIVHa 1 yXe
CJIOXKMBIIIAsACSA Hay4vHasl aHTPOIIOJIOTsl), KOHEYHO
’Ke, MOXKHO ¥ HY>KHO, HO He TpaHcOpMMIpoBaTh
ee B HallleM COBpeMeHHOM NoHnMaHun. KaHT cBs-
3b1BasI PIT0COPCKOE OCMBICIIEHVIE BCTAOIINIX T1e-
per, JesioBeKoM IIpo0JieM C aHa/IM30M Cepbl ero
CO3HAHMS ¥ HOPM OOIIIeCTBEHHOrO OBITMS Uesio-
Beka. Tak 4TO, ompemessia «IIpaKTMUYECKYIO aH-
TPONOJIOTIO» KaK HarpasiieHVe priocodpnn, oH
dakTrUecKy 4eTKO pa3BOAWII PaKypChl OCMBICIe-
HVIS IIPO0JIeMBI, KOTOPYIO, IIOBTOPVM, TIOYYBCTBO-
BJI: IIPOHMKHOBEHME ITPO0JIeM LMBWIIM3ALIVIV B
JKM3HEHHBIVI MUP VHOMBUIA MMEHHO KakK IIpo-
O71eM, a He B BUJIe IMIPAKTUYECKMX 3a7ad, KOTOpbIe
JTIOIVI TaK VIJIVI IHaJe pelllaIi BO Bce BpeMeHa.
CeromHs B COOCTBEHHO IIPMPOIHOM IIaHe Hav-
OoJIBIINTL MIHTEpeC K TeJIeCHBIM acIieKTaM KpM3ic-
HBIX IIPOLIeCCOB, IIPOHM3IBAIOIINIX COBPEMEHHYIO
LIVIBVUIV3AIINIO, ITPOSIBIISIOT IICMIXOJIOTY, Owormo-
I'M, IIpefCTaBUTeIN HeMpOHayK M psdia 3THOCO-
LIVaJIbHBIX JVCHIUIUIVH. [IpraeM Bce 3TO CBsi3aHO
IIpeX/ie BCETO C TeEMM «TpeDOBaHMSMI», KOTOpbIe
HpebsBIIsieT K IIPYPOIHOMY IIOTeHIIMaly 4eslo-
BeKa MHCTPyMeHTaJIbHasl Cpefia ero AesiTeJIbHOCTIA:
1 poBble TEXHOJIOIMI, WVHTEpHeT-O0IIeHe U
nip. Ilox BivistHMEM 3TVIX TpeOOBaHMII MI3MEHEH IS
TeJIeCHBIX ITapaMeTpPOB JOCTUIJIV KpariHel CTelle-
HY vHAvBUAyanusan. Ho, moxastyvi, miaBHas
XapaKTepucTuKa aHTPOIOJIOrMYecKOro Kpusca
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eth century, namely the departure of the so-
cially active humanitarian element. Even so,
all the problems of that time were oriented to-
wards the problems of society. It was not un-
til the twenty-first century that it became clear
what constitutes the current anthropological
crisis: the individual discovered the ability to
tailor to his needs not only his consciousness
and reality in which he is immersed, but also
his corporeality. Kant saw no reason to fear the
fateful consequences of individual freedom for
the human race because he assumed that free-
dom was reasonable. Still less did he see a need
to raise the question of the possibility of rad-
ical transformation of human corporeality as
long as the individual had freedom of choice.
Corporeality can and must be improved (this
was made possible by medical science and sci-
entific anthropology which had come into its
own by that time), but not transformed in the
modern meaning. Kant associated philosophi-
cal analysis of the problems facing humankind
with the study of the sphere of consciousness
and norms of the human being’s social being.
Thus in defining “practical anthropology” as
an area of philosophy, he effectively separat-
ed the two approaches to the problem which he
was aware of: the penetration of the problems
of civilisation into the life-world of the indi-
vidual as problems and not the practical tasks
which people coped with in one way or anoth-
er at all times.

Today, as far as nature is concerned, the
greatest interest in the corporeal aspects of the
critical processes which beset modern civilisa-
tion is exhibited by psychologists and biolo-
gists, representatives of the neurosciences and
some other ethno-social disciplines. All this
stems primarily from the “demands” present-
ed to humans’ natural potential by the instru-
mental environment of human activity: digital
technologies, internet communication etc. In
response to these demands changes of bod-
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COCTOUT B TOM, YTO YeJIOBEK OCTPO VICITBITHIBAET
Ha cebe arpecCcrBHOCTbD CpeIbl IIOCTVHAYCTPUAIb-
HOTro o0IIlecTBa (MErarrosvcoB) 0 OTHOIIEHUIO K
COOCTBEHHOV! TeJIECHOCT, OIIyIaeT CBOIO HeIlpy-
Cr1oco0JIEHHOCTD K XXM3HM B TaKMX «COIMOOMOIIO-
TVYEeCKMX» YCIJIOBMSX, a IIOTOMY IIBITaeTCs JIMOO
elrle CuJIbHee «00BeIVMHUTHCS» C IMPPOBOVI Cpe-
[0V (K IIpVIMepY, BIINTD YNII B JIQJIOHb IS TI0€3]I-
KV Ha MeTpO), INOO0 ITOJTHOCTHIO OTMEXKeBaThCs OT
Hee (BIUIOTB /IO IUIaCTMUecKmx oreparm). Ho n
B TOM U B IPyTOM CJIy4ae OH OyzeT UCIIoIb30BaTh
OVOMeIMITMHCKMEe BO3MOXHOCTI M3MEHEeHMsT cO0-
CTBEHHOVI TeJIeCHOCTY, KOTOpbIe B Hallle BpeMs OH
caM OTKpBIBaeT Iieper; cobovi, co3iaBast Bce HOBbIE
VI HOBble TeXHWYECKVe IPOLYKTHI, TEXHOJIOTMN
U T.[. MeX/Iy TeM IepCIIeKTUBBI, KOTOPbIe CEerol-
Hs OOHapyXXuBaeT pvtocodcKasi aHTPOIIOIOT VS
TSI OCMBICJIEHWST TUX XapaKTepuCTUK, obopadm-
BaloTCs Mudosormsanyen TejaecHocT (cM.: Yec-
HOB, 2007). DTO O4YeHB SIPKO MOKa3bIBAET, KakK Pu-
s1ocodpcKasi aHTPOIIOJIOT S, OPUEHTHMPOBaHHAs Ha
TeJI0, yXOOWUT OT OOIIeCTBeHHOIO (CBSI3aHHOIO C CO-
3HaHMEeM) OBITVS YesIoBeKa.

Eak ok

Taxvm obpasom, IIner ysumer, uto KasT ¢ ero
JKeCTKVM pasJIdeHrieM 4yBCTBEHHOCTU U paccy/l-
Ka dpaKTHuecKy 3ajiaeT TOHAJIbHOCTh BCeM IOCJIe-
AYIOIIVIM aHTPOIOJIOIMYecK/M IIOUCKaM, B paM-
Kax KOTOPBIX MBICJINTEIN IIbITaIVCh HAaTW Iy TU
s cOmvDKeHMs (CMHTe3a) pasopBaHHBIX y Kan-
Ta CTPYKTYPHBIX 2JIeMEHTOB ITO3HaBaHM:. bosee
toro, LlImer Takxe ormasasn cebe ordet, yto Kan-
Ty yOaJoCh YeTKO 3apMKCHpOoBaTh TOT MIIEVIHBIN
VIMITYJIbC, KOTOPBIVI HauMHal IOMMUHMpPOBaTh B
ero Bpems. Peub mgeT o HelpeomoIIMOM paspbl-
Be Mexxay Csobomont m ITpupomont. Paccyxmenms
I'ycraBa IlInera o KaHTte mMeroT He TOIBKO MCTO-
puKO-PmI0codcKyro 1eHHOCTb. OHM MO3BOJISIOT
HaM CerofHs I0-HOBOMY IIOCMOTpPeTh Ha MHOIVe
TeOPeTUKO-TI03HaBaTe/IbHble 11 aHTPOIIOJIorye-
CKMe IIpo0JIeMBI 1, YTO OCOOEHHO Ba’KHO, 3aCTaB-
JIAIOT Hac IIePeoCMBICIIUTh (yHIaMeHTasIbHbIe
r1oJ10KeHMs prytocodmvt VI MeTOIOJIOT MV Hay YHO-
r0 ITO3HAHMI.
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ily parameters have become extremely indi-
vidualised. But perhaps the key feature of the
anthropological crisis is that the human being
is keenly aware of the aggressiveness of the en-
vironment of the post-industrial society with
regard to his body; he is aware of his failure to
adjust to life in such “socio-biological” condi-
tions, and so either tries still harder to become
integrated in the digital environment (e.g. by
implanting a chip in his hand to ride in a sub-
way) or to totally isolate him from it (down to
plastic surgery). In either case, he/she will use
the biomedical potential of his own body which
he is expanding by creating ever new high-tech
products and technologies. Meanwhile the per-
spectives philosophical anthropology opens up
for understanding these characteristics lead to
mythologisation of corporeality (see Chesnov,
2007). This highlights the fact that philosoph-
ical anthropology oriented toward the body is
distancing itself from the human being’s social
being (connected with consciousness).

o6 ok ok

Thus Shpet saw that Kant, with his hard dis-
tinction between sensibility and understanding,
practically set the tone of all the subsequent an-
thropological searches as thinkers looked for
ways to bring together (synthesise) the struc-
tural elements of cognition which Kant sep-
arates. Moreover, Shpet was also aware that
Kant had managed to detect the intellectual im-
pulse which was beginning to dominate in his
time, i.e. the inseparable gap between Freedom
and Nature. Gustav Shpet’s thinking on Kant
has more than historical-philosophical value.
It enables us today to take a new look at many
theoretical-cognitive and anthropological prob-
lems and, especially important, it makes us
rethink the fundamental provisions of philoso-
phy and methodology of scientific knowledge.
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ITncemo I.I. IIery
m3 'epMaHCKOro I10CcoaIbCcTBa
¢ npurinamenveM B Kéuurcoepr
IUISI y9IacTHs
B rTpasgHoBaHuM 200-71eTHeV TOOOBIIMHBI
co nHA poxaenns V1. Kanra. 1924 1.8

IMy6mmkanms T. T. Hlenpuron
[ITepeBon]

ZUR GEDACHTNISFEIER
FUIR
IMMANUEL KANT
1. APRIL 1584 + <2 APRIL 1924
ZU KONIGSBERG I.PR.
LADEN EIN

Herru Frofessor Gust, Spett - Moskan -
(Ruflaed).

DIE ALBERTUSLINIVERSITAT

DIE STADT KONIGSBERG PR.

8 IlybmmkyeTcs 10 THUTIOTpadCKOMY OpPUTMHAITY C MaIlli-
HOIIVICHBIMM BCTaBKamwy, Xpawsiemycs B OP PI'B (cm.:
ITucemo..., 1924). Bece nmpwmMeuaHusl IIpuHajIexar IIy-
6mkaTopy. IlomdepkuBaHUS BOCIIPOV3BENIEHEBI, TIONTY-
KUPHBIM IIPUQTOM BBIJIeIEHB THU Helean U JaThl. B
YIJIOBBIX CKOOKax JlaHbl IIosicHeH s 1Ty 0siKaropa. Hassa-
HWS JOK/IafIoB B IIpUMeYaHVAX JaHbl 1Mo m3maamo: (Die
Feier..., 1924).
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Supplement

Letter to Gustav Shpet
from the German Embassy
inviting him to Konigsberg

for the celebration
of the 200th anniversary

of Immanuel Kant’s birth. 19248

Publication by T.G. Shchedrina

PROGRAMM

DIESES PROGRAMM
GILT ALS ALUSWEIS FOR
ALLE VERANSTALTUNGEN

8 Published from the typographical original with
typewritten inserts kept in the Manuscript Department
of the Russian State Library (see German Embassy,
1924). All the notes are the publisher’s. Underscoring is
reproduced. Days of the week and dates are in boldface.
Publisher’s explanations are in angle brackets. Speakers’
names are given according to Anonym (1924).



T.T. Wenpuna, b. U. Tlpyxunun

K = A N TS|

OMNABEND, DEN 17, APRIL, abends 7 Uhr:

e = R

1 Armwont des Retde=
von Proubien «

Obarblirgermeiber D, Lohmcyer
iid wnd des Pobintherpedid

Friodridhubollogum, Marrhollirads 8, Fefverlammiung,

SONNTAL, DEM 2o AFRIL, vonvittag 1o Lihe;
Fekwarsy der Kantaskclichalt in der Palien, Albsrtisa,
1. Flickibeuke 3/, Rdner: rehelmnt Frolebor [y FHans
Vaihiener, Halle, Frolelior D Exngen Kibarirsasir, Bocslivay
15 Uhe: Redners Frofellor D, Eridh Audickes, Tabsstn,
4 Llbe Redner: Trokeller Dv. Hane Dbekh, Leipaias
Yyt Lor: Reroer Peodelior [ Flrinrich Scholz, Kid

MONTAS, DEMN 21. APRIL. mitag 12 Ubs
Ewelbure der Kastaeabmak « Foior im Dom. Bedner:
Sanchbhulent Prod. Dr. Seattines, Kénigbery Pr., Prokllor
D Adell von Hamad, Berlia ¢ Giasg swm Ceabmal
mMiMﬁMdﬂMhhﬁ-

hmmqumm

Crcelliges Reilammanlein

DIENSTAG, DEN 22 APRIL, verminiags 1o Ube:
Felaki im Stadhitheator, Theaterplay 1« Bosifumise
anlpeache des Bekton der Unbverfiar « Aalimache des
Froubidchen Minifiers be Wilkonkdudt, Kundte urd Volla
Tbildung « Felirdle des Probilom der Philolophic an der
Aot Inivorlichs Dr. Croodedermeyora Frilikdopand o
13 Llirs Folirede des Proufiikhen Santdekrothe Proliler
D Bocker « Amlpraden der Cibite o Machmitt s 3t Libr:
Feltmahl der Gulellhak der Fraunde Kanti (Bolnens

der Kinipberser Studerterihalt in der Stadthalle,
WordersRefigamen 40

R dicWerteluma der Aulprachon ubw. wird am Mosiag.
den 21. Aprl, & Llle eire Belrerdiong in dor Aula der
Ulriverfiei, Paraderfak, haitfnden

Arreorten aul dic Einladangen umad Amlragen find an dim Heren Oberbrirgermeiive, Kesiph, Fathaes Brodbnkenlir, s dien

(CEp. 22 APRIL
(KON S e
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[oenegudy

<JL. 1>

HA TOP>XXECTBO B ITAMSITD
VIMMAHVYIWIIA KAHTA
22 ATIPEJISI 1724 / 22 ATIPEJTSL 1924

B KEHMTI'CBEPTE-HA-TIPETEJIE
ITPUTTIAIIIAIOT
rocoayHa rmpodeccopa I'yer. IHlnera - Mocksa -
(Poccmst)?

YHUBEPCUTET VIM. AJIbBEPTA
roroJ KEHUI'CBEPT-HA-TIPEI'EJIE

<J1. 2>
ITPOTPAMMA

~ STATIPOTPAMMA
HEVCTBUTEJIbBHA KAK YIOCTOBEPEHWE J1JI51
BCEX MEPOIITPVIATUNM

<JI. 3, pasBopoT>
FOBUJIEV KAHTA 1924

Cy0600Ta, 19 anipessi, Beuep, 7 4acos:

Friedrichskollegium, Verepxodprirrpacce 6, Topske-
CTBEHHOe coOpaHIe, opraHv3oBaHHOe Kénvrcbepr-
CKOVI MECTHOVI I'PYILHIOV Kanrosckoro oOrrectsa.
Hoxamumkne: mipodeccop 1-p Kosarrepekmin®, Ké-
HurcOepr; mryayenpar n-p Lénpépdep', Ke-
Hurcoepr; mpod. a-p Jnbept™, bepria.

? Dra CTpoOKa - MaIllMHOIVCHASL.

10 Tema mowiIaga: «/lyx poOyHBEI B KAHTOBCKOW (PrIIOCo-
brm».

" Tema mowrana: «Pynonsd Pavike v OMib ApHOIBIAT».
2 Tema mowiagma: «KaHT 1 mcTopmdeckoe MMUpOBO33pe-
He».

lpeleccopy T[YCTABY EMET

Mooknma

T. G. Shchedrina, B. I. Pruzhinin

194,

Rosropykokckas ya. k 17, xB. 2.
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<Sheet 1>

ZUR GEDACHTNISFEIER FUR
IMMANUEL KANT
22. APRIL 1724 / 22. APRIL 1924

ZU KONIGSBERG I. PR.
LADEN EIN
Herrn Professor Gust. Spett — Moskau — (Ruf8Sland)’

DIE ALBERTUSUNIVERSITAT
DIE STADT KONIGSBERG PR.

<Sheet 2>

PROGRAMM

DIESES PROGRAMM
GILT ALS AUSWEIS FUR
ALLE VERANSTALTUNGEN

<Sheet 3, page spread>

KANTFEIER 1924

Sonnabend, den 19. April, abends 7 Uhr:

Friedrichskollegium, Jagerhofstrafse 6, Fest-
versammlung, veranstaltet von der Konigsberg-
er Ortsgruppe der Kantgesellschaft. Redner:
Professor Dr. Kowalewski, 10 Konigsberg;
Studienrat Dr. Schondorffer, 11 Konigsberg;
Prof. Dr. Liebert, 12 Berlin

? This line is typewritten.

10 Presentation topic: “Heimatgeist in der Kantischen
Philosophie” .

' Presentation topic: “Rudolf Reicke und Emil Arnoldt”.
2 Presentation topic: “Kant und die geschichtliche
Weltansicht”.
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Bockpecensne, 20 antpesns, yrpo, 10 yacos:

ITpasnanuHoe 3acemanme KaHTosckoro obie-
crBa B [lasiectpe AsibGeprumel, 3-a PrvcciTpac-
ce 3/5. [lokyTamumiK: TallHBIVI COBETHUK IIpodpeccop
n-p Ianc @anxmarep”, lame; mpodeccop a-p O
reH Kroneman", bpeciay;

12 gacos: [oximamgumk: mmpodpeccop A-p Dpux
Anukec’, TroOuHreH;

4 vaca: [loxyagumk: mpodeccop A-p XaHC
Hpvirt, Jlevmr;

Y2 6 gaca: loxyiamgumk: nmpodeccop a-p Terpux
o1, Kmib.

IlonenenbHMK, 21 arrpesis1, HosgeHb, 12 yacos:
OrtkpsiTie rpoOHMIEI KanTa. TopxkecTBo B co-

Gope. [lokIaumK: COBETHMK TOPOACKOV IIIKOJIBI
npod., IHrerrnnep, Kéuwnrcoepr-na-IIplerere];
podeccop n-p Amonbd ¢don lapnax, bepmmm.
Ilepexon x rpobHMIIE BO 1BOpe cobopa. BeicTyrte-
Hue 00ep-Oypromuicrpa a-pa Jlomertepa.

Beuepom B 8 gacos: IIpuBeTcTBeHHEIVT Beuep B
T'oponckom 3ane, @opnep-Pocrapren 49, opranu-
30BaHHBIV ropogoM Kénurcoepr-Ha-IIp. Myssika:
OpxkecTp Toporckoro Tearpa IMOI PyKOBOICTBOM
reHepasIbHOTO MY3bIKaJILHOTO PyKOBOOWTeEIIS [I-pa
Kynsanpma. IlpuBerctBue  0bep-Oypromucrpa
n-pa Jlomeriepa. OTBeTHOe cJ10BO ITpesusieHTa [ep-
MaHUM 1 npembep-muHucTpa [Ipyccri. pyxe-
CKOe oOIIIeHme.

Bropamuk, 22 anpesns, yrpo, 10 gacos: Topxe-
CTBeHHas 1lepeMOHWs B TOPOJICKOM TeaTpe Ha Te-
arpasibHOM wiomaan 1. IIpuBeTcTBeHHOE CJI0BO
peKTopa yHuBepcuTeTa. BeicTyIieHre MuHMUCTpa
HayKM, WCKycCTBa ¥ HapOIHOro oOpa3oBaHMs
ITpyccumn. TopxecTBeHHas pedb Ipodpeccopa du-
socodpum YHUBepcuTeTa M. AstbOepTa f-pa [€re-
keMeviepa. [lepepriB Ha 3aBTpak.

1B Tema moxiiajaa:
s10codpvm».

4 Tema noxiana: «KanuT u I'eprep».

15 Tema nowiiama: «Hacnenue Kanra».

16 Tema mokitaga: «KaHT 1 1[1€JIOCTHOCTE».

7" Tema moxiana: «KaHT Kak Kj1accuK MeTadm3IKm».

«KaHT B COBpeMEHHOVI HEMELIKOW cbm-
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Sonntag, den 20. April, vormittags 10 Uhr:

Festsitzung der Kantgesellschaft in der
Paldstra Albertina, 3. Fliefsstrafse 3/5. Redner:
Geheimrat Professor Dr. Hans Vaihinger,"
Halle; Professor Dr. Eugen Kithnemann,' Bre-
slau;

12 Uhr: Redner: Professor Dr. Erich Adick-
es,”” Tuibingen;

4 Uhr: Redner: Professor Dr. Hans Driesch,
Leipzig;

15 6 Uhr: Redner: Professor Dr. Heinrich
Scholz," Kiel

Montag, den 21. April, mittags 12 Uhr:

Einweihung des Kantgrabmals. Feier im
Dom. Redner: Stadtschulrat Prof. Dr. Stet-
tiner, Konigsberg Pr.; Professor Dr. Adolf
von Harnack, Berlin. Gang zum Grabmal im
Domhof. Ansprache des Oberbiirgermeisters
Dr. Lohmeyer.

Abends 8 Uhr: BegriifSungsabend in der
Stadthalle, Vorder-Rofsgarten 49, veran-
staltet von der Stadt Konigsberg Pr. Musik:
Stadttheaterorchester unter Leitung des Gen-
eralmusikdirektors Dr. Kunwald. Begriifsung
durch Oberbiirgermeister Dr. Lohmeyer. Ant-
wort des Reichspridsidenten und des Min-
isterprasidenten von Preufien. Geselliges
Beisammensein

Dienstag, den 22. April, vormittags 10 Uhr:

Festakt im Stadttheater, Theaterplatz 1. Be-
griffungsansprache des Rektors der Universi-
tat. Ansprache des Preufiischen Ministers fiir
Wissenschaft, Kunst- und Volksbildung. Fes-
trede des Professors der Philosophie an der

Albertus-Universitdt Dr. Goedeckemeyer. Friih-
stiickspause.

B Presentation topic: “Kant in der deutschen Philosophie
der Gegenwart”.

4 Presentation topic: “Kant und Herder” .

* Presentation topic: “Kants Erbe”.

16 Presentation topic: “Kant und die Ganzheit” .

17 Presentation topic: “Kant als Klassiker der Metaphysik”.



12 ywacoB: BeicTyruieHme rocygapcTBeHHOrO ce-
kpetapst [Ipyccmm mpodpeccopa n-pa bexkepa'®.
BeicTynienvia rocreri.

Ilocne monynns, 5% ydaca: banker OO6iiecTsa
npysent Kanra (60060BBIVI YXKIH, IPOBOAUTCS pe-
rysgpHo ¢ 22 anpesns 1805 r.). Ha GankeT pacchbiia-
IOTCS CIlelliaJIbHble IIpUIJIalIeHis.

Beuep, 8% uacos: [lpasmHuyHOe mpercTabiie-
HVie B TOPOJICKOM TeaTpe Ha TeaTpasibHOM IUIOIIa-
mm 1: «Dupeno» berxosena.

Cpena, 23 anpess, yTpo, 10 gacos: O630pHas
3KcKypcns 1o Kénmrcbepry.

Beuep, 8 gacos: Top>kecTBeHHOe coOpaHme CTY-
nentos Kéumrcbepra B Toponckom 3aie, Pop-
nep-Pocrapren 49.

B nonenenbHuK, 21 ampess, B 6 4acoB B aKTO-
BOM 3aJle YHUBepcuTeTa Ha I lapamerial coctonT-
s coBelllaHVe TI0 IIOBOJY paclipesielleHNs BbICTY-
IJIEHUL VI T. 1.

OrBeThl Ha NpUIJIAIIeHNs Y 3aIlIpOChl MOXXHO
OTHPaBJIATh 00ep-Oypromuctpy, parymia Knarn-
nx<oda>, bponbeHkeHIIITp<acce>.

<JI. 4. DMbrema KoHrpecca c m3obpaxenmem V. Kanra>

<JI. 5. KoHBepT, MalIMHONMCH>

Tocriopmay npodeccopy I'YCTABY IITIETY,
Mocksa, onropykosckas yi1. Ne 17, ks. 2.
Ornip.: T'epmanckoe ITocoribeTBo, MockBa.

Crmcok IuTeparypsl

Abmonomoba H.C. Mumenr, @Dyko M ero KHura
«CroBa m Bertn» // @yko M. CrioBa 1 Bemut / 1iep. ¢ dp.
B.T1. Busruna, H. C. Asronomosorn. CII0. : A-cad, 1994.
C.7-37

Anyuun [1. H. BersbIvt B3I Ha IIPOIIIOE aHTPOIIO-
jorvu 11 Ha ee 3agaun B Poccun // Pycckumt aHTpOIIono-
rudeckunt xypHait. 1900. Ne 1. C. 25—42.

8 Tema mowiana: «KaHT 1 coBpeMeHHBIVT 00pa3oBaTesIb-
HBIV KPU3WC».
¥ Taxk B TeKcTe.
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12 Uhr: Festrede des Preufsischen Staatsse-
kretdrs Professor Dr. Becker.18 Ansprachen der
Géste.

Nachmittags 5 % Uhr: Festmahl der Ge-
sellschaft der Freunde Kants (Bohnenmabhl, seit
dem 22. April 1805 regelmdfig veranstaltet).
Zum Festmahl erfolgen besondere Einladun-
gen.

Abends 8 %5 Uhr: Festvorstellung im Stadt-
theater, Theaterplatz 1: Fidelio von Beethoven

Mittwoch, den 23. April, vormittags 10 Uhr:

Besichtigung von Koénigsberg.

Abends 8 Uhr: Kommers der Konigs-
berger Studentenschaft in der Stadthalle,
Vorder-Rofigarten 49

Uber die Verteilung der Ansprachen usw.
wird am Montag, den 21. April, 6 Uhr eine Be-
sprechung in der Aula der Universitat, Parade-
platz, stattfinden

Antworten auf die Einladungen und An-
fragen find an den Herrn Oberbiirgermeister,
Kneiph<of> Rathaus, Brodbdnkenstr., zu
richten

<Sheet 4. Emblem of the Congress with a picture of Kant >
<Sheet 5. Envelope, typed>

To Mr. Professor GUSTAV SHPET,
Moscow, Dolgorukovskaya St. Ne 17, apt. 2.
From: German Embassy, Moscow.

References

Akhutin, A. V., 1990. Sophia and the Devil (Kant in
the Face of Russian Religious Metaphysics). Voprosy fi-
losofii, 1, pp. 51-69. (In Rus.)

Anonym, 1924. Die Feier des 200 Geburtstags Imma-
nuel Kants in seiner Vaterstadt: die Konigsberger Kant-Tage
19. bis 24. April 1924 nach den Berichten der Kdnigsberger
Hartungschen Zeitung. Konigsberg: Hartungsche Ver-
lagsdruckerei.

8 Presentation topic: “Kant und die Bildungskrise der
Gegenwart”.



T.T. ilenpuna, b. U. Ipyxunun

Axymun A.B. Codpusg n gept (KanT mepen ymiiom
pycckoit  penmrumosHont MeTadmsukw) //  Bompocer
dustocodrm. 1990. Ne 1. C. 51—69.

Kanm M. AETpOnonorns B mparmMaTinyeckoM OTHOIITe-
"y // Cou. o aHTponosnorny, ¢purocodmm MOIUTIKA
u dusocodpun penmrvv : B 3 T. Kaymuunrpag : Vsa-so
BbDVY mwm. V. Kanra, 2024. T. 1. C. 162—396.

ITucomo I.T. Illmety w3 I'epMmaHCKOro MmocoyibCTBa C
npunianteHvieM B KEHMrcOepr [y1s y4acTs B IIpasiHOBa-
Hum 200-71eTHeN rogoBIIMHBI co AHA poxneHus V. Kan-
Ta. 1924 1. // OP PI'b. @. 718. K. 25. En. xp. 11 [1924].

Yecnob 4. B. TemecHocTp destoBeKa: (PrIocodcKo-
aHTpornoyormnyeckoe monmmanme. M. : VI PAH, 2007.

Iinem I.I. [Peuensus] // Bompocsl dusiocodpum n
ricvixortormmt. 1904. Ka. 11 (73). C. 406 —418. Perr. Ha kH.: Zu
Kants Gedichtnis. Zwolf Festgaben zu seinem 100-jéhri-
gen Todestage von O. Liebmann, W. Windelband, F. Pau-
Isen, A. Riehl, E. Kithnemann, E. Troeltsch, F. Heman,
F. Staudinger, G. Runze, B. Bauch, F. A. Schmid, E.v. As-
ter, herausgegeben von H. Vaihinger und B. Bauch. Mit
vier Beilagen. Berlin : Reuther u. Reichard, 1904. 350 S.

Hinem I.I. ®unocodpusa mn wcropus // Ilmer LT
Msicsie m Citoo. V30paHHBIe Tpymbl / OTB. pem.-COCT.
T.I. Iemgpuna. M. : POCCII3ZH, 2005. C. 191-200.

IInem I.T. BBemeHve B STHMYECKYIO IICVIXOJIOTMIO //
[Iner I.T. Philosophia Natalis. 130paxHble micvxosoro-
Hleffarormydeckne Tpynaer / ors. pen.-cocT. T.I. [lempuna.
M. : POCCII32H, 2006a. C. 417—500.

HInem I.T. Myppocts win pasym? // Ilner I.T.
Philosophia Natalis. V30parmble TICVIXOTIOrO-TIEHATO-
rudeckue TpyAsl / ore. pem.-coct. T.I. lempuna. M. :
POCCIIZH, 20066. C. 311—365.

Inem I'I. Ouepk pasBUTHS PYCcCKOM PUITOCODUNL
II. Marepuansr / pexoncrpykuws T.I. Iegpumoit. M. :
POCCII3H, 2009.

IInem I.I. [Per..] Zu Kants Gedéchtnis. Zwolf Fest-
gaben zu seinem 100-jahrigen Todestage. Berlin, 1904 //
et I I ®urocodckast KPUTMKA: OT3BIBBL, PeIeH3MM,
0030per / otB. pex.-coct. T.I. Illenpura. M. : POCCIISH,
2010. C. 52—61.

Hinem II. Victopus Kak 1poOileMa JIOIVIKIAL:
Kputudeckne wm MeTomosiornueckue — MccieqoBaHMs.
Y. 1: Marepnasisl / OTB. pef.-COCT., IIPEINCIL.,, KOMMEHT.,
apxeorp. pabota 1 pexkoHcrpykims T.I. legpuson. M. ;

CII6. : YuuBepcurerckas Kuura, 2014.

120

Anuchin, D.N,, 1900. Beglyy vzglyad na proshloye
antropologii i na yeye zadachi v Rossii [A Brief Look at
the History of Anthropology and Its Tasks in Russia].
Russkiy antropologicheskiy zhurnal [Russian Anthropologi-
cal Journal], 1, pp. 25-42. (In Rus.)

Avtonomova, N.S, 1994. Michel Foucault and His
Book The Order of Things. In: M. Foucault, 1994. Slova i
veshchi [The Order of Things]. Translated [into Russian]
by V.P. Vizgin and N.S. Avtonomova. St. Petersburg:
A-cad, pp. 7-37. (In Rus.)

Chesnov, Y.V, 2007. Telecnost’ cheloveka: filosofs-
ko-antropologicheskoe ponimanie [The Corporeality of Man:
Philosophical-Anthropological Understanding]. Moscow:
IPh RAS. (In Rus.)

Foucault, M., 2008. Introduction a I'Antropologie de
Kant. In: E. Kant, 2008. Antropologie d"un point de vue prag-
matique. Paris: Librairie Philosophique, J. Vrin, pp. 11-79.

German Embassy, 1924. Letter to G. G. Shpet from
the German Embassy with an Invitation to Kénigsberg
to Participate in the Celebration of the 200" Anniversa-
ry of the Birth of I. Kant. 1924. Manuscript Department of
the Russian State Library. E. 718. Box 25. Unit 11.

Kant, 1., 2007. Anthropology from a Pragmatic Point of
View. Translated by R. B. Louden. In: I. Kant, 2007. An-
thropology, History, and Education. Edited by G. Zoller
and R.B. Louden. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, pp. 227-429.

Kithnemann, E., 1904. Herder und Kant. In: Zu
Kants Gedachtniss. Zwolf Festgaben zu seinem 100-jahrigen
Todestage. Berlin: Reuther & Reichard, 1904, pp. 246-260.

Kithnemann, E., 1924. Kant und Herder. In: Die Fei-
er des 200 Geburtstags Immanuel Kants in seiner Vaterstadt:
die Konigsberger Kant-Tage 19. bis 24. April 1924 nach den
Berichten der Konigsberger Hartungschen Zeitung. Konigs-
berg: Hartungsche Verlagsdruckerei, pp. 17-19.

Shchedrina, T.G., and Shchedrina, I. O, 2022. Im-
manuel Kant in the Historical Philosophy of Gustav
Shpet. Kantian Journal, 41(3), pp. 124-151. http://dx.doi.
org/10.5922/0207-6918-2022-3-5

Shpet, G.G., 2006. Introduction to Ethnic Psychol-
ogy. In: G.G. Shpet, 2006. Philosophia Natalis. Izbran-
nye psihologo-pedagogicheskie trudy [Philosophy of Natalis.
Selected Psychological and Pedagogical Works]. Edited by
T.G. Shchedrina. Moscow: ROSSPEN, pp. 417-500. (In
Rus.)

Shpet, G.G., 2009. Ocherk razvitija russkoj filosofii. II.
Materialy [Essay on the Development of Russian Philoso-
phy. II. Materials]. Reconstruction by T.G. Shchedrina.
Moscow: ROSSPEN. (In Rus.)



Hedpuna T.I., Hledpuna M.O. Vmmanymn Kanr
B ucropudeckort wiocopum Iycrasa Illmera //
Kanrosckmit coopamk. 2022. T. 41, Ne 3. C. 124—151. doi:
10.5922/0207-6918-2022-3-5.

Die Feier des 200 Geburtstags Immanuel Kants in sei-
ner Vaterstadt: die Konigsberger Kant-Tage 19. bis 24.
April 1924 nach den Berichten der Koénigsberger Har-
tungschen Zeitung. Konigsberg: Hartungsche Verlags-
druckerei, 1924.

Foucault M. Introduction a I’Anthropologie de Kant //
Kant E. Anthropologie du point de vue pragmatique. P. :
Librairie Philosophique, J. Vrin, 2008. P. 11-79.

Kiihnemann E. Herder und Kant // Zu Kants Gedicht-
nis: zwolf Festgaben zu seinem 100-jahrigen Todestage /
hrsg. von H. Vaihinger. Berlin : Reuther & Reichard, 1904.
S. 246 —260.

Kiihnemann E. Kant und Herder // Die Feier des 200
Geburtstags Immanuel Kants in seiner Vaterstadt: die
Konigsberger Kant-Tage 19. bis 24. April 1924 nach den
Berichten der Konigsberger Hartungschen Zeitung. Konigs-
berg : Hartungsche Verlagsdruckerei, 1924. S. 17—19.

OO0 aBTOpax

Tamvana Tennadvebna Illedpuna, noxtop dutocod-
CKVIX HayK, BEAYIIM HAyYHBIVI COTPYOHUK, VIHCTUTYT
dmnocodpun PAH, Mocksa, Poccmst.

E-mail: tannirra@mail.ru

bopuc Wcaebuu Ilpyxunun, HOKTOP UIIOCOPCKMX
HayK, [JIaBHBIVI HAay4HBIV COTPyAHUK, VIHCTUTYT 1
socodpum PAH, Mocksa, Poccnst.

E-mail: prubor@mail.ru

71 DuTUpOoBaHMSL:

Hleopuna T.T., Ipyxunun b. . BocxoxaeHne K «ecre-
CTBEHHOVI YeJIoBevHOCTI»: ViMmanywmi KaHT B dwto-
codpckont anTponostornu ['ycrasa Illnera // KanTos-
cxmvt coopHMK. 2024. T. 43, Ne 3. C. 104—121.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2024-3-6

© llenpuna T.T., [pyxuunn b. 1., 2024.

® NPEACTAB/IEHO 4719 BO3MOXHOW NYBJVKALIUK B OTKPLITOM AOCTY-
@ S ME B COOTBETCTBWM C YCNOBUAMWU NULEEH3UN CREATIVE COMMONS
BY ATTRIBUTION (CC BY) (HTTP://CREATIVECOMMONS.ORG/LICENSES/BY/4.0/)

T. G. Shchedrina, B. I. Pruzhinin

Shpet, G. G., 2010. [Book Review] Zu Kants Gedacht-
nis. Zwolf Festgaben zu seinem 100-jdhrigen Todesta-
ge. Berlin, 1904. In: G. G. Shpet, 2010. Filosofskaja kritika:
otzyvy, recenzii, obzory [Philosophical Criticism: Comments,
Reviews, Summaries]. Edited and comp. by T.G. Shche-
drina. Moscow: ROSSPEN, pp. 52-61. (In Rus.)

Shpet, G.G., 2014. Istorija kak problema logiki: Kriti-
cheskie i metodologicheskie issledovanija. Chast’ perva-
ja. Materialy [History as a Problem of Logic: Critical and
Methodological Studies. Part One: Materials]. Edited and
commented by T. G. Shchedrina. Moscow & St. Peters-
burg: Universitetskaja kniga. (In Rus.)

Shpet, G., 2019a. Wisdom or Reason? In: G. Shpet,
2019. Hermeneutics and Its Problems. With Selected Essays
in Phenomenology. Edited and translated by T. Nemeth.
Cham: Springer, pp. 212-265.

Shpet, G., 2019b. Philosophy and History. In:
G. Shpet, 2019. Hermeneutics and Its Problems. With Se-
lected Essays in Phenomenology. Edited and translated by
T. Nemeth. Cham: Springer, pp. 269-277.

Translated from the Russian by Evgeni N. Filippov

The authors

Prof. Dr Tatiana G. Shchedrina, Leading Research Fel-
low, Institute of Philosophy, Russian Academy of Sci-
ences, Moscow, Russia.

E-mail: tannirra@mail.ru

Prof. Dr Boris I. Pruzhinin, Main Research Fellow, In-
stitute of Philosophy, Russian Academy of Sciences,
Moscow, Russia.

E-mail: prubor@mail.ru

To cite this article:

Shchedrina, T.G., Pruzhinin, B.I, 2024. Ascent to
“Natural Humanness”: Immanuel Kant in the Philo-
sophical Anthropology of Gustav Shpet. Kantian Jour-
nal, 43(3), pp- 104-121.
http://dx.doi.org/10.5922/0207-6918-2024-3-6

© Shchedrina T. G., Pruzhinin B. L, 2024.

\ ® SUBMITTED FORPOSSIBLE OPEN ACCESS PUBLICATION UNDER THE TERMS
@ / AND CONDITIONS OF THE CREATIVE COMMONS ATTRIBUTION (CC BY)
BY LICENSE (HTTP://CREATIVECOMMONS.ORG/LICENSES/BY/4.0/)

121



Hayunoe usdanue

KAHTOBCKUW CBOPHUK
KANTIAN JOURNAL

2024
Vol 43
No 3

ITepesop, ¢ pyc. Ha anmi1. E.H. Quiunnob
Penaxrop [I.A. Masebanas
Bemmryckarormuit pemaxtop M.0. emenmuvel
KomrbrorepHast Bepctka A.B. Mbanob

Translated from Russian by E.N. Filippov
Copy-edited by D.A. Malevanaya
Publishing editor I.O. Dementev

Layout by A. V. Ivanov

TTomrmmcano B meuats 11.12.2024 1.
®opwmat 84x108/, . Yo meu. 1. 12,8
Tupax 50 sk3. 3axas 104

Sent to the printers on December 11, 2024
Size 84x108'/,.. 12,8 sheets
50 copies. Order 104

MsnaresiberBo barurickoro defepasisHoro yHupepcuTera M. V. KanTa
236041, r. Kayimamarpap, yiu. A. Hesckoro, 14

Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University Press
14 A. Nevskogo st., Kaliningrad, 236041, Russia



