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CTATBHU

KAHT 1 METAQUAOCOON!I

VK 101(091)

BBEOEHWVE B PA3IEJI
«KAHT 1 META®UIIOCODWV SI»

M.P. JTeBun’

B nacmosawjee Bpema pacmem unmepec kak k Kau-
moBckotl KoHyenyuu usocopuu, max u k cobpemen-
HOU Memacgpusocopuu,, NOHUMAEMOLL Kax ¢pusocogpckoe
uccaedobarue ¢pusrocogpuu, ee yeaeil, 3a0ay, o0sex1mob,
cmpykmypol, npakmuxu u memodob. Kanm ue Brocus
6xnada 6 memacgpusocogputo kax coBpemerHy0 OUCyu-
NAUHY, HO €20 AHAAU3 11020, 41O makoe ¢puiocodus u
Kak oA 00/XHA OCYU,eCBAAMbCS, MOKe 0bimb 01mox-
Oecmbaen c 00uUMY MeMAMU U NpobaeMamu, cocmabas-
rouwumu uccaedoBamensckoe nose memagpusococpuu. He-
Komopbie u3 acnexmob konyenyuu gpusrocogpuu Karnma u
ee Memacgpu.s0cogpckoe 3Hauerue AAAMCA npeoMemamu
coBpemerHbIX OUCKYCCUTI — MAKCOHOMUS (husocodpui,
COOMmHOUleH e IMNUPUUECKOT U HeAMNUPULECKOLl ¢hu0-
cocpuu, coomuouienue puiocopuu u ucmopuu gpuaoco-
huu, KoHyenmyarvHoLil anaius, 0edykmubHoe paccyxoe-
Hue, ghusocogpckue pasHoAACUSL.

KaroueBuie croBa: Kanm, memagpurocogpus, gpuio-
copus ¢pusocogpuu, onpedesenue gpurocogpuu, Oucyu-
nAuna, 0baacmo uccae006anus, KOHUeNmyasvHolll aHa-
AU3, Ucmopus gpusocogpuu

«MeTtaduiiocodusi» 1Mo MeHbIIEN Mepe C
1960-x rr., mocsle ee mHepBOro yHOMMHaHWSA KaH-
tnaneM K.JI Penmaromsmom  (Reinhold, 1803,
S. 28), — aro0 HasBaHWMe ucciedobamensckoli 004a-
cmu v Oucyunauxs B paMkax dprstocodpun. Ee anb-
TepHaTVBHOe Ha3BaHMe — «dwtocodmsi drioco-
dum» (Raatzsch, 2014). ITonoOHO ToMy Kak HaTyp-
dwtocodpus, durtocodpns Mopanu, dutocoduis

! Barrrmiickui deepasibHbIV yHVBepcuTeT M. V1. Kanra.
Poccms, 236041, Kanuuaunarpan, yii. A. Hesckoro, 1. 14.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 11.07.2023 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2023-3-1

ARTICLES

KANT AND METAPHILOSOPHY

INTRODUCTION TO ‘KANT
AND METAPHILOSOPHY’

M. Lewin'

There is a growing interest in both Kant’s concep-
tion of philosophy and contemporary metaphilosophy,
understood as philosophical inquiry into philosophy, its
aims, purpose, subjects, structure, practice and meth-
ods. Kant has not contributed to metaphilosophy qua
contemporary discipline, but his direct analyses of what
philosophy is and how it is to be done can be identi-
fied with general subjects and problems constituting
the research field of metaphilosophy. Several aspects of
Kant’s conception of philosophy and its metaphilosoph-
ical value are the subject of current debates, such as the
taxonomy of philosophy, relation between empirical and
non-empirical philosophy, relation between philosophy
and its history, conceptual analysis, deductive reason-
ing and philosophical disagreement.

Keywords: Kant, metaphilosophy, philosophy of
philosophy, definition of philosophy, discipline, research
field, conceptual analysis, history of philosophy

‘Metaphilosophy” is at least since the
1960s — after its first mention by the Kantian
K.L. Reinhold (1803, p. 28) — a name of a re-
search field and discipline within philosophy.
Alternative names are ‘philosophy of philos-
ophy’ and ‘Philosophiephilosophie’ (Raatzsch,
2014). Just as the philosophy of nature, moral
philosophy, philosophy of science etc. have

! Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University.

14 Aleksandra Nevskogo st., Kaliningrad, 236041, Russia.
Received: 11.07.2023.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2023-3-1
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M.P. JleBun

HayKM U T.JI. IMelOT COOCTBEeHHBIe OrpaHNYeHHbIe
olrtacTu mccitenoBaHms, dpvtocodmst dprtocodpmn
doxycupyeTcst Ha TaKyx BoIIpocax, Kak «4To Takoe
dmrocodms?», «KakoBbI OOBEKTHI, BOIIPOCHL 1 Me-
Toabl prtocodpum?», «Kak csazaHa dprtocodmst ¢
vicropuent prutocodun?», «Kak Hy>KHO OTHOCUTBCS
K PasHOOOPas3Io 1 pasHOIIACKISIM B (PrII0comn?»,
«Kax sryurtie saHmMMaTbest pviocodpuent?», «EcTs
rporpecc B dprutocodmin?», «Kaxoso Oymytiee -
socopumn?» u T.1a. OcBoeHMe WCCIIeIOBaTeIbCKO-
ro 1osis MeTadmsiocodun TpedyeT orrperiesieHHON
«IVCUUIUIVHBD>. Bo-TiepBbIX, He clemyeT WM3JINII-
He pacT4rvMBaTh IIOHSTYE MeTadriiocodpunt — OHa
He SBJISeTCs «CYHepOVCIMUIUIVNHON», a OrpaHNYM-
BaeTcs YIIOMAHYTBIMU ¥ ITOAOOHBIMY M BOIIpOCa-
MU ¥ AVICKY PCHBIMY KOHCTPYKIIMAMW. Bo-BTOpBIX,
IS VICCJIEOBAHVS V1 TQJTBHEVIIIIETO Pa3BUTIS CBO-
eVt KoHIlenmm dpvtocodprm Heobxommma Criocoo-
HOCTB (paayKasIbHO) IOBeprarb COMHEHWIO CO0-
CTBeHHBle (puryIocodpcKme IIPeariochUIKM. B-Tpe-
TBIX, MeTadumsiocodusd IepecTaeT CyIeCcTBOBaTh
KaK JIVICIIVIUIVHA, KOTTIa Of[Ha 13 AVICKY TUPYIOIIVIX
CTOPOH IIpeTeH/IyeT Ha eMHCTBEHHYI0 POpMy Me-
Tadpyiocodny, UTHOPUPYS ajIbTepHaTUBHBIE TOY-
K1 3peHMs. YdacTvie B MeTadpvJIOCOPCKMX [IViC-
Kyccusix TpeOyeT coOsofeHms MPVHINUIIOB YHU-
BepCaIbHOCTV VI MHKITIO3MBHOCTM, TO €CThb IIOIbI-
TOK BBIpaOOTaTh OOIIe3HaUMMOe ITOHMMaHVe u-
nocodvm Oe3 HelmpaBOMepPHOro VCKJIoueHMs du-
710cOPCKVIX areHTOB, HAIIPABJIEHNVI, TPAAUIIAT V1
npenMeTHBIX obracrent (Lewin, 2023, S. 73 —86).
IlocienHre ABa IyHKTa, Ka3aoch Obl, pacxo-
a4Tcsd ¢ BbicKasbiBaHMeM KaHta: «YTBepxkieHue,
4TOo [0 NOsiBIeHNsl KpUTUdeckon dumitocodpunt He
CYILIeCTBOBaJIO HUKAKOM (pryiocodpmmi, 3ByUnT BbI-
COKOMEpPHO, CeOsIIo0MBO M YHUYVDKUTEIIBHO IS
TeX, KTO He OTKa3aJICs ellle OT CBOVIX CTapBIX CU-
CTeM. ..HO TaK KaK C OObeKTVBHOVI TOUKM 3peHMs
MOXKET CYIIIeCTBOBaTh TOJIBKO OIIVIH YeJIOBeYeCKMI
pasyM, To He MOXeT CYIIIeCTBOBaTh ¥ MHOIMX (pu-
socodpuit..» (AA 06, S. 206—207; Kanr, 1994, c. 227).
Ero orset Ha MeTadmiocodpckum sorpoc «Cyiiie-
CTBYeT JIV TOJIBKO OfHa MJIVI MHOTO dvstocopmin?»

their own limited fields of research, the philos-
ophy of philosophy focuses on such questions
as: ‘What is philosophy?’; “What are the sub-
jects, questions, and methods of philosophy?’;
‘What is the relation between philosophy and
its history?’; ‘How should we deal with philo-
sophical diversity and disagreement?’; “How
can we do philosophy better?’; ‘Is there pro-
gress in philosophy?’; “What is the future of
philosophy?” etc. The exploration of the meta-
philosophical research field demands a certain
‘discipline” from the explorers. Firstly, meta-
philosophers should not unnecessarily stretch
the conception of metaphilosophy — meta-
philosophy is not a ‘superdiscipline’, it is lim-
ited to the mentioned and similar questions
and discourse formations. Secondly, an ability
to (radically) question one’s own philosophi-
cal background is required in order to examine
and further develop one’s picture of philoso-
phy. Thirdly, metaphilosophy ceases to exist
as a discipline, if one of the debating parties
claims metaphilosophy for itself and ignores
alternative views. Participating in metaphilo-
sophical debates requires alignment to both
universality and inclusivity, i.e. it attempts to
develop a generally valid understanding of
philosophy without unrighteous exclusion of
philosophical agents, directions, traditions and
subject areas (see Lewin, 2023, pp. 73-86).

The last two points seem to be at odds with
Kant’s statement: “It sounds arrogant, conceit-
ed, and belittling of those who have not yet
renounced their old system to assert that be-
fore the coming of the critical philosophy there
was as yet no philosophy at all. [...] Yet since,
considered objectively, there can be only one
human reason, there cannot be many philos-
ophies [...]” (MS, AA 06, pp. 206-207; Kant,
1996, p. 366). His answer to the metaphilosoph-
ical question, “Is there only one or many phi-

8



IIpeJITioiaraeT, YTO 4eJIOBeUeCcKMUI pasyM — 3TO
asibdpa 1 oMmera prstocodn, ee BBICIINI MHCTPY-
MeHT 11 00beKT (Lewin, 2021, p. 304—306). OnHaxo
peasibHOe MHOroo0Opasme rIocodpckmx IIpoek-
TOB C pa3/IMYHBIMIU TeMaTUYeCKUMIU OpVieHTalV-
AMU ¥ MOHMMAaHMeM pa3yMa ¥ pallViOHaJIbHOCTHU
He MOXeT OBITh BIVCAHO B 3Ty KOHKPETHYIO Kap-
THHY duaocodpun. B xadecTBe ajibTepHATUBHON
TOUKM 3peHVs MOXXHO ObLIO Obl yTBep)KIaTh Hepe-
AyLIUPYeMOCTh MHOXeCTBeHHOCTM dustocodmi,
HO KaHT, moxoxe, He cTaJI Bcepbe3 paccCMaTpuBaTh
U pa3BMBaTh TPETUV BapyaHT: CyIIeCTBYeT TOJIb-
KO ofiHa drytocodnsl, a BHYTPY Hee — MHOXKeCTBO
Pa3sHOOOPa3sHBIX CUMHXPOHHO COCYIIECTBYIOIINX,
KOH(JIMKTYIOMINX, KOHKYPUPYIOIIVX ¥ B3aVIMO-
JOTIOTHSIIONIVIX TPaaVIIVIVI, HallpaBJIEHU, IIIKOJI
Y IBVIXKEHUTA.

C TOuKM 3peHMsl COBpeMeHHOV MeTadusioco-
dum Bce TpM BapmaHTa SBIISIOTCS IOMYCTVMBIM
JIoTIOJIHeHVieM K MeTadmyIocodpCcKOMy JIUCKYPCY.
OpHaxko KaHTOBCKMII OTBET Kak Obl OTpuIlaeT 3Ty
KOHIIEITNIO, VIV, BbIpaXkasich TOUHee, He IIpesl-
ycMmarpuBaeT ee. TepmuH «veTadpmtocodms» TeM
He MeHee aHaAXPOHMYECK! IIPUMEHUM K OIpeje-
JleHHBIM YacTaM dpwtocodpmm Kanra — x TeM ya-
CTSIM, KOTOpBIe MOT'YT OBITh MIEHTUPUIIMPOBAHbI
COBpeMeHHBIMI MeTadmyiocodpaMyt KaK IIPUBHO-
csIIvie BKJIAZ B Hallle o0lIllee MOHMMaHVe WIIo-
codmn. KaHT He BHec BKJIafia B MeTapvyI0copuIo
KaK AVCIIUIUIVMHY, HO BHEC ero B VCCilefloBaTelIb-
cKoe 11071e MeTadpryIocopmm — 1 TOJIIBKO OT Hac 3a-
BVICUT, XOTVIM JIVI MBI, YTOOBI €r0 MBICJIb VIMeJIa Ka-
KOe-JIN0O 3HaueHVe B COBPeMeHHBIX AVICKYCCUSX.
HericTBUTEIPHO, OIHOV 73 HBIHENTHMUX TEeHIeH-
LIV SIBJIsSIeTCA VICTOpU3aliyis MeTapriocopum my-
TeM M3ydeHus1, HarmpuMep, Metadpniocodumn lere-
n4 (The Relevance..., 2022; Theunissen, 2014) v
Humrre (Nietzsche’s Metaphilosophy..., 2019). A6-
CYPOHO yTBepXKaaTh, 4To driocodsl g0 1960-x rr.
He PasMBIIUIUIN 0 PrItocodmm 1 UTO X KOHIIell-
LIV HeJIb3sl CUMUTATh PallViOHaJIBHO JIOCTYITHBIMU
Y HOTeHIMaJIBHO XOPOIIVMMM MJIV JTaKe JIy4Ilu-
MM BapyaHTaMy OHMMaHMs Prytocopmm.

M. Lewin

losophies?” presupposes that human reason is
the alpha and omega of philosophy, both its
ultimate tool and subject (see Lewin, 2021a,
pp.- 304-306). Yet the actual diversity of philo-
sophical projects with different topical focuses
and understandings of reason and rationality
cannot be subsumed under this particular pic-
ture of philosophy. One could argue for the ir-
reducibility of the plurality of philosophies as
the alternative view, but Kant seems not to se-
riously discuss and elaborate on the third op-
tion: there is only one philosophy, but many
diverse synchronically co-existing, conflicting,
competing, and complementary traditions, di-
rections, schools and movements within it.
From the outlined perspective of contem-
porary metaphilosophy, all three options are
valid contributions to the metaphilosophical
discourse. Yet the Kantian answer seems to
negate this conception, or, formulated more
accurately, to not have it available. The term
‘metaphilosophy’ is nevertheless anachronis-
tically applicable to specific parts of Kant's
philosophy: to those parts that can be iden-
tified by contemporary metaphilosophers as
adding a value to our general understand-
ing of philosophy. Kant did not contribute to
metaphilosophy qua discipline, but he did con-
tribute to metaphilosophy’s research field —
and it is up to us to decide whether we want to
make his thought-playing any part in contem-
porary discussions. Indeed, one current trend
is toward historisation of metaphilosophy
by exploration of e.g. Hegel’s (Illetterati and
Miolli, 2022; Theunissen, 2014) or Nietzsche’s
(Loeb and Meyer, 2019) metaphilosophy. It is
absurd to claim that philosophers did not think
about philosophy before the 1960s and that
their conceptions cannot be considered ration-
ally available and potentially good or even:
better options to understand philosophy.



M.P. JleBun

SApibIk «MeTadmTocodmsi», Kak ¥ JII000M Apy-
TOVI SIPJIBIK, MOXKET OBITh HEITPaBVIIBHO VICIIOIB30-
BaH 1 HEIIPaBWIBHO MOHAT. Harpyumep, Korza oH
VICTIOJIB3YeTCsI JIUIITh B KadecTBe IIpUBJIeKaloIero
BHUMaHMe HeoJIOrM3Ma, He OTpPa’kalollero ajek-
BaTHO coflep>kaHMe TeKCTa, IV KOrfia JpeBHerpe-
JecKoe CJIOBO 1meta TIOHMMaeTcs KaK «Hajl», UTO He
COOTBETCTBYeT HI YIIOTPeOJIeHIIO TepMITHA «MeTa-
dwtocodpmsa» Ha IIpoTsKeHMUM ocsteqHmx 50 JieT,
HI MHor006pa3VHo 3HAUYEeHUW CJIOBa mieta, TaKmx
KaK «MeXITy», «C», «r1ociie» (Lewin, 2023, S. 1-9), B
TO BpeMsI KaK ydeHble 4acTo Mo pa3yMeBaoT IIpo-
CTO 3HaueHMe «0». BelpakeHne «meTadmzocodris»
KOPPEKTHO MCIIOIb30BaTh, €CJIV OHO YKasbIBaeT Ha
KaKoe-I100 OTHOIIIeHVie K 0003HaueHHOV 00J1acTm
viccieioBaHMs /v guciuiuiviHe. Takve dop-
MyJIMPOBKM, Kak «MeTadmiocodpus Kanra» v
«KanT 1 Meradwiocodpuia», JalOT MOHATH MHTep-
IIPeTaTopy, YTO aHaJIM3 ¥ OOCY)KIeHVe KOHIIeII-
unn dusocodpun Kanra mpussaHbl cpoKycmpo-
BaThCsd Ha OJJHOM OYeHb CHeldIuecKkoM acIieKTe
ero ¢gpmtocodnnt, OHM MOTYT BBIVITU 3a PaMKM y3-
KVIX VICTOPUYECKMX U 3K3eTeTUYeCKMX JUCKYCCUT
VI B TOVI VIV IHOM (POpMe COIIPUKOCHYTBCS C CO-
BpeMeHHOV MeTadniocodpckort Mbiciipio. Harrpo-
TVB, B COOpHMKe MaTepmasiop OmVHHAIIIATOrO
MexxayHaporHoro KaHToBckoro koHrpecca «KaHt
n dutocodprsi B KOCMOIIOIIUTIYECKOM CMBICIIE»
(Kant und die Philosophie..., 2013), cocTosBiire-
rocst B ITuse B 2010 1, roe wacTaHO 00CyXaIach
KoHIermsa dpwiocodpum Kanrta, TepMuH «MeTa-
dutocodrs» ObUT YIOMSHYT TOJIBKO OVH pas.
MHoroe 3aBUCUT OT BBIOOpa 3BPUCTITYECKOTO TIOI-
x0fla K KaHTOBCKOVI KOHIlenmu dprtocodmn, HO
MeTadwiocodpckasd ¥ VCTOPUKO-IK3ereTmdecKast
IepCHeKTUBBI CKopee IOMOJIHSAIOT, YeM MCKJIIoYa-
10T ApyT Apyra. OgHaKo Ipy CTPOro KOHCepBaTVB-
HOM B3IVIg/le Ha KoHIleniuo dpwiocodpun Kanra
VIV Ha ero pustocoduio B 1iesioM IpuzieTcs 0o-
POTBCS ¢ BBICKa3bIBaHMSIMM caMoro KaHTa o cooT-
HomleHUM dusocodpun M uctopum priocopun
B KOHIIe nepBont «Kputnkm», B «3aMeTKax O IIpo-
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The label “metaphilosophy’ can be mis-
used and misunderstood just as any other la-
bel. For example, when it is used simply as an
attention-seeking neologism that does not ad-
equately reflect the content of a text or when
the Ancient Greek word ‘meta’ is under-
stood as ‘over’, which neither does justice to
the use of the term “metaphilosophy’ for over
the last 50 years nor to the variety of mean-
ings of ‘meta’, such as ‘between’, ‘with’, and
‘after’ (see Lewin, 2023, pp. 1-9), while schol-
ars often simply intend ‘about’. The expres-
sion ‘metaphilosophy’ is used correctly, if it is
to indicate any kind of relation to the outlined
research field and/or discipline. Such formu-
lations as ‘Kant’s metaphilosophy” or ‘Kant
and metaphilosophy” let the interpreter know
that the analysis and discussion of Kant’s con-
ception of philosophy is meant to focus on one
very specific aspect of his philosophy; they
have the potential to step outside the narrow
historical and exegetical debates and get in
touch in some form with contemporary meta-
philosophical thought. By contrast, only one
contributor to the proceedings of the Elev-
enth International Kant Congress held in Pisa
in 2010 that partially discuss Kant’s concept of
philosophy — entitled Kant and Philosophy in
a Cosmopolitan Sense (cf. Bacin, et al., 2013) —
mentions the term ‘metaphilosophy’ once.
Much depends on the choice of heuristic per-
spective on Kant’s conception of philosophy,
but metaphilosophical and historical-exeget-
ical perspectives are rather complementary
than mutually exclusive. However, a rigorous-
ly conservative view of Kant’s conception of
philosophy or his philosophy in general will
have to struggle with Kant’s own words on
the relation between philosophy and its his-



rpecce B MeTaVI3MKe» V1 JIEKIIVSIX 10 JIOTVIKE. XOTs
9K3ere3a pabor KaHTa ecTb «OOBEKTVBHO... ITO-
3HaHMe pa3yMa, Bce e CyObeKTMBHO OH[a] Tomb-
KO MCTOpIUecKoe Io3HaHMe» (A 836 / B 864; Kanr,
2006, c. 1047): «OcHOBaHHBIE Ha pa3yMe IIO3HAHS,
MMeloIIVie OOBeKTVBHBIN XapaKTep (T.e. MOTyIIye
IIepBOHAYaJIbHO BOSHUKHYTH TOJIBKO 13 COOCTBEH-
HOTO pasyMa 4YeJIOBeKa), JIMIIIb B TOM CJIydJae Mo-
I'yT Ha3bIBaTbCA STVM IMEeHeM TaKXKe C CyObeKTIB-
HOVI CTOPOHBI, €CJIVI OHV TIOYePIIHYTHI 3 BCeoO-
VX VICTOYHMKOB PasyMa, a IMEHHO U3 IIPVHIIV-
II0B, OTKYJla MOXXeT BO3HMKHYTh TaKXe KPUTMKa
U Jaxe oTpullaHMe M3ydaemoro» (A 836—837 /
B 864—865; KanT, 2006, c. 1047—1049).

3aHsaTre dprtocoduer — «OCHOBaHHOe Ha pas-
yMe Io3HaHVe... 13 TIoHSTum» (A 837 / B 865; KaHr,
2006, c. 1049) — g KanTta He cBOOUTCS K aHAJIN3Y
TOrO, YTO OH VIMeJI B BUY TIOI TeMU VIV MHBIMU
MIOHSATUSAMY B 3TOV VIV APYIVIX IUTaTaX, XOTs Ta-
Kasi OOBEKTMBHO pallVioHaJIbHasl, HO CyObeKTUBHO
UCTOpIrYecKasi paboTa, Oe3ycsI0BHO, BakHa /15 [10-
CTVDKEHMS OIlpeie/IeHHBIX K3ereTUYecKnX 1 Te-
opeTmdeckmx 1esiert. Priocodsl MOryT o0ydaTh-
Cs1 VI VICIIBITBIBATh BIIVISTHVIE VICTOPVYECKOro ITO3Ha-
HUA Pritocodpckmx MMpom3BeIeHmiI, HO 3aHsTHe
durocodpuert B HOIKHOM (0OBEKTMBHO- 1 CyOB-
eKTVBHO-PaIVIOHAIBHOM) CMEBIC/Ie TpeOyeT Haiib-
HEeVIIIIEro HOCTVDKEHMSI IIO3HaBaTeIbHOV aBTOHO-
mum. HekoTopble coBpeMeHHBIe VICCIIeOBATEIV,
Harpumep Periep (Rescher, 2014, p. 98—110; 2021,
p- 5—7) n Yuneamcon (Williamson, 2018, p. 98—
110), marorre cxoXxme OTBeTHI Ha MeTadvtocod-
ckum Borpoc «Kak cBsizaHbl (prytocodvist M MICTO-
pust pustocoprn?», B 5TOM OTHOLIEHMY OKasbIBa-
10Tcs Ovike kK KaHTy, ueM panykaibHO MCTOpide-
CKV OPMEHTVPOBAaHHbBIE KAHTOBCKVIE SK3€TeThI.

Yemy coBpemeHHBIe MeTapMII0COPBI MOT'Y T Ha-
yuntbea y KaHTa 11 1ioueMy 1M cilefTyeT OBJIafleTh
«VICTOPUYeCKMM II03HaHMeM» KaHTOBCKOW KOH-
nenyy dputocopnn? YToObl OTBETUTH Ha 3TN
BOITPOCHI, HEOOXOVIMO IIpeX[Ie BCEro CIIPOCUTH
ce0s1, uTO Takoe MeTadprstocod kit BKita. 1o mmo-

M. Lewin

tory at the end of the first Critique, in Jottings
for the Progress of Metaphysics and lectures on
logic. Although the exegesis of Kant’s work is
“objectively [...] certainly a rational cognition,
subjectively it is still merely historical” (KrV,
A 836 / B 864; Kant, 1998, p. 693): “Rational
cognitions that are objectively so (i.e., could
have arisen originally only out of the reason
of human beings themselves), may also bear
this name subjectively only if they have been
drawn out of the universal sources of reason,
from which critique, indeed even the rejection
of what has been learned, can also arise, i.e.,
from principles” (KrV, A 836-837 / B 864-865;
Kant, 1998, p. 693).

Doing philosophy — doing “rational cogni-
tion [...] from concepts” (KrV, A 837 / B 865;
Kant, 1998, p. 693) —, for Kant, does not
amount to analysis of what Kant has meant by
the not readily clear concepts in these or other
quotations, although this objectively rational
but subjectively historical work is unquestion-
ably important in order to meet certain higher
exegetical and theoretical ends. Philosophers
can be trained and influenced by histori-
cal cognition of philosophical works, but do-
ing philosophy in the proper (objectively and
subjectively rational) sense requires further
reaching cognitive autonomy. Some contempo-
rary scholars, e.g. Rescher (2021, pp. 5-7; 2014,
pp- 98-110) and Williamson (2018, pp. 98-110),
who give similar answers to the metaphilo-
sophical question, “How are philosophy and
the history of philosophy related?”, seem in
this regard to be closer to Kant than radically
historically oriented Kant exegetes.

What can contemporary metaphilosophers
learn from Kant and why should they acquire
‘historical cognition” of Kant’s conception of

11
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HSTHBIM IIPMYVHAM BapMaHT «3TO TO, YTO aBTOP
caM cumTaeT MeTadprI0cOPCKMM BKJIaZIOM» B CITY-
yae ¢ Kantom He momxomut. HeoOxommm memap-
KaIlMOHHBIVI KPUTEPU, ITO3BOJIAIOIINTY OIIpere-
JINTB, Kakue Teopun KaHTa MOXXHO cuMTaTh MeTa-
drtocodpckmmm. Kax s yxe yTBepkaa B ApyTux
paboTax, Teopus sBisieTcs MeTadmI0COPCKO B
TOM CJIy4ae, eCJIM OHa SKCIIIVIIUTHO VIJIV IMILIV-
LIUTHO, HO OYeHb SIBHO, TOBOPUT O drstocodmm,
Torma Kak ¢puitocodckme Teopum B Oostee mim-
POKOM CMBICTIE MOTYT OBITH IIOCBSAIIEHBI JIIO0OV
npyron dwiocodckont mpobreme (Lewin, 2021,
p- 294—296; 2023, p. 79—80). Ecyint He gentaTh 3TOrO
pasiams, To Jrobast prtocodpckas Teopus Oyer
OTHOBPEeMEHHO ¥ MeTapvII0COPCKOVI, TIOCKOIIBKY
BCe, UTO JieslaeT pumstocod, Ooree it MeHee M-
IUIUIIUTHO O pryiocopmm — OHO OTpakaeT oIpe-
nejleHHYyI0 duiocodcekyro Kaptuny u ¢on. Ilo-
3TOMY JIydllle BCero HauMHATh (@ MOXeT OBbITh, 1
3aKaH4YMBaTh) C OSKCIUIMIIUTHBIX BBICKA3bIBAHWI
VICTOPWYECKOV JIMYHOCTI O pvtocodpmm — u Ta-
KVIX BbICKa3bIBaHMI y KaHTa MOXXHO HavITV HeMa-
0. B pabore «Metadurocodus Kanra» s oobe-
OVHWII X B TO, uTOo KaHT Ha3bIBaeT «HecoBepIIIeH-
HBIM OITpezieJIeHVieM» IV «IKCIUIVKAIIVEV» IT0-
HATHS prstocodm:

Dwiocoduss  ecTb IMCKYPCHMBHOE —paliyo-
HaJIbHOe IT03HaHMe I0Cpe/IcTBOM MoHATui. OHa
npezicTaBiIsieT cobort Jmbo HecucTeMaTHU4YecKoe
paccyxaeHne, JmMOO CIOCOOHOCTb IOCTUTATh
pasJIMyHble I1eJIM, CTPeMICh K CUCTeMaTUIHOCTI
VI JIOTMYeCKOMY COBEepPIIeHCTBY mIocodCKo-
TO 3HaHWS, YIOPSIOYEeHHOTO B COOTBETCTBUN C
npuHIMamMn. CrcreMa TakuxX 3HaHUM 3aciTy-
JKMBaeT HasBaHMA prwiocodm, ecsmv OHa SBJIeT
cobort cTpemsleHMe K MYyApPOCTU, PYKOBOIVIMOE
BBICIIMM O71aroM (HPaBCTBEHHOCTD U COITYyTCTBY-
IOlTlee eVl cuacThe) KakK ee KOMIIacOM ¥ BOIIpoca-
MU, KOTOpBIe MHTepecyIoT Kaxoro. OHa cyiie-
cTByeT 1100 B popMe IOIJIMHHON HayKU pasy-
Ma (amcrast pwtocodust), mbo B popMe panu-
OHaJIBHOV HayKM (aMIIMpudeckas pmiocodsi).
XoTsT equMHCTBeHHAs! MCTMHHAS pritocodmst sB-
JISI€TCS JIUIITh aPXUTEKTOHMYECKOV Mjieen HayKu,
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philosophy? To answer these questions, one
should first ask oneself what a metaphilo-
sophical contribution is. For obvious rea-
sons, the option, “what an author considers a
metaphilosophical contribution” does not work
with Kant. A demarcation criterion is needed
to decide which theories in Kant can count as
metaphilosophical. As I have argued elsewhere,
a theory is metaphilosophical insofar as it is
explicitly, or in a very obvious way implicitly,
about philosophy, while philosophical theories
in the broader sense can be on any other philo-
sophical subject (see Lewin, 2021a, pp. 294-296;
2023, pp. 79-80). If one does not draw this dis-
tinction, any philosophical theory would at the
same time be a metaphilosophical, because any-
thing a philosopher does is more or less implic-
itly “about philosophy’ — it reflects a certain
philosophical picture and background. One
does best if one starts (and maybe even ends)
with a historical figure’s explicit statements
about philosophy — and one finds many of
such statements in Kant. In “Kant’s Metaphi-
losophy”, I have combined them to what Kant
calls “imperfect definition” or ‘exposition” of the
concept of philosophy:

Philosophy is discursive rational cognition
from concepts, and either a non-systematic
reasoning or a skill to reach different ends,
striving toward systematicity and logical
perfection of philosophical knowledge
ordered according to principles. A system
of such knowledge deserves the name of
philosophy if it is a pursuit of wisdom,
oriented by the highest good (morality and
corresponding happiness) and questions that
interest everyone. It has either the form of a
proper science of reason (pure philosophy) or
of a rational science (empirical philosophy).
Although the one true philosophy is a mere
architectonic idea of a science, which is



KOTOpasi HUTZle He JJaHa i1 concreto, KpUTMIeCKast
dmmocodms, cunTasgch MCTVHHOW, MOXeT OBITh
ee OJIVDKamIIMM 3KTUIIOM, TIOCKOJIBKY OHa Ipu-
3HaeT pa3yM aOCOJIIOTHBIM YCIJIOBVEM W ITpeliMe-
toM pwiocodpumn. Ee kpuTraeckmit aHaIms vme-
€T CBOVIM IHPOAYKTOM SICHYIO METOIOJIOTUIO W
dpwtocodmro dprmocodpum (Levin, 2021, p. 308).

Cy1iecTByeT elrle LeJIbIVI PsAZl TeM U «KOHIIETI-
TyaJIbHBIX 3HaKOB» (cM.: Ibid., p. 307, mpumeu. 110),
KOTOpBle He paccCMaTpMBAIOTCA B JAaHHOV 3KCIIO-
3ULMM SKCIUIMIMTHO. Hampumep, ynomsnyTas
BBIIlle ITpo0sleMa COOTHOIIeHUs duiocodpumt ¢
ucTopuen dwiocopun, a Takxke C yuUpexaeHns-
MU, IIpOCBeIlieHVeM ¥ ITIONyJISpHON riocodm-
eV, YWIN KaHTOBCKasi IporpaMMHasi KOHIIeIIIIVs
(TpaHClLIeHIeHTasIbHON)  Prtocoduys, KOTOPYIO
JaXke MOKHO CpaBHUTb C MeTOI0JIOT VeVl MCCIIeio-
BaTeJIbcKMx IporpaMm Jlakaroca (Jlesum, 2021).

[lepBrle ABe cTaTbM M3 YeTBIpeX, OOBEIVHEH-
HBIX 11071, 3arosioBKoM «KaHT 1 MeTadmstocodms»
B TeKyIieM HoMepe «KaHTOBCKOro cOOpHMKa», Io-
CBAIIIEHBI Cpa3y JBYM TeMaM, KOTOpble 4 3aTparu-
Basl B «Metadustocopun Kanra». Dpnecmo B. Tap-
cus B pabore «Hmcras m Heuwmcras dputocodpus
B Metadwiocodpmn Kanra» mpemiaraer nompo0d-
HBIVI aHa/IM3 KaHTOBCKOI'O pasrpaHMYeHUs «du-
CTOV» M «HEYWMCTOW» («IIPUKJIAJHOV», «3IMIIPU-
4ecKov») pustocodun 1 yTBepXKaaeT, UTO «Hedl-
cTas» pustocodust sABJIgETCS MHCTPYMeHTaIbHO
3Ha4YMMOVI ¥ He3aMeHVMOV YacTbio dprstocopum
Kanra. B nonemuke mexuy Tumomu Yusvsamcorom
u mHoul «KaHT 11 aHaIM3» paccMaTpyBaeTCs ITOHSI-
THe «KOHIIeNTYaJIbHOTO aHasI3a» KakK Hajjlexa-
mero dputocodpckoro Metora y Kanra u B 1iesiom
00cCy>KI1aeTcs VICTIOIb30BaHVIe SIPJIBIKOB B (PrI0Co-
dum, a TakKe B3I YIIIbSIMCOHA Ha (AHAJIUTH-
4ecKyro) pvtocodrio 1 aHaIm3.

Iaena Quxapa v Janusre Munxun pacimipgioT
IpeAIIecTByIolee pacCMOTpeHVe MeTadusIoco-
dvn KanTa B 1Byx oTHomeHusix. @ukapa B pado-
Te «TpaHClIeHIeHTaIbHAS IeMYyKIIMS KaTeropuii
Kak dprtocodckoe J10Ka3aTe/IbCTBO» aHaJIU3UpPYeT
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nowhere given in concreto, critical philosophy
can hold-to-be-true to be its closest ectype
as it has recognized reason as the absolute
condition and subject matter of philosophy.
Its critical analysis gives a clear methodology
and philosophy of philosophy (Lewin, 2021a,
p. 308).

There is a number of other topics and “con-
ceptual marks’ (see ibid., p. 307n110) that
are not explicitly covered by this exposition,
such as the above-mentioned problem of re-
lation of philosophy to its history, but also
to institutions, enlightenment, and popular
philosophy or Kant’s programmatic concep-
tion of (transcendental) philosophy, which
can even be compared with Lakatos” method-
ology of research programmes (see Lewin,
2021b).

The first two of the four papers bundled un-
der the title “Kant and Metaphilosophy” in the
current issue of the Kantian Journal take up on
two topics that I have brought up in “Kant’s
Metaphilosophy”. Ernesto V. Garcia, in “Pure
and Impure Philosophy in Kant’s Metaphi-
losophy”, offers a detailed analysis of Kant’s
distinction between ‘pure’ and ‘impure’ (‘ap-
plied’, ‘empirical’) philosophy and argues that
‘impure’ philosophy is instrumentally valu-
able and an indispensable part of Kant’s phi-
losophy. The debate between me and Timothy
Williamson, “Kant and Analysis”, picks up
on ‘conceptual analysis” as the proper philo-
sophical method in Kant and discusses, more
generally, the use of labels in philosophy and
Williamson's view of (analytic) philosophy and
analysis.

Elena Ficara and Daniel Minkin expand the
previous discussion of Kant’'s metaphilosophy
in two respects. Ficara, in “The Transcenden-
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KaHTOBCKYIO U TereJleBCKyI0 KOHIIEIIIWM TpPaHC-
LIeHIeHTaJIbHOM / CIIeKYJIATUBHOV IeAyKIMM KaK
dopMBI TOMIMHHO PVIIOCOPCKOTro paccy KIeHMs.
MwuHKMH B cTatbe «KaHT — CTOpOHHUMK MeTadu-
J10CO(PCKOro CKenTuIIM3Ma?» MccileyeT BOIIpoC O
TOM, sBJigeTcs v KaHT ckenTMKOM MO OTHOIIIe-
HUIO K pustocodnm Kak palyioHaJIbHOMY IIpefl-
IPUSATHIO.

®urypa Kanra in abstracto — ogHa 13 KpyI-
HeWIIMX U Hanbollee BIMATENIBHBIX B (prsioco-
. Ero obpas dpustocodnm 3acityxmBaeT U3y de-
HM KaK BecbMa IOYy4YMUTeJIbHBIV IIpUMep B UCTO-
pvn dpwtocodum. Yersipe cTaThy, IIpecTaBiIeH-
Hble B pasnere «KaHT 1 MeTadmitocodns», oKa-
3BIBAIOT i1 concreto, IoyeMy COBpeMeHHBIM MeTa-
dmtocodpam MoxkeT OBITH MHTEPeceH B3I Kan-
Ta Ha dviocodpmto. ITockonbky MeTadmiocodpms
SIBJISIETCSI HE TOJIBKO COBPEMEHHOVI OVICLIVITIIVHOV,
HO ¥ VICCIIeZIOBATeILCKON 00JIacThio, KAHTOBCKVIE
MeTadmI0copcKme BOIIPOCHI M MaTepuasibl Bce
elle «He MOKVMHYJIV VCCIIeIOBATeIbCKOTO IIOJI»:
Kak cjleflyeT Kjaccuduiyposarh duiocodpuro n
MOYKHO JIV pa3jIindaTh SMIVPUYECKYIO V1 HESMIIN-
prueckyto dpustocodpnio? SBrisieTcs v KOHLIETY-
aJIbHBIVI aHAJIN3 HaJIeXalliM MeTOIOM (prIoco-
v 1 Kak MBI aHaJIM3MpyeM MoHATUA? YTO Ta-
Koe ¢ustocodckoe mokasaTesrbcTBo? [louemy 3a-
HUMaTbcd dprstocodrent MMeeT CMBICIT, HECMOTPS
Ha pasHoIJIacysi BHYTpU Hee?

CpomMu MaTeprasiaMy Mbl HajleeMcsl TIOCOfIevt-
CTBOBATh HaJbHEVIINM wccaegoaHusM o Kan-
Te 1 MeTadmtocodmm. «KaHTOBcKMM COOpHMK»
OXMIaeT HOBBIX MaTepuaJioB, B KOTOPBIX KOHIIeII-
st prtocodpnn Kanra OymeT paccMaTpmBaThest
B MICTOPMYECKOVI, 9K3ereTNYeCKOV VI COBpPeMeHHO
MeTadvI10cOPCKOVI ITePCIIEKTBAX.

baaeodapnocmu. Moa paboma Had pasdesom
«Kanm u memagpusocodpus» u danrvim B6ederuem
Obiau no0deprxarsl U3 cpedcmb npoepammusl cmpa-
meeutecko20 akademuueckoeo Audepcmba «[Ipuopu-
mem 2030» 6 baamuiickom ¢pedepasvHom yHubepcu-
meme um. V. Kanma.
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tal Deduction of Categories as Philosophical
Proof”, analyses Kant’s and Hegel’s concepts of
transcendental /speculative deduction as forms
of a genuinely philosophical reasoning. Minkin,
in “Kant als metaphilosophischer Skeptizist?”,
explores the question of whether Kant consid-
ers scepticism with respect to philosophy as a
rational enterprise.

Considered in abstracto, Kant is one of the
major and most influential figures in philoso-
phy — his picture of philosophy is worth being
studied as a highly educative example from the
history of philosophy. The four contributions
to “Kant and Metaphilosophy” exemplify in
concreto, why contemporary metaphilosophers
may be interested in Kant’'s view of philoso-
phy. As metaphilosophy, besides being a con-
temporary discipline, is also a research field,
the Kantian metaphilosophical questions and
contributions are still ‘not off the field: How
should we taxonomise philosophy and can we
distinguish between empirical and non-em-
pirical philosophy? Is conceptual analysis the
proper method of philosophy and how does
one analyse concepts? What is a philosophical
proof? Why is doing philosophy legitimate in
spite of disagreement?

With our contributions, we hope to foster
further research on Kant and metaphilosophy.
The Kantian Journal welcomes further contribu-
tions that discuss Kant’s conception of philoso-
phy in historical, exegetical and contemporary
metaphilosophical perspectives.

Acknowledgements: My work on the section
‘Kant and Metaphilosophy’ and this introduction
was supported by the Russian Federal Academic
Leadership Programme Priority 2030 at the Imma-
nuel Kant Baltic Federal University.
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VOK 1(091):101.1

UNCTAS 1 HEUMCTA SI PUTIOCOD
B META®MJIOCOPNN KAHTA

9.B. I'apcua’

Memadpurocogpuss Kawma cocmoum us mpex ocHoB-
Hoix uacmeil: (1) cywpocmmuoeo npoexkma («Hmo makoe
usrocodpua?»); (2) memodosoeuneckoeo npoexma («Kak
MbL 3aHuMaeMcs ¢pusocogpuein?»); (3) makcoHomutecko-
20 npoexma («M3 kaxux uacmerl cocrmoum ¢pusocopus u
Kax oHu cBa3ansl Mexoy cobotl?»). [lannas cmamva nocbs-
ujena mpemvemy npoexkmy. B uacmmocmu, 6 neii uccredy-
emcs 00uH U3 Haubosee uHmpuyOuwux u 6 mo sxe Bpems
3a2a004HbLX acnexmob gusocogpuu Kanma: coommouienue
Mmexoy mem, umo Kawm umenyem ¢pusocogpuerl «uu-
cmoil», u ¢pusocopueil «NPUKAAOHOTL», «IMNUPUUHECKOTL»
uAl, KaK ee ewje NpuHAmMo Haszvilbams, «Heuucmon». (Kak
MbL YBUOUM, 044 pACCMOMPeHUs 311020 MPen1beeo Npoexima
HeobXx00uMo marksxe no0pobHo paccmompens 06a Opyeux.)
Mot naan cocmoum 6 caedyrowsem. Bo-nepbuix, s paccma-
mpubato uemvipe 0CHOBHbIE 004ACIU YUCTOT U HEUUCTOLL
husocogpui: (i) «uucmas A02uKa» u <npuKAAOHAs A0UK»;
(i1) «pAYUOHANLHAA NCUX0A0RUSA» U «IMNUPUHECKAS ICUXO0-
ao02usy; (i) «wucmas memagpusuka npupoosvl» U «pusu-
Ka»; (10) «4UCHAs MOPAAb», UAU «MemaQu3uKa Mopaiu»,
U «MOpANbHAA AHIMPONOAORUS», «NPAKMUUECKAs AHNIpPO-
N0A0US», UAU «NPUKAAOHAS MOPAAbHAS (PUAOCODUSL».
Mcxo0s u3 smoeo, 5 Boidessito uemvipe ka104eBbiX pasiuvus
MeX0Yy «HUCOU» U «Heuucmon» purocogpuer. Bo-6mo-
PbIX, A Kpumuiecku paccmampubaio demoipe pasiuHblx
npoumenus 63245006 Kanma na cmamyc «Heuucmou» gu-
Aocogpuu: (a) umo 3mo He nodAunHaA gusocogpus; (6) umo
31O NAOXAA UAU HENOAHOYeHHASA ghusocopus; (B8) umo 3mo
UHCTPYMEHMAALHAA YeHHOCTY; (2) UMo 31m0 Heo0X00UuMAas
wacmo gpusococpuu Kanma xax 6 meopemuueckom, max u 6
npaxmuueckom cmuicae. A ymbepsxoato, umo Kanm ayuuie
Bceeo unmepnpemupyemcs kax copoHHuk 63215006, yka-
sannvix 6 nynxmax (6) u (2) Bviue. B xonye s npedazato
HECKOALKO 3AKAIOUUTNEAbHBLX 3AMEHAHUTL.

KaroueBore caoBa: Kanm, memacpusocogpus, Heuu-
cmas. huA0copus, HUCHAs MOPALb, MOPAALHAS AHINPONO-
A02US, YUCMAA N02UKA, NPUKAAOHAS A02UKA, PAYUOHALb-
HAA NICUX0A02U S, IMNUPUHECKAS NCUX0A02USA, NPUKAAOHAS
amuxa

! YVuuBepcurer Maccauycerca B AMxepcre,

CIIIA, MA 01003-9274, Amxepcr, FOxxHBI Kosutemk, E305.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuto: 05.12.2022 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2023-3-2

PURE AND IMPURE PHILOSOPHY
IN KANT’S METAPHILOSOPHY

E.V. Garcia'

Kant’s metaphilosophy has three main parts: (1)
an essentialist project (“What is philosophy?”); (2) a
methodological project (“How do we do philosophy?”);
and (3) a taxonomic project (“What are the different
parts of philosophy, and how are they related?”). This
paper focuses on the third project. In particular, it ex-
plores one of the most intriguing yet puzzling aspects
of Kant’s philosophy, viz. the relationship between what
Kant calls ‘pure’ philosophy vs. ‘applied’, ‘empirical” or
what we can broadly refer to as ‘impure’ philosophy.
(As we shall see, in order to be able to address this third
project, we shall also need to examine the other two
projects in detail.) My plan is as follows. First, I dis-
cuss four main areas of pure vs. impure philosophy: (i)
‘pure logic’ vs. ‘applied logic’; (ii) ‘rational psychology’
vs. ‘empirical psychology’; (iii) ‘pure metaphysics of
nature’ vs. ‘physics” and (iv) ‘pure morality” or a ‘meta-
physics of morals’ vs. ‘moral anthropology’, ‘practical
anthropology” or ‘applied moral philosophy’. Based on
this, I identify four key differences between pure and
impure philosophy. Second, I critically examine four
different readings of Kant’s views about the status of
‘impure’ philosophy: (a) that it is not genuine philoso-
phy; (b) that it is bad or inferior philosophy; (c) that it
is instrumentally valuable; and (d) that it constitutes
an indispensable part of Kant’s philosophy, both in a
theoretical and practical sense. I argue that Kant is best
interpreted as endorsing readings (c) and (d). Third, I
offer some concluding remarks.

Keywords: Kant, metaphilosophy, impure philos-
ophy, pure morals, moral anthropology, pure logic, ap-
plied logic, rational psychology, empirical psychology,
applied ethics
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3.B. Tapcus

BBemenmne

B «Kputnke uncroro pasyma» KaHT Bbigesiser
TP OCHOBHBIe TeMbl (PrI0COPCKMX WMCCiIeIoBa-
HUIL:

«1. Ymo s moey snamu?

2. YUmo 5 doaxen desams?

3. Ha umo s cmeto Hadesamuca?» (A 805 / B 833;
Kamnr, 20060, c. 1011).

A B «Jlormke», wmsmaunoit . B.Veme, Kawur,
KaK VM3BECTHO, 100aBJIseT YeTBePTHIV BOIIPOC, KO-
TOPBIVI, TI0 €ro YTBEpPXIEeHWMIO, OXBaTbIBaeT Bce
OCTaJIbHBIE, a VIMEHHO:

«4. Umo maxoe uesoBex?» (AA 09, S. 25; Kanr,
1994a, c. 280).

DTV BOIIPOCHI OTHOCSATCS KO MHOTVIM IIEHTPAJTh-
HBIM YacTsM dpvtocodpmm KaHTa, TakiM Kak ero
TeopeTmyeckasi prstocoduisi, mpakTrdeckas: ou-
socodpusi, dustocopuss peurum M aHTPOHOIIO-
rusg. Ho ecTh IATBIT — M B HEKOTOPOM CMBICITE,
BO3MOJKHO, Jake Ooslee pyH/TaMeHTaIbHBI — BO-
IIpoc, KOTOpeINt KaHT ToXe paccMarpuBaer:

5. Yro ectp dputocodpmsn??

IlepBele ueTBIpe BOIpOCa IIOAPa3yMeBaloT yUa-
CTVie B TEOPeTM3VPOBAHUM IIEPBOTrO IMOpsaKa IO
IIOBOJIY Pa3/IMYHBIX OVICKYCCUN B paMKax puio-
codvm. HarrpoTuis, mATHIVT BOIPOC IIpeIioyiaraer
ViccIlefIoBaHVe BTOPOro MOpsiiKa, MV MeTadpuio-
codpckoe vccilefioBaHMe, — VCCiIe0BaHVe IPUPO-
1Bl caMomt PVIIOCOPUIL.

S1 ipeyiararo poBeCcTy pas3jindne MeXxay Tpe-
M4 OCHOBHBIMM YaCTSIMM 3TOr0 MeTadmIocodpcKo-
ro viccsiegoBaHys: (1) CyIIHOCTHBIT, (2) METOmOIIOo-
rYecKmi 1 (3) TAKCOHOMMYECKUI ITPOeKTh. Bot

2 IlponmiiaTenpHOe M3IOXKeHMe B3IrIoB KanTa Ha oty
TeMy cM. B craThe: (Lewin, 2021).

® DroT moAXON WIEeT Bpaspe3 ¢ MHeHMeM OBbeprapna,
I'wibepra 1 bépByna, KOTOpble CYMTAIOT, YTO ITIaBHBIMI
BOIIPOCAMU MeTapMIIOCOMDUN SIBIISIIOTCS. «UITO», «KaK» U
«mouemy» dwiocodpun (Overgaard, Gilbert, Burwood,
2013), Torga Kak sl BK/IIOYAIO «ITO» VI «II09e€MY» B TO, UTO S
Ha3bIBAO CYITHOCTHBIM IIPOEKTOM, a «KaK» — B TO, UTO S
Ha3bIBaIO METOIOJIOIMYECKVIM IIPOoeKTOM. OHAKO VX BHU-
MaH¥e IIPeVIMYIIIeCTBeHHO He COCPeNOTOYEHO Ha TOM, 94TO
sl Ha3bIBaI0 TAaKCOHOMMYECKMM ITpoeKToM. JIeBMH 3aTpa-
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Introduction

In the Critiqgue of Pure Reason, Kant identifies
three main topics of philosophical inquiry:

1. What can I know?

2. What ought I to do?

3. For what may I hope? (KrV, A 805 / B 833;
Kant, 1998, p. 677)

And in the Jische Logic, Kant famously adds
a fourth question which he claims encompasses
all the others, viz.:

4. What is the human being? (Log, AA 09,
p. 25; Kant, 1992, p. 538)

These questions relate to many central parts
of Kant’s philosophy such as his theoretical
philosophy, practical philosophy, philosophy
of religion and anthropology. But there is a
tifth — and in some ways arguably even more
fundamental — question which Kant also con-
siders, viz.

5. What is philosophy??

The first four questions involve engaging
in first-order theorising about various debates
within philosophy. By contrast, the fifth ques-
tion involves a second-order — or metaphilo-
sophical — investigation into the nature of
philosophy itself.

I propose distinguishing between three main
parts of this metaphilosophical inquiry, viz. the
(1) essentialist, (2) methodological and (3) taxo-
nomic projects.” Here is an overview of the ba-
sic questions that each project addresses:

2 For an insightful account of Kant’s views on this top-
ic, see Lewin (2021a).

* This approach overlaps Overgaard, Gilbert and Bur-
wood (2013), who think the main questions of metaphi-
losophy are ‘what’, ‘how” and ‘why” of philosophy,
where I include the ‘what” and “why” in what I call the
essentialist project, whereas the ‘how’ is what I call the
methodological project. They do not primarily focus,
however, on what I call the taxonomic project. Lewin
(2021) addresses all of these issues throughout his dis-
cussion, though he frames the overall issue differently
from me. Lewin mainly aims at arriving at what Kant
would call an imperfect definition of philosophy, based
on Kant's various characterisations of philosophy itself.



KOPOTKUV CIMCOK OCHOBHBIX BOITPOCOB, KOTOpbIe
penraeT KaXXIbIVi ITPOEKT:

(1) CymHOCTHBIV IIPOEKT: UTO TaKoe PuIo-
codpusr? MoxkeM JIv1 MBI IIPeJIOKUTD ee oIrpesierie-
Hue? Yro omimdaer duiocodpuro oT HedmIoCo-
dvn? KakoBbl OCHOBHBIE 11€J1¥, 3a7a4il VI HaMepe-
Hus dprtocodpun? V Kak dpntocodrid BIIVIChIBaeT-
sl B YeJjIoBedyecKoe 3HaHVe B 11eJI0M?

(2) MeTomosrormuecKmi MPoOeKT: KaK MbI 3a-
HuMaeMmcsl utocodmeri? KakoBbl OCHOBHBIE Me-
TO/IbI, C TIOMOIIIEIO0 KOTOPBIX MBI MOXEM JOCTUYb
dwtocodpckoro nosHaHMs Wi noHuMaHuA? Ka-
KOBbl B II€JIOM JIETUTMMHBIE ¥ HeJleTMTUMHBIe
cr1oco0bI prtocodcTBOBaHMS?

(3) TaxcoHOMMUECKMV IIPOEKT: 13 KaKMX Ya-
creit coctouT prstocodmst? Kak Mbl MOXkeM JTydIiie
BCETO OIMCATh 3TV YacTy ¥ KaK OHM CBI3aHbI IPYT
c gpyrom? CylmecTByeT JIu Mepapxmdeckas CTpyk-
Typa B dpwiocodpun? VIHaue roBopsi, CyIIeCTBYIOT
I KaKye-JInbo MpuropuTeTHbIe OTHOLIEHWS MeX-
7y Ppas/IMYHBIMY YacTsAMM, W eCJIM Ja, TO KaKue
YacTy MIMEIOT OOJIBIINIL IIPUOPUTET, UeM JIPyTHe,
a Kakue — MeHbIIMII? Kpome TOro, cyImecTByroT
IV KaKye-JInb0 OTHOIIEHMSI 3aBUCHIMOCTY MeX/Ty
PpasIMYHBIMY YacTsSIMW, VI €CJIU 13, TO KaK HaM cJle-
IlyeT MOHVMAaTh IPUPOILY TaKOV 3aBUCUMOCTII*?

B aTo1 cTaThe 51 coCpeioTouyCh B IIEpBYIO OUe-
penb Ha TpeTbeM IIpoekTe. B wacTHOCTH, 51 McCTe-
IIyIO OVIH 13 HanboJsIee 3aIly TAaHHBIX, HO MIHTepec-
HBIX acIleKToB MeTadpmiocodpmn Kanra, a meHHO
€ro B3Il Ha OOIIVie OTHOILIEHWS MeXIy «du-
cron» dwiocoduert M TaK HasbIBaeMOW «IIpU-
KJIQJJHOVI», <«OMIIVIPUYECKON», VIV «HEYMCTOV»,
dwtocodpment (11j1st KpaTKocTu g 4yacTo Oyny Ha-
3bIBaTh TIOCJIEAHIOI IIPOCTO «HEUYMCTON (PIIoCco-

TVIBaeT BCe STV BOIIPOCHI Ha ITPOTSKEHWV BCETO CBOETO 00-
cyxmaenns (Lewin, 2021), xots oH dopMymmpyeT obIyio
1po0sieMy MHade, 4yeM 4. JIeBUH B OCHOBHOM CTPEMMTCS
HpVIVITVI K TOMY, 49TO Kanut HasBast Obl HeCOBEPIIEHHbIM
onpepesieHneM GwiIocodu, OCHOBLIBAsCh Ha passiny-
HBIX XapaKTepucTiKax camon drurocodpnm y Kanra.

* OueHb TOJI€3HBIE PACCYXIeHNMS 00 OOIIeNt CTPyKType
KaHTOBCKOM pwrocodun cMm. B padborax: (Lewin, 2020;
2021; Jlepun, 2021).
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(1) Essentialist project: What is philoso-
phy? Can we offer a definition of it? What dis-
tinguishes philosophy from non-philosophy?
What are the essential aims, goals or ends of
philosophy? And how does philosophy fit into
human knowledge more generally?

(2) Methodological project: How do we
do philosophy? What are the main methods by
which we can achieve philosophical knowledge
or understanding? In general, what are legit-
imate — versus illegitimate — ways of going
about philosophising?

(3) Taxonomic project: What are the dif-
ferent parts of philosophy? How can we best
describe these parts and how are they related
to one another? Does there exist a hierarchical
structure in philosophy, i.e. are there any prior-
ity relationships between the different parts —
and if so, which parts have more or less priority
than others? Additionally, are there any de-
pendency relationships between the different
parts — and if so, how should we understand
the nature of such dependency?*

In this paper, I shall focus primarily on the
third project. In particular, I explore one of
the most confusing yet interesting aspects of
Kant’s metaphilosophy, viz. his views about
the overall relationship between “pure philos-
ophy’ and so-called “applied’, ‘empirical’” or
‘impure’ philosophy. (For the sake of brevity,
I shall often refer to the latter simply as ‘im-
pure philosophy’.)’ Kant deals with this topic
in many places. Some of the most important
discussions include his treatment of the dif-

* For very helpful discussions of overall structure of
Kantian philosophy, see Lewin (2020; 2021a; 2021b).

°> Kant only uses the terms ‘empirical philosophy’ and
‘applied philosophy’. He doesn’t actually use the term
‘impure philosophy’. This is instead borrowed from
Robert Louden’s highly influential discussions of what
Louden calls Kant’s ‘impure ethics’, related to Kant’s
views about anthropology, religion, aesthetics, philoso-
phy of history etc. (cf. Louden, 2000; 2011; 2018).
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duen»)’. KaHT 3aTparmuBaeT 3Ty TeMy BO MHOIMX
MecTax. HekoTopble 113 HanboJ1ee BaXKHBIX JVICKYC-
CUVI BKJIIOYAIOT €ro TIOXOM, K pas3IvMamsM MeXIy
(1) «amCcTOVI JIOTMIKOVI» U «IIPVIKJIQIIHOVI JIOTVIKOVI»;
(2) «parvoHaIIBHOV IICMXOJIOTEN» W «3MIVIPU-
YeCKOV IICUXOJIOrMeN»; (3) «damcTor MeTadu3mnKo
IPUPOIb» 1 «PUSUKOV»; (4) «dMCTOVT MOPAJIBIO»,
VI «MeTapV3MKOL MOpasIv», VI «MOPaJIbHOV aH-
TPOIOJIOTVEeVT», «IIPAKTUUeCKOV aHTPOIIOJIOI e,
VTV «IIPVIKJIaITHOV MOpasIbHOV (prsiocodpmeri»©.

EcTp Tpu OCHOBHBIE HPUYMHEBEL IIOYEMYy 3Ta
TeMa BbI3bIBaeT MHOI'O BOIIPOCOB. Bo-11epBbIX, MOX-
HO JIVI BOOOIIle CYMTATh HEUNCTYIO Pritocoduio
nofyIMHHOM drtocodmen? KaHT, KaxeTcs, KoJle-
Gr1eTcs1 B 3TOM Borrpoce. VIHorma oH IpsiMo HasbIBa-
eT NPUKIIaIHYI0, SMIVPUYECKYIO VI HeYUCTYIO
dutocodpuro dprtocodpuent. Harpumep, B «Apxu-
TEKTOHVKe YVCTOro pasyma» B riepBont «Kpurimke»
KanT numet: «Besikast dputocodpus ecTb i 1o-
3HaHIMe, OCHOBAaHHOe Ha YMCTOM pasyMe, VJIN IIo-
3HaHMe pas3yMa, OCHOBAaHHOe Ha SMIIVPUYecKIX
npvauunax. Ilepbas nasvibaemes uucmoi, a 6mo-
pas smnupuueckoi usocogueti» (A 840 / B 868;
Kanr, 20060, c. 1053; kypcus moit. — D.I).

A B «Jlexnmsax no stuke Mponrosuyca» Kant
yTBepXKaeT, UTO MOpa/IbHas aHTPOIIOJIOINs, KO-
TOPYIO OH Ha3bIBaeT «BTOPOV YaCTHIO» «OOIIIeN
MpaKTUIecKot duiocodpun», IMpeacTaBiIseT Co-
6ot «philosophia moralis applicata... xyga Bxo-
AT sMOVpUYecKre NpyHOUIIbD (AA 29, S. 599).
DTO IepeKJIMKaeTcsi ¢ 3agBiieHreM KaHTa B 11ep-
Bov1 «KpuTuke» 0 TOM, 4TO SMIIMpUYecKast TICXO-
JIOTISI TIEPeXOUT «B 00JIacThb npukAadHoi dpwio-
codpum» (A 848 / B 876; Kant, 20060, c. 1061).

Ho 5T0 npoTmsopeunT OOIIeNPUHSATOMY IIPO-
uteHMIo KaHTa, corracHO KOTOpoMy OH HacTanBa-

> KaHT MCHob3yeT TOJIBKO TEPMUHBI «IMIIMPUUecKast
dwtocopms» m «apukitagHas dmiocodrs». TepmuH
«HeumcTast pwiocodusi» OH aKTIIecKn He MCIoJIb3yeT.
OH 3aMMCTBOBaH U3 BeCbMa BJIVSATEIIBHBIX PacCy KIeHMI
PobepraJlaysena o ToMm, uro Jlay/ieH Ha3bIBaeT «HEUVCTON
sTuKov» KaHTa, KoTopasd cBsA3aHa co B3rrimamyu Kanra
Ha aHTPOIIOJIOTMIO, PEeJIUINIO, 3CTeTHKY, driocodmo
vicropvm 1 T.71. (cM.: Louden, 2000; 2011; 2018).

¢ CcpUlKM Ha STM pasTUdHBIe OOCYXIeHWs CM. B
paszese 2, BKmodasi cHocky 11, Huoxe.

ferences between (1) “pure logic” vs. ‘applied
logic’; (2) ‘rational psychology” vs. ‘empirical
psychology’; (3) ‘pure metaphysics of nature’
vs. ‘physics” and (4) “pure morality” or a “meta-
physics of morals” vs. “moral anthropology’,
“practical anthropology” or “applied moral phi-
losophy’.®

There are three main reasons why this topic
is puzzling. First, does impure philosophy even
count as genuine philosophy in the first place?
Kant seems to waver on this point. At times,
he straightforwardly refers to applied, empiri-
cal or impure philosophy as philosophy. For in-
stance, in the “Architectonic of Pure Reason” in
the first Critiqgue, Kant writes: “All philosophy,
however, is either cognition from pure reason
or rational cognition from empirical principles.
The former is called pure philosophy, the latter em-
pirical” (KrV, A 840 / B 868; Kant, 1998, p. 695;
my emphasis — E.G.).

And in the Lectures on Ethics Mrongovius,
Kant claims that moral anthropology — which
he calls the “second part” of a ‘general practical
philosophy” — amounts to “philosophia mora-
lis applicata (applied moral philosophy) [...] to
which the empirical principles belong” (V-Mo/
Mron 1I, AA 29, p. 599; Kant, 1997, p. 226). This
echoes Kant’s claim in the first Critique that em-
pirical psychology falls “on the side of applied
philosophy” (KrV, A848 / B876; Kant, 1998,
p- 700).

But this contradicts a common reading of
Kant according to which he insists that philos-
ophy, strictly speaking, is focused on synthetic
a priori cognition. He seems to defend a more
restrictive conception of philosophy at various
places. For example, Kant claims that pure log-

ic — as opposed to applied logic — “alone is

¢ For references to these various discussions, see
Section 2, including footnote 11, below.
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eT Ha TOM, 4TO prstocoduisi, CTpOro roBops, Opu-
eHTUpOBaHa Ha CUHTETMYEeCKoe aIlpyopHOe IIo-
3HaHMe. KaxxeTcs, B pasHbIX MecTax OH 3alll/IlaeT
Oosiee orpaHMYNTESIBHYIO KOHIIEMIINIO PrIOCo-
dvm. Hanpumep, KanT yTBepXx/iaet, 4To uncTas
JIOTVIKa — B OTJIVYMe OT IIPUKJIaJHOV JIOTVIKI —
«TOJIBKO U €CTh COOCTBEHHO HayKa». A TIOCKOJIBKY
OH paccMaTpuBaeT caMy (prIocodmio Kak «Hay-
Ky», TO 3TO BBI3bIBaeT COMHeHVe B PrI0COPCKOM
craryce mpukiagHov toruku (A 838 / B 866; Kanr,
20060, c. 1049; AA 09, S. 24; KanT, 19%4a, c. 279Y'.
A B «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHMSIX» OH IIMIIEeT, YTO «TaK
KaK s IMeIO 371eCh IIPeIMeTOM, COOCTBEHHO, Hpab-
cmBennyto ¢puaocoguio», CrelyeT «CBeCTV» Hallle
BHMMaHMe K YVCTOV MOpaIi, KOTOpasl «IIOJIHO-
CTBIO OUMIIIeHa OT BCErO AMIIMPUYECKOro U IIpu-
Ha/yIekarrero K aHrponosorumn..» (AA 04, S. 389;
KanTt, 19976, c. 156; xypcus mont. — 3.I0).

Bropormt Bompoc 3akiIodaeTcs B CIIEYIOLIEM:
ZlaXke eciIy MBI IIpU3HAeM, YTO «HEUNCTas», «IIp-
KJIaJIHas», VI «3MIVpryecKas», pviocoduis aB-
nsetcs dputocodpuen nyig Kanra, mogemy aTo Tak?
B «Jlornke» Kant ompenersier dumocodnio Kak
«cucteMy  (PWIIOCOPCKMX 3HAHUM, VIV Parvo-
HaJIBHBIX 3HaHM 13 TToHATN» (AA 09, S. 23; Kanr,
1994a, c. 279). A HeckoyIbKMMM ab3aliamMy paHbIlle
OH ImIIeT: «Mbl OOBSICHWIN palliOHaIbHBIE 3Ha-
HVS KaK 3HaHWMS 13 IIPUHIINATIOB, VI OTCIOHA CIIefTy-
€T, YTO OHW JOJDKHBI ObITE anpuopruimu» (AA 09,
S. 23; Kanr, 19%4a, c. 278; xypcus mon. — D.I0).

Hna Kanra dumocodpmssi — 3To crctema «Iio-
3HaBaTeIPHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTeVT pasyma». A TIo-
CKOJIBKY OH IIpMpaBHVBaeT
CIIOCOOHOCTM pasyMa» K «II03HaBaTeIbHBIM CIIO-
COOHOCTSIM W13 IIPVHIIVIIOB», TO, IIO €r0 MHEHWIO,
«¥3 3TOTO CJIeyeT, YTO OHW JIOJDKHBI OBITH armpu-
OPHBIMI». DTO IIpeIIoIaraeT, YTo Jaxke SMIIPU-
yeckas prtocodmsi T0JDKHa BKJIIOUaTh B cebs He-
KOTOpOe arpuropHoe Io3HaHMe. Takoit BBOA, IIOA-
TBep)KIaeTcsl MBICTIbI0 KaHTa 13 IIpornTpoBaH-

«IIO3HaBaTeJIbHbIe

7 BaXHYIO OTOBOPKY CM. B paboTe JIeBiHa, IOCBSIIIEHHO
pasrpaHydeHro KaHTOM HayKn He B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICITe
7 HayKu B cobcTBeHHOM cMbIcite (Lewin, 2021, p. 302).
bortee mompo6HO MBI 0OCYyIMM 3Ty TeMY B pasmerie 2.
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properly science”. And insofar as he sees phi-
losophy itself as a “science’, this raises doubts
about the philosophical status of applied log-
ic (see KrV, A 838 / B 866; Kant, 1998, p. 694;
Log, AA 09, p. 24; Kant, 1992, p. 537).” And in
the Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals, he
writes that “since my aim here is directed prop-
erly to moral philosophy”, we should ‘limit" our
focus only to “pure morals” which is “complete-
ly cleansed of everything that may be only
empirical and that belongs to anthropology”
(GMS, AA 04, p. 389; Kant, 1996a, p. 44; my em-
phasis — E.G.).

The second worry is: Even if we accept that
‘impure’, ‘applied’, or ‘empirical” philosophy is
philosophy for Kant, why is this so? In the Jische
Logic, Kant defines philosophy as “the system
of philosophical cognitions or of cognitions of
reason from concepts” (Log, AA 09, p. 23; Kant,
1992, p. 537). And a few paragraphs earlier, he
writes: “We have explained cognitions of reason
as cognitions from principles, and from this it fol-
lows that they must be a priori” (Log, AA 09, p. 23;
Kant, 1992, p. 536; my emphasis — E.G.).

For Kant, philosophy is a system of ‘cog-
nitions of reason’. And since he equates ‘cog-
nitions of reason” with ‘cognitions from
principles’, Kant claims that ‘it follows that
they must be a priori’. This suggests that even
empirical philosophy must involve some a pri-
ori cognition. This is supported by Kant's view
in the first Critique passage quoted above that
empirical philosophy involves ‘rational cogni-
tion [Vernunfterkenntnis] from empirical princi-
ples” (KrV, A 840 / B 868; Kant, 1998, p. 695).
What is the best way to make sense of such
claims?

7 For an important qualification, see Lewin (2021a,
p- 302) on Kant’s distinction between proper and im-
proper science. We shall discuss this topic in more de-
tail in Section 2.
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HOTO BbIIIle TIepBOro OTpbIBKa «KpuUTHUKM» 0 TOM,
4uTo sMImMpudeckas dwiocodusi IMperrionaraeT
«[TO3HaHMe pa3yMa, OCHOBaHHOe Ha 3MIVpude-
ckux npuHmax» (A 840 / B 868; Kaut, 20060,
c. 1053). Kax sryutire Bcero pazoOpaTbcs B I10100-
HBIX YTBePXKIeHMsIX?

Tperpe 1 mociIenHee OeCHIOKOVICTBO: KaK HaM
IIOHMMAaTb OOIIYIO CBSI3b MEX]TY «3IMIIPUYeCKO»,
«IIPUKJIaTHOVI» VIV «HEUMCTOV» pvytocodpuent n
ocrasibHOM dvtocodpment Kanrta? K coxasnenmto,
KanT HyKOrIa He BbICKa3bIBaJICS IO 3TOMY BOIIPO-
Cy JIOCTaTOYHO $ICHO. SIBjIsieTcst jivi HedmcTast pu-
jocopusl TPOCTO HeydauyHOV VIV OHIMOOYHOM
MONBITKONM 3aHMMaTbess dustocodpuert? Vmm xe
3TO MOIJIMHHAsA, XOTd M BHO HU3IIAsl VIV BTO-
pocopTHasi, gacts dutocodprm Kanra? Vinu B Ka-
KOM-TO CMBICJIe OHa TaK ke BakHa 1 HeoOXxomu-
Ma, Kak yucras ¢pwiocodus? B kauecTse oHOrO
Y3 BapMaHTOB MHTepIIpeTali pacCMOTPUIM BaK-
HyI0 TpaKToBKYy PoGepTom JlayieHom Toro, uto oH
HasblBaeT «He4YMCTOM 3TuKo» KaHTa, KoTopas,
KaK OH yTBep)XKJIaeT, pa3OpocaHa I10 BceM JIMCKYC-
cusam KanTa 06 aHTpomosiornm, pemrnm, UcKyc-
cTBe, OOpa3oBaHWUM, TeJIeoJIOrMY, UCTOPUM U T.J.
C Touku 3penmus JlayneHa, yncrast sTuKa — «0o0-
nee pyHIAMEHTaIbHA» ¥, CJIeOBaTeIbHO, «dyH-
JlaMeHTaJIbHO OoJlee Ba)KHa», YeM HeulCTasl 3THKa.
Onnaxo JlayneH yTsepx/iaeT, 4To HeumcTas 3TKa
TeM He MeHee «abCOIIOTHO HeoOXomyiMa BCSKUT
pa3, Korjga KTO-TO JKeJjlaeT IIPMMEHUTDb pe3yJibTa-
TBI TIEPBOVI YacTU [T.e. UMCTOVI 3TUKM| K YesIoBe-
Ky» (Louden, 2000, p. vii). Otcroma 6ortee obrrimit
BOIIPOC: KaK JIyd4Ille BCero IyMaTh O IIPaBUJIEHOM
«pasgesieHuN Tpyda» MeXIy 3TUMMU ABYMsI YacTsi-
Mu prstocodpmn Kanra?

B maHHOVI cTaThe paccMaTpVBarOTCs BCe 3T BO-
npocel. Kak 3amMeTnT HaO/IrOaTe IbHBIV YMTaTeIb,
Tpu IIpo0sIeMbl, 0OCYy XXJaBIIIViecs BbIIlle, COOTBET-
CTBYIOT CYIITHOCTHOMY, METOIOJIOIMTUECKOMY W CU-
cTeMaTH4eCcKOMY ITpoeKTaM, 0DO3HaueHHBIM pa-
Hee. C 3TOVI TOYKM 3peHMsI CTAaHOBUTCH ICHO, YTO
171 TOTO, YTOOBI HOJTHOCTBIO OTBETUTh Ha CHCTe-
MaTmdecKum Borrpoc «Kak Heumicras duiocodmst
CBs3aHa ¢ umcTon dpwiocoduen?», HaM Takxke He-
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The third and final worry is: How should
we understand the overall relationship be-
tween ‘empirical’, ‘applied” or ‘impure’ phi-
losophy and the rest of Kant’s philosophy?
Unfortunately, Kant is never fully explicit on
this point. Is impure philosophy just an abor-
tive or misguided attempt at doing philoso-
phy? Or does it constitute a genuine — though
decidedly inferior or second-class — part of
Kant’s philosophy? Or is it in some ways just
as essential or necessary as pure philosophy?
For one interpretive option, consider Robert
Louden’s influential treatment of what he calls
Kant’s ‘impure ethics’, which he claims is scat-
tered throughout Kant’s discussions of an-
thropology, religion, art, education, teleology,
history etc. On Louden’s view, pure ethics is
“more foundational” and thus “fundamentally
more important” than impure ethics. Howev-
er, Louden argues that impure ethics is none-
theless “absolutely necessary whenever one
wished to apply the results of the first part (i.e.
pure ethics) to human beings” (Louden 2000,
p. vii). This raises a more general question:
What is the best way to think about the proper
‘division of labour” between these two parts of
Kant’s philosophy?

This paper addresses these various issues.
As the observant reader will notice, the three
worries discussed above correspond respec-
tively to the essentialist, methodological, and
taxonomical projects identified earlier. Seen
this way, it is clear that in order to answer ful-
ly the taxonomic question, ‘How does impure
philosophy relate to pure philosophy?’, we
shall also need to address both the essentialist
question, ‘What is philosophy?’ as well as the
methodological question, “What are the differ-
ent methods for undertaking philosophical in-
quiry?’.



00XOIIMMO OTBETUTH KaK Ha CYITHOCTHBIV BOITPOC
«Yto Takoe dpwiocodus?», Tak M Ha MeTOIOJIO-
ruaeckmii Bonpoc «KakoBelI pasjIIHble METOIbI
mpoBezieHMs PMITOCOPCKMX MCCITIeOBAHMTI?».

Mot w1aH 3akiodaeTcs B ciiemytomeM. CHa-
yajla g JaM 0030p OCHOBHBIX PasIMuMil MeX-
Oy «4MCTOVI» ¥ TaK Ha3bIBa€MOVI «IIPUKJIaIHOV»,
«OMIVIPUYECKOT» VUIM «HEeUVCTO» rtocodpm-
er. Bo-BTOpBIX, 5 MCCIIeyI0 YeThIpe BO3MOXKHBIX
criocoba KOHIIENTyaIn3anyiy  OOIIMX OTHOIIIe-
HUVI MeXY TUMMU OBYMS YacTsIMM pvtocopmm.
B-TpeTprx, S chenaro HECKOIBKO 3aK/IIOUNTENIb-
HBIX 3aMeYaHUT O pa3IM4eHN YVCTOro 1 Heun-
CTOTO 1 ero 0oJiee IIMPOKOM 3HAYEeHVIV 115 TIOHVI-
MaHMs MeTadprtocodpnmn Kanra.

1. Uncras v HeuncrTas
dnocodpms Kanra: 0630p

B ueMm 3axsIodaeTcst OTIVUME «UVCTOVD> (PUITO-
copum OT «IMITMPUUECKOTI», «ITPUKJIIATHOV» VI
«"eumcron» dpvtocodpum it Kanra? Hvoke mpm-
BeJIeHbI YeThIPe OCHOBHBIX OTPBIBKA W3 €ro OIly-
O71MKOBaHHBIX PaboT, I7e oH Hanboslee OIPOOHO
obcyxmaeT 310 pasiamune®. (S TUTUpyo Mx mIomi-
PpoOHO, UTOOBI YMTaTEIb MOT CaM YBUIETh, YTO T'0o-
BOpUT 110 3TOMY nosofy KaHrT.)

(1) YNUCTAZ U TTPUKITTAOHAS JIOTMIKA:
(A 53—54 / B77—79; Kanr, 20060, c. 139 —141):
O01ras j1orvka MOXKeT OBITh VIV YMCTOV, VIIN
NpUKIagHO. B mepsoit MbI OTBIeKaeMcs OT
BCeX SMIIMPUYECKMX YCJIOBUI, IIPU KOTOPBIX

8 41 ocraBw Oe3 BHMMaHMS n3IoKeHMe KanTOM pasim-
Ui MEXJIY UMCTOV MeTadpU3MKOVL IIPUPOLIEI U (PU3MKON
B «MeTadmsmdecknx Hadajax ecTeCcTBO3HaHUs» (AA 04,
S. 468 —476; Kanur, 19948, c. 248 —258) B 0CHOBHOM ITOTO-
My, 9TO OHO MeHee IIpsSMOJIMHENHO 1 Oosiee GeccBsi3HO,
ueM gpyrue paccyxperns Kanra, n Bo MHOroM my0mm-
pyeTt ux. EqviHCTBeHHBINT CiTydar, Korga OHM He Iiepece-
KaloTcs, — 3To Tpebosanme KaHTa ogBeprHyTh 4mCTOE
eCcTeCTBO3HaHIe MaTeMaTM3allli, 9TO He VIMeeT OTHOIIIe-
HIA K HalleMy oOcyxzeHwto. IToje3Here paccyxieHms
Ha 3Ty TeMy cM.: (Ameriks, 2001; Sturm, 2001).
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My plan is as follows. First, I shall provide
an overview of the main differences between
‘pure’ and so-called ‘applied’, ‘empirical’ or
‘impure’ philosophy. Second, I shall explore
four possible ways of conceptualising the
overall relationship between these two parts of
philosophy. Third and lastly, I shall offer some
concluding remarks about the pure/impure
distinction and its broader significance for un-
derstanding Kant’s metaphilosophy.

1. Kantian Pure vs. Impure Philosophy:
An Overview

For Kant, what is “pure’ as opposed to ‘em-
pirical’, ‘applied” or ‘impure’ philosophy?
Found below are four main passages from his
published writings where he most explicitly
discusses this distinction.® (I have quoted them
in detail to allow the reader to see for her/him-
self what Kant says on this topic.)

(1) PURE VS. APPLIED LOGIC (KrV, A 53-
54 / B 77-79; Kant, 1998, pp. 194-195): Now
general logic is either pure or applied logic.
In the former we abstract from all empirical
conditions under which our understanding
is exercised, e.g., from the influence of the
senses, from the play of imagination, the laws
of memory, the power of habit, inclination,
etc., hence also from the sources of prejudice,

8 T've left out here Kant's account of the distinction

between a pure metaphysics of nature and physics in the
Metaphysical Foundations of Natural Science (MAN, AA 04,
pp. 468-476; Kant, 2002, pp. 183-189), largely because it’s
less straightforward and more rambling than — and
largely overlaps — Kant’s other discussions. (The one
case where it doesn’t overlap is in Kant’s demand that
pure natural science be subject to mathematisation, a
demand which is not germane to our present discussion.
For helpful discussions of this topic, see Ameriks (2001)
and Sturm (2001).
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JEeVICTBYeT Halll pacCy[OK, HallpuMep: OT BIIVSI-
HUS 9yBCTB, OT UTPBI BOOOpakeHMsl, 3aKOHOB Ia-
MSATV, CUJIBI IPUBBIYKY, CKJIOHHOCTEM U T.II., —
CTaj10 OBITh, VI OT MCTOYHWMKOB IIPepacCyIKOB 1

ZIake BOOOIIIe OT BCETO, YTO MOXKET OBITh IIpII-
HOVI BO3HMKHOBEHMS Te€X WIV MHBIX TO3HAHW
WJIVI MOXKeT He3aMeTHO BHYLINUTb HaM 1X; BCe 3TO
KacaeTcsl paccy/iKa TOJIBKO IIPpW OIpesleIeHHbIX
00CTOsITeIIbCTBAX €r0 HIpVIMEHEHMs, ¥, YTOOBI
3HaTh X, HeoOXommM orbiT. Obwas, Ho uucmas
JIOTMKA MMeeT J1eJI0 WCKIIOUNUTENIbHO C IIPUH-
UMUIIaMU a priori VI TIpefcTaBiIigeT cobou KaHOH
paccyoka v pasyma... <...> Hayka, xoTopymo
Ha3bIBalO IIPUKJIAIHON JIOTVKO. .. TIpelCcTaBIIsa-
eT pacCyIOK ¥ IIpaBuJla ero HeoOXOIIMOTO yIIO-
TpebisieHNs in concreto, T.e. PV CIIy9amHBIX yC-
JI0BUSIX CyOBbeKTa, KOTOpble MOTYT IIPersiTCTBO-
BaTh WJIV COMIEVICTBOBATh TAKOMY YIIOTpeOIIeHIIIO
paccyzika 1 KOTOpble B VIX COBOKYITHOCTM JAIOTCS
TOJIBKO SMIMpUYecKN. B Helt meT peuys o BHU-
MaHMM, O BCTpedaeMbIX VM IPeIIgTCTBUSX W II0-
CTIETICTBUSIX €r0, O IPOVICXOXKIEHMM 3a0ITysKie-
HUVI, O COCTOAHUM KoyieOaHMs, COMHeHVs, yBe-
PEeHHOCTL ¥ T.II.

(2) PALIMIOHAJIBHAS W OSMITMPUYE-
CKASI TICMXOJIOI' VA (A 847—848 / B 875—
876; Kant, 20060, c. 1059 —1061): Takmm ob6pazom,
BCSL CUICTeMa MeTaU3MKM COCTOUT M3 UeThIpex
IJIaBHBIX YacTteit: 1) onmosoeuu, 2) payuoHassHom
¢pusuosoeuu, 3) payuoHasbHou kocmosoeuu, 4) pa-
UUOHAALHOU 1meos02Ul. <...> BTopoe: rIe XXe OoCTa-
eTCsl SMNUPULecKas NCuxo10eus, — a OHa U3IaBHa
OTCTamBajla CBOe MeCTO B MeTapm3MKe ¥ OT Hee
B Hallle BpeMs OXMOaIM CTOJIb MHOTOIO IS
MpOsICHEHMST MeTapu3MKM, — II0Cjle TOTO Kak
yTpaTWiIv HaleXay a priori JOCTUTHYTh 4ero-To
COOTBETCTBYIOIIIETO ee 3a7adaM? S oTBedaro: oHa
IIepexoauT B Ty 00J1acTh, IZle MeCTO BCeMy CoO-
CTBEHHOMY (3MIIVIPMUECKOMY) eCTeCTBO3HAHWIO,
a VIMEHHO B 00J1acTh HIpuUKIagHON driocodum,
KOTOpasl CBsi3aHa, Mpasjia, ¢ YncTon dpuiocodu-
eV, cogep Kalten B cebe IIPVHLNIIBL I Hee, HO
He JIOJDKHa OBITH cMelniBaeMa ¢ Hero. CiiesioBa-
TeJIPHO, SMIMpUYecKasl IICUXOJIOIVS IOJDKHA
OBITH COBEpIIIEHHO W3THAaHA M3 MeTapV3uKM U

y>Ke COBEpIIIeHHO MCKIII0YeHa 13 Hee CaMo Mle-
evt MeTap3UKIL.
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indeed in general from all causes from which
certain cognitions arise or may be supposed
to arise, because these merely concern the
understanding under certain circumstances
of its application, and experience is required
in order to know these. A general but pure
logic therefore has to do with strictly a priori
principles and is a canon of the understanding
and reason [...] What I call applied logic [...] is
thus a representation of the understanding and
the rules of its necessary use in concreto, namely
under the contingent conditions of the subject,
which can hinder or promote this use, and
which can all be given only empirically. It deals
with attention, its hindrance and consequences,
the cause of error, the condition of doubt, of

reservation, of conviction, etc.

(2) RATIONAL VS. EMPIRICAL PSYCHO-
LOGY (KrV, A 847-848 / B 875-876; Kant, 1998,
pp. 699-700): Accordingly, the entire system
of metaphysics consists of four main parts. 1.
Ontology 2. Rational Physiology 3. Rational
Cosmology 4. Rational Theology. [...] Once
one gives up the hope of achieving anything
useful a priori, where does that leave empirical
psychology, which has always asserted its
place in metaphysics, and from which one has
expected such great enlightenment in our own
times? I answer: It comes in where the proper
(empirical) doctrine of nature must be put,
namely on the side of applied philosophy, for
which pure philosophy contains the a priori
principles, which must therefore be combined
but never confused with the former. Empirical
psychology must thus be entirely banned from
metaphysics, and is already excluded by the

idea of it.



(3) UMCTAS MOPAJIBHAS DUIIOCO-
OV VI TIPAKTUYECKAST AHTPOIIOJIOT VST
(AA 04, S. 388, 389; Kart, 19976, c. 43, 47 —49):
Besikyro dmrtocodnro, MOCKOIBKY OHa OIMpaeT-
Cs1 Ha OCHOBaHWMSI OITBITa, MOXKHO Ha3BaTh IMNUPU-
ueckoll, a Ty, KOTOpasi U3jlaraeT cBoe yueHue VC-
KITIOUUTEJILHO U3 IIPUHIINATIOB 4 priori, — 4ucmoi
dwirocodpmen. <...> Takum oOpazoM, M3 Bcero
IIPAKTIYIECKOrO MO3HAHMS MOPaJIbHBIE 3aKOHBI
BMecTe C VX ITPUHITMIIaMI He TOJIBKO CYIIleCTBeH-
HO OTINMYAIOTCS OT BCETO IIPOYero, 4TO TOJIBKO
3aKiIfo4aeT B cebe XOTh UTO-HMOYAbL SMIIMpIUUe-
CKOe, HO BCcd MopaibHast pvtocodpusi B 11eI0M
TTOKOMTCSI Ha CBOEW YMCTOV YaCTV U, B IIpUMeHe-
HWV K 4eJIOBEeKY, OHa HUJEero He 3aVMCTBYeT 13
3HaHMS O HeM (aHTPOIIOJIOrMN), HO JaeT eMy Kak
PasyMHOMY CyIIIeCTBY 3aKOHBI 4 priori, KOTOpPbIe,
npasja, elle TPeOyIOT WM3OIIPEHHON OIBITOM
CIIOCOOHOCTYM CYXKOeHMs Il TOro, 9TOObI OT4a-
CTV Pas3/IMUNTh, B KaKMX CJIydasiX OHV HaxOIST
CBOe ITpVMeHeHNe, OTYaCTU OTKPBITh UM JIOCTYII
K BOJIE UeJIoBeKa V1 yOeIUTeIbHOCTD IS VICIIOJ-
HEeHIs; Be[b CaM ueJIoBeK adppUIpyeTcs TaKUM
MHOYXeCTBOM CKJIOHHOCTEVI, YTO XOT$I OH U CIIOCO-
OeH K mJiee MPaKTMYeCKOro YMCTOTO pasyMa, Ofl-
HaKO eMy He TaK-TO JIETKO cJleJlaTh ee in concreto
JIeVICTBEHHOW B CBOeM 00pase JKM3HM.

(4) YMCTAS DOUITIOCODNI MOPAJIN
1 MOPAJIbHASI AHTPOTIOJIOI' VI (AA 06, S.
217; Kanr, 2014, c. 51 —53): BooOr1ie roBops, Mo-
paJIbHas aHTPOIIOJIOT S MOTJIa OBI COOTHOCUTBCS
¢ MeTaM3MKOVI HPABOB, CTaTh APYIMM WICHOM
JesleHVsl IIpaKTU4ecKor dwiocodpnmt Kak Ta-
KOBOVI; HO OHa, OIIHAKO, corepkaja ObI TOJIBKO
ydeHVe O CyOBeKTMBHBIX — KaK IIPeIsTCTBYIO-
VX, TaK M OJIarONIPUSATCTBYIOMINX — YCIIOBU-
SIX UCHOAHEHUS 3aKOHOB MeTaduM3MKN HPaBOB B
YeJIoBeYeCcKOV IIPUpoIle, Y4UeHMe O CO3aHWUM,
pacrpocTpaHeHUM U YKpPeIUIeHMM MOpabHBIX
OCHOBOITOJIOXKeHMVT (B O0jacTv BOCHUTaHMS,
IITKOJIBHOTO OOy4YeHMs 1 HapOIHOTO ITpOCBele-
HVSI) M ApyTHe ITOI00HbIe YUeHMs U IIpeica-
HVIS, OCHOBBIBAIOIIVIECS. Ha OIIbITe; 0e3 Mopasib-
HOVI aHTPOIIOJIOTUW HeJIb3sg 0OOMTNCh, HO OHa
HV B KOeM CJTyJae He JJ0JDKHa OBITh ITpe/IrociiaHa
MeTadu3MKe HPaBOB VIV CMelllaHa C Hevl.
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(3) PURE MORAL PHILOSOPHY VS.
PRACTICAL ANTHROPOLOGY (GMS, AA
04, pp. 388, 389; Kant, 1996a, pp. 43, 45): All
philosophy insofar as it is based on grounds of
experience can be called empirical; but insofar
as it sets forth its teachings simply from a priori
principles it can be called pure philosophy [...].
Thus, among practical cognitions, not only do
moral laws, along with their principles, differ
essentially from all the rest, in which there is
something empirical, but all moral philosophy
is based entirely on its pure part; and when
it is applied to the human being it does not
borrow the least thing from acquaintance with
him (from anthropology) but gives to him,
as a rational being, laws a priori, which no
doubt still require a judgment sharpened by
experience, partly to distinguish in what cases
they are applicable and partly to provide them
with access; to the will of the human being
and efficacy for his fulfillment of them; for the
human being is affected by so many inclinations
that, though capable of the idea of a practical
pure reason, he is not so easily able to make it
effective in concreto in the conduct of his life.

(4) PURE METAPHYSICS OF MORALS
VS. MORAL ANTHROPOLOGY (MS, AA 06,
p- 217; Kant, 1996d, p. 372): The counterpart of
a metaphysics of morals [...] would be moral
anthropology, which, however, would deal only
with the subjective conditions in human nature
that hinder people or help them in fulfilling
the laws of a metaphysics of morals. It would
deal with the development, spreading, and
strengthening of moral principles (in education
in schools and in popular instruction), and with
other similar teachings and precepts based on
experience. It cannot be dispensed with, but it
must not precede a metaphysics of morals or be

mixed with it.



3.B. Tapcus

OcHoBbIBasiCh Ha 3TUX OTPBbIBKaX, MbI MOXXeM
BBIJIEJIUTh YeThIpe KIIIOYEBBIX PasInuusl MeXIy
YNCTOV VI HeUnCTON prytocodmert.

IlepBoe 1 Hamboslee pyHIaMeHTaIbHOE 3aMe-
JaHVe COCTOUT B TOM, 4To umcTast dpviocodpus (1a)
alipyopHa, TO eCTb OCHOBaHa MCKJIIOYMTEILHO Ha
aTIpVMOPHBIX IIPUHIINIIAX, TOra KaK HeuwcTas pu-
socodmst (16) 1o KpartHer Mepe YacTMYHO ariocTe-
pUiOpHa 1, TaKMM 00pa3oM, OmMpaeTcsd Ha OIIBIT.
B ciygae (i) umcron sormkm KaHT roBoput, 4To
«BCe B Hel JIOJDKHO OBbITh COBEpIIIEHHO allpVIOpHO».
To ecTp «OHa He MMeeT SMIVPWYECKVIX ITPUHIIV-
IIOB» 1, TaKMM 00pa3oM, «HMUYero He 3aMMCTBYyeT
m3 ricuxortornm» (A 54 / B 78; Kant, 20060, c. 141).
Korma peus mper o (ii) parivoHaIbHOV IICHXOIIO-
TV VIJIVL O TOM, 9TO OH TaK’kKe HasbIBaeT «parluio-
HaJIbHBIM y4eHMeM o aylile», KanT mprsHaeT, 4To
«IIpeIMeT», TO eCTh IIPOCTOe «ITOHSTVEe MBICIISIIe-
rO CyIllecTBa», CBsi3aHHOe C (POpMasIbHBIM IIperl-
CTaBJIeHVeM «d MBIC/IIO», SMIVPUYECKU JaeTcs
HaM 4Jepe3 BHyTpeHHee uyBcTBO (A 432 / B 400;
Kant, 20060, c. 511). Tem He MeHee 1100bIe MeTadm-
3MUecKye VICCIIeIOBAHIS €T0 IIPUPOIbI — IIPOEKT,
KOTOPBIV, TI0 MHeHMIo KaHTa, B KOHEUHOM MTOre
Oecriosie3seH 1 IPUBOAUT K «IMaIeKTUUeCKON BU-
mvmoct» (B 426, KanT, 20060, c. 543), — mormk-
HBI OBITh OCHOBaHBI YMCTO Ha IPUHIINIIAX 4 Priori.
®ustocod moscHseT: «CaMblil He3HAYMTeIbHBIN
OOBEKT BOCHPUATHS (HarIpyMep, XOTs Obl JIVIIB
YIOBOJILCTBYIE VI HEYAOBOJILCTBUE), KOTOPBIN
npvicoeqHMIICA Obl K 00lIeMy ITpeficTaB/IeHWIO
CaMOCO3HaHUs, momuac xe npeBpamus 0vl payu-
OHAAbHYI0 ncuxosoeuto 8 smnupuueckyio» (A 343 /
B 401; KanT, 20060, c. 513; xypcus mot. — O3.I).
Haxonern, KanT yTBepXxmaeT, uTo (iii) umcras mMo-
pasibHas pustocodrisl, Kak OH ee Has3bIBaeT, J10JIK-
Ha OBITH «BIIOJIHE OCBOOOXKIIeHa OT BCero BOOOIIe
SMIIMPUYECKOro 1 IpuHaIeXXalllero aHTpoIIosIo-
rum» (AA 04, S. 389; KanT, 199706, c. 45—47).

HampoTuis, HeunicTasi, TO eCTh «IIpUKJIa/IHaAAL,
VIV «3MIVpUYecKas», dwiocodnss obs3arens-
HO omupaeTcs Ha omnbIT. Ee mpeMeToM sBiisieM-
Cs1 MBI, TO ecTh Jiroiu in concreto. To, uro KanT Ha-
3bIBaeT (i) MPUKJIaIHOV JIOTMKOV, (POKycupyeTcs
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Based on these passages, we can identify
four key differences between pure and impure
philosophy.

First and most fundamentally, pure philos-
ophy is (1la) a priori, i.e. based solely on a pri-
ori principles, whereas impure philosophy is
(1b) at least partly a posteriori, and thus relies
upon experience. In the case of (i) pure logic,
Kant says that “everything in it must be com-
pletely a priori”. That is, “it has no empirical
principles” and thus “draws nothing from psy-
chology” (KrV, A 54 / B 78; Kant, 1998, p. 195.)
For (ii) rational psychology or what he also
calls “the rational doctrine of the soul”, Kant

concedes that the “object” — that is, the mere
“concept of a thinking being” related to the for-
mal representation “I think” — is empirically

given to us through inner sense (KrV, A 432 /
B 400; Kant, 1998, p. 472). Nonetheless, any
metaphysical investigations into its nature —
a project which Kant thinks is ultimately futile
and results in “dialectical illusion” (KrV, B 426;
Kant, 1998, p. 455) — must be grounded upon
purely a priori principles. As he explains: “The
least object of perception (e.g., pleasure or dis-
pleasure), which might be added to the gener-
al representation of self-consciousness, would
at once transform rational psychology into an em-
pirical psychology” (KrV, A 343 / B 401; Kant,
1998, pp. 412-413; my emphasis — E.G.). Lastly,
Kant claims that (iii) what he calls pure moral
philosophy must be “completely cleansed of
everything that may be only empirical and that
belongs to anthropology” (GMS, AA 04, p. 389;
Kant, 1996a, p. 44).

By contrast, impure — that is, “applied” or
‘empirical’ — philosophy necessarily relies
upon experience. Its subject matter is we hu-
man beings in concreto. What Kant calls (i) ap-
plied logic focuses on us qua actual thinking
subjects. It examines “the contingent condi-



Ha Hac KaK Ha peaJIbHBIX MBICIIAIINX CyOBeKTax.
OH paccyXIIaeT 0 «CJIy4YaliHbIX YCIIOBUSIX CyObek-
Ta, KOTOPBbIe MOTYT IIPElsTCTBOBATH VUIVI COJIEVI-
CTBOBaTb» Halllell CIIOCOOHOCTM ITPaBMJIBHO pac-
CY’KIIaTh, IIPUYEM BCe OHV «IalOTCS TOIIBKO SMITV-
puueckn» (A 54 / B 79; Kanr, 20060, c. 141). V1 (ii)
MOpaJIbHasl aHTPOIOJIOrMs (POKyCHpyeTcs Ha Hac
KaK Ha KOHKPETHO BOIUIOIIEHHBIX MOPaJIbHBIX
areHTax. IlockombKy MBI «addummpyemcs Ta-
KM MHOXX€CTBOM CKJIOHHOCTEV» HaM He TaK-TO
JIETKO CJleJIaTh WJIEI0 Halllero MOpaIbHOIO JI0jIra
«in concreto OeVICTBEHHOV B CBOEM o6pa3e JKVIBHDY
(AA 04, S. 389; Kanr, 19976, c. 49), 1 mo3TOMY MBI
HYKJIaeMCsI B IIOMOIIV «IIPUKJIAITHOV ITPAaKTIUe-
ckom prstocopum».

Bropoe 1 TpeTbe OCHOBHBIE OT/IMUVS BBITE-
KaroT 13 1epBoro. KaHT yTBepX/IaeT, 4To UmcTast
dwtocodms (2a) BKIIIOUaeT B cedsi HEOOXOIIMBIE
VICTMHBI, KOTOpBIe (3a) MMeIT YyHMBepcaIbHbIe
rparuIiel. Hammporus, Heuncras dpustocodmst (20)
BKJIIOYAET B ceOs IIPOCTO CITyYariHble VICTUHBI, KO-
Topble (30) OOBIYHO OrpaHMYEHBI YeJIOBEKOM U
KOHKPETHBIMV 00CTOSITeIIbCTBAMY, B KOTOPBIX MBI
HaxonyumMmcs. B oOriem 1 1esioMm umcras puitoco-
dus BKITIOUaeT B ceOsi HeOOXOIVIMble TTPYHIINIIEL,
KOTOpble HOPMaTMBHO YCTaHABJIVBAIOT TO, KaK MBI
IOJDKHBI IyMaTh U AeVICTBOBaTh. KaHT omnviceiBaer
«4UCTYIO JIOTMKY>» KaK JaoIIyI0 «KaHOH pasyMa 1
paccynka» (A 53 / B 77; Kant, 20060, c. 141). ITo3xe
OH IOSICHSIET, YTO ITOHVIMAaeT IO, «KaHOHOM»: «[ Toft
KaHOHOM $I pa3yMel0 COBOKYITHOCTb OCHOBOIIOJIO-
JKEHWUV a4 priori, KacaloIMxcsl IPpaBUJIBHOIO YIIO-
TpebrieHNsT HeKOTOPBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEV ITO3HaHVIS
BooOIIe» (A 796 / B 824; Kant, 20060, c. 1001).

Uncrast obriast jlorvka CIy>KUT KaHOHOM KakK
171 pacCy/iKa, Tak M I pa3yMa 110 OTHOIIIeHUIO
K nX opMe, IOCKOJIBKY OHa «COIEPXKUT Oe3yc-
JIOBHO HEOOXOAMMBIe IIpaBwla, 0e3 KOTOPBIX He-
BO3MOXHO HMKaKoe yIOTpeOsleHMe paccylka, U
IIOTOMY VICCTIe[TyeT ero, He oOpalliasi BHUMaHMs
Ha pa3Indns MeXIy MIpeaMeTaMy, Ha KOTOpBIE
paccyZioK MoXkeT ObITb HampasiieH» (A 52 / B 76;
KanT, 20066, c. 139). AHasornuaeM 00pas3oMm TO,
uto KaHT HasbIBaeT «4mCTO MOpasIbHOM PVIIOCO-
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tions of the subject, which can hinder or pro-
mote” our ability to reason correctly, where
this “can all be given only empirically” (KrV,
A 54 / B79; Kant, 1998, p. 195). And (ii) moral
anthropology focuses on us qua concretely em-
bodied moral agents. Insofar as we are “af-
fected by so many inclinations”, we are not so
easily able to make the idea of our moral duty
“effective in concreto in the conduct” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 389; Kant, 1996a, p. 45) of our lives
and therefore need the help of “applied moral
philosophy’.

The second and third main differences fol-
low from the first one. Kant claims that pure
philosophy (2a) involves necessary truths that
(3a) are universal in scope. By contrast, impure
philosophy (2b) involves merely contingent
truths that (3b) are typically limited in scope
to us human beings and the particular circum-
stances in which we find ourselves. Broadly
speaking, pure philosophy involves necessary
principles that normatively govern both how
we should think and act. Kant describes “pure
logic” as providing “a canon of the understand-
ing in general” (KrV, A 53 / B 77; Kant, 1998,
pp- 194-195). Later he explains what he means
by a ‘canon’: “I understand by a canon the
sum total of the priori principles of the correct
use of certain cognitive faculties in general”
(KrV, A796 / B 824; Kant, 1998, p. 672).

Pure general logic serves as a canon for both
the understanding and reason with respect to
their form, insofar as it: “contains the absolute-
ly necessary rules of thinking, without which
no use of the understanding takes place, and it
therefore concerns this [understanding] with-
out regard to the difference of the objects to
which it may be directed” (KrV, A 52 / B 76;
Kant, 1998, p. 194). In a parallel manner, what
Kant calls “pure moral philosophy’ lays down



3.B. Tapcus

¢Juienr», ycraHaBIMBaeT MOpaJIbHbIe 3aKOHBI, KOTO-
pBle TOJDKHBI «COITPOBOXKIATHCS aOCOTIOTHON He-
obxommmocTso» (AA 04, S. 389; KanT, 19976, c. 47).

ITpumeuaTesibHO, uTO Heumcrast dviocoduis
TaK)Ke yCTaHaBJIMBaeT ITpaBuIa TOro, Kak HaM cile-
IyeT AyMaThb U AericTBoBaTh. OIHAKO TaKye IIpe]l-
HVcaHMs ONMPAIOTCS JIVIIL Ha CJIydariHble SMIIN-
pyYecKye VICTVHBI M IPVIMEeHVMBI K HaM TOJIBKO
B Hallleyl KOHKpeTHOV cuTyanuu. ITockorbky de-
JIOBEK — 3TO KOHEUHBIV IIO3HAIOIINI CyOBEKT, TO
MpUKJIaJHas JIOTMKa OIpesiesisieT TO, UTO «COfIeVi-
CTBYeT», U TO, UTO «IIPeIIATCTBYeT» Halllell CII0Cco0-
HOCTV XOPOIIIO pacCy KIaTh, OIMpasich Ha SMIVPU-
yecKye 3HaHMs O paboTe BOOOpakKeHVIs VI TaMSITH,
MIPUBBIUKAX, CKJIOHHOCTSIX, ITIpefpaccy/iKax M T..
V1 1HOCKOJIBKY 4ejioBeK — 3TO KOHeYHOe BOIUIO-
IIIeHHOe CYIIIeCTBO, TO MOpasIbHasi aHTPOIIOJIOT Vs
AHAJIOTMYHBIM 00pa3oM coODIIaeT HaM O pasJInd-
HBIX «IPeATCTBUAX, YMHVMBIX YyBCTBaMV, Ha-
KJIOHHOCTSIMU VI CTPacTsIMU, KOTOPBIM JIIOf Ooslee
VIV MeHee Iom4mHeHb» (A 55 / B 79; KanT, 20060,
c. 143). Ilpu 3TOM OHa IlpefyiaraeT IIpaBWla, IIO-
3BOJIAIONINE 30€eXaTh TaKMX OCHOBHBIX OIIMOOK
Y, TaKMM 00pa3oM, YBeIMUUTh «yOeqTeITbHOCTh»
HaIIIeVl BOJIVI [1JIsL «VICTIOJTHEHWS» TOr'o, 4ero Tpely-
eT oT Hac MopaJib (AA 04, S. 389; Kaur, 19976, c. 49).

YeTsepTOoe 1 mocilefHee IJIaBHOe pasjInyyie
MeX]Jly YMCTOM ¥ HeuucTom dustocodpmert 3a-
KJIFOYaeTCs B X UTOrOBBIX 1iejisix. Yucras dpuio-
codusi — 3TO TO, YTO MBI MOITIM Obl Ha3BaTh (4a)
YUCTO «TeopeTmyecKnM» 3aHsTreM. OHO cocTo-
UT VICKJIIOUMTEILHO B allpyOpHOM MeTaduisnye-
CKOM MCCIIeIOBAaHUM IIPUPOLIBI paccMaTpyBaeMo-
ro mpeaMeTa, Oyab TO MbllIeHMe BOOOIIe (4m-
CTas JIOTVIKa), MBICJISAIINY CyOBEKT (palyioHaIb-
Has IICMXOJIOTMs) VIV MOpalb (4McTas MOpalb-
Has durtocodusd). Hanporus, «ommmpuueckasi»,
VIV «HedwcTas», pvtocodns (40) o cBoent cyTn
ABJISIeTCS «IIPUKJIQTHOV», TO €CTh VIMeeT IIpaKTH-
yecKoe IIpuMeHeHre. DTO TpebyeT HeKOTOPbIX MO-
sacHenv. Kak mer ysuanM, KaHT mcrionbsyeT 110
KpariHeil Mepe TPV PasJINYHbIX 3HaUYeHNs TepMU-
Ha «IIpUKJIagHOV». [ToaToMy HaM HY>XXHO MX pas-
HeJIUTh ¥ OIlpefesinThb, KaKyue M3 HUX Hanboslee
TIOIXOIAT JIJIS HaAIlIMX IIeJIell.
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moral laws that “must carry with [them] ab-
solute necessity” (GMS, AA 04, p. 389; Kant,
1996a, p. 44).

Notably, impure philosophy also establish-
es rules for how we should both think and act.
Such prescriptions, however, rely upon mere-
ly contingent empirical truths and apply to us
only given our particular situatedness. In the
light of our status as finite human cognisers,
applied logic identifies both ‘aids” and ‘hin-
drances’ to our ability to reason well, drawing
upon empirical knowledge about the work-
ings of imagination and memory, habits, incli-
nations, prejudices etc. And in the light of our
status as finite embodied human beings, moral
anthropology similarly informs us of various
“hindrances of the feelings, inclinations and
passions to which human beings are more or
less subject” (KrV, A 55 / B 79; Kant, 1998,
p- 195). In doing so, it offers rules for avoiding
such basic pitfalls and thus increasing the “ef-
ficacy” of our wills to “fulfil’ what morality de-
mands of us (GMS, AA 04, p. 389; Kant, 1996a,
p- 45).

The fourth and final main difference be-
tween pure and impure philosophy lies in their
overall aims. Pure philosophy is what we might
call (4a) a purely ‘theoretical” endeavour. It con-
sists solely in an a priori metaphysical investiga-
tion into the nature of the subject in question,
whether this is thought in general (pure log-
ic), the thinking subject (rational psychology),
or morality (pure moral philosophy). By con-
trast, ‘empirical’ or ‘impure” philosophy is (4b)
inherently ‘applied’, i.e. of practical use. This
requires some clarification. As we shall see,
Kant uses at least three different senses of the
term “applied’. So we shall need to sort through
them and identify which ones are most relevant
for our purposes.



51 Ha30By TIEPBBIVI CMBICII 3TOTO TepMMuHa — (i)
NpUKAaOHOU Kax meopemuueckuti nodxod x cyocy-
Mayuu. To, IoXKaJTyi1, Hanbosiee pacIIpoCTpaHeH-
HBIT c110co0 TIoHMMaHMs dviocodamMy TepMIMHA
«IIPUKJIATHOVI», YTO OTPA’KEHO B TPAAVIIVIOHHOM
pasIumMy MeXy HOPMAaTVBHOV VI IIPUKJIATHOV
3TUKON. B paMKax 3TOro mogxopa, My TOrO, YTO
JaCTO Ha3BIBAIOT «IIPVIKJIAITHOV MOJIEIIBIO», 3ala4a
IIPVIKJIQIIHOVI STVKV COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI ITPOCTO
IIOZIBECTY YaCTHBIe CITyday II0f, OOIIye IIPUHITY-
IIbI, €CJIVI IOCTIeIHVIe IIPeIyCMOTPeHbI HEKOTOPOTI
HOpMaTMBHOM 3Tumdeckon Teopueit (cm.. Caplan,
1980). To ecThb crienMaIMCT II0 IIPUKJIAIIHOV 3TU-
Ke «IIpVIMeHseT» KOHKPETHYI0 HOPMaTUBHYIO Te-
OpVIO, 3a7laBasi BOIIPOC: YTO OBl cIesIasl KaHTHaHel]
(v yTVIITAPUCT, IV CHeIVaIVCT I1I0 STUKe 0-
OpomeTenyt 1 T. 11.) B 3TOVI CUTYyaIlUm?

I'pam Bépp, 3ammimaeT aHaJIOTMYHYO MOEIIb
VHTEPIIpeTalMyI KAHTOBCKOIO TIIOHSATUS «IIPU-
KJIagHasg dpvtocodus». OH mmIIIeT:

IToBcromy B KpuTudeckom dwiocodpun,
oco0eHHO BO BTOpom M TpeThen «Kpurmkax»,
KaHT mbITaeTrcss OpOSCHUTH Pasivuusl MeXIy
AVICKypcamVl, BKJIFOUAIOIIVMM eCTeCTBeHHBIe U
dopmabHBIe HayKM, MOpaJlb, IIOJINTUKY, Tejle-
OJIOTUIO, 3CTeTUKY ¥ JlaXe caMy MeTadpu3MKY.
Tpu «Kputnkm» 1 gonoHUTeIbHBIE pabOTHI O
npuxiIagHon duiocodpnn, Takne Kak «Mera-
dusmuka Mopai» 1 «MeTtadusueckrie OCHOBBL
eCTeCTBeHHBIX HayK», HalleJIeHbl Ha 3TOT pas-
HOOOpPa3HBIV AMalla30H AVICKYPCOB U IIBITAIOTCS
00BscHNUTD MX pasHble xapakreps! (Bird, 2006,
p- 359—360).

ITo3xe OH yTBepX[aeT B OTBeT Ha BO3paxke-
Hvie 0 ToM, uTo (pustocodpms KaHra koM ab-
CTpaKTHa:

KanTa erre MOXHO KPpUTHKOBATh 3a TO, YTO
OH He pa3paboTajl SMIMPUUECKYIO peaI3aliiio
arpMOPHOV KaTeropvaibHOV CTPYKTYPBI, HO 3TO
CKOpee HeflopasyMeHUe, yeM BospaxeHwue. OHO
TIOKa3bIBaeT, YTO [aJIbHEWIIee WCCIIeIOBaHe
MOJTHOV SMIIMPUYECKOV peaTn3alim arpuop-
HOW CTPYKTYypbl He npomubopeuum VHTepecaMm
KanTa, a sB/1sI€TCS X €CTeCTBeHHbBIM pactiipeHi-

E.V. Garcia

I shall call the first sense of the term (i) the
applied as theoretical subsumption approach. This
is perhaps the most common way that philos-
ophers understand the term “applied’, as re-
flected by the traditional distinction between
normative and applied ethics. On this ap-
proach (which is often called “the applied
model”), the task of applied ethics is simply to
subsume particular cases under general prin-
ciples, where the latter are provided by some
normative ethical theory (cf. Caplan, 1980).
That is, the applied ethicist “applies” a specif-
ic normative theory by asking: What would a
Kantian (or utilitarian, or virtue ethicist, etc.)
do in this situation?

Graham Bird (2006, pp. 359-360) defends a
similar model for interpreting Kant’s notion of
‘applied philosophy” and writes:

Throughout the Critical philosophy, and
notably in the second and third Critiques, Kant
attempts to clarify the differences between
discourses involving mnatural and formal
sciences, morality, politics, teleology, aesthetics
and even metaphysics itself. The three Critiques
and additional works of applied philosophy,
suchas the Metaphysics of Morals and Metaphysical
Foundations of the Natural Sciences, target that
diverse range of discourses and attempt to

explain their different characters.

And he later argues, in response to the ob-
jection that Kant’s philosophy is too abstract:

Kant may still be criticized for not developing
the empirical realization of the a priori categorial
structure but this is a misunderstanding rather
than an objection. It points to a further enquiry
into the full empirical realization of the a priori
structure which is not in conflict with Kant’s
interest but a natural extension of it. It points
towards that extension in what he would
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em. OHO TIpefIIOIaraeT 3TO pacIIVipeHyie B TOM,
YTO OH paccMaTpmBall ObI KaK HPUKITQIHYIO (Pu-
1ocoduIo B TakKMx paboTax, Kak «MeTadmnside-
CKVie OCHOBBI €CTECTBEHHBIX HayK» 1 «MeTadn-
3uka moparm» (Ibid., p. 486).

KanT fevicTBUTE/IBHO MHOITIA VCTIONB3YeT Tep-
MUH «[IPUKJIaJJHOV» VIMEHHO B 3TOM CMBICITE.
B «MeTadusnke Mopasii» OH HUIIET:

Ho nopo6Ho ToMy Kak MeTadmsmka mpupo-
OBl [OJDKHA JIaBaTh IIPVIHLINIIBL ITPVIMEHEeHVIS
yKa3aHHBIX BBICIIVX BCEOOIINX OCHOBOIIOJIOXe-
HUI O IIpUpoze BOOOIIe K ITpeiMeTaM OIIbITa,
max u memagpusuxy Hpabob Heav3s ocmabasmo be3
[ee] npuryunob; u mu wacmo dosxwwt 6ydem dpams 6
KkauecmBe npedmenma paccmomperus 0codyo npupooy
uen06eka, KOMopy0 MOXHO NO3HATNG MOALKO U3 OMbl-
ma, 0abbl HA 3MOM NpuMepe NOKA3aAMb NOCAOCHBUS,
Buimexarouyue us 6eeoduyux MOpaALHBIX NPUHUUNOE;
OIIHAKO 3TO HWYYTh HE yMaIsieT YMCTOTBI TUX
IIPUHIIVIIOB U He CTAaBUT IO COMHEHME X IIPo-
VICXOXXeHMe a priori. — Omcroda caedyem: mema-
usuxa HpaBoB He Moxem 0cHOBbLIBAMbCA HA AHMPO-
10402UlU, 1MeM He MeHee MoxKerm Oblmb npuMeHena K
nett (AA 06, S. 216 —217; Kanrrt, 2014, c. 51; kypcus
Mom. — D.T).

Jlaynen onmcbiBaeT 3TOT KOHKPETHBIV IIPOEKT
KaK «oIpezieieH e MOpaIbHBIX 00si3aHHOCTeV! ue-
JIOBeKa KaK TaKOBOT'0», OSICHSIS:

2to npoekT Kanra B «Mertadmsuke Mmopam».
OH mpenmnornaraer HEKOTOpOe MWHMMaIbHOE
KOJIMYeCTBO SMIVIPUYECKVX CBEIeHWUI O meu-
CTBUTEJIHOVI IIPUpPOJie YesIoBeKa: «...9acTHOe...
omnpesesieHre [00s3aHHOCTeN KaK 00si3aHHOCTeV
4eJIoBeKa], BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO TOIZa, KOT/a MBI
II0 9TOrO IIO3HAeM IIpeIMeT 3TOrO OIIperesre-
HUS (4esioBeKa), cOOOpasHO C ero IeVICTBITEIIb-
HBIMV KadecTBaMU, XOTsI OBl JIVIIIb ITOCTOJIBKY,
IIOCKOJIBKY 3TO HEOOXOAVMO IO OTHOIIEHUIO K
monry Boobre» [KpV 5:8% cm.: MdS 6:217]. Vnes
TeM He MeHee TI0-TIpe)XHeMYy COCTOUT B TOM, UTO-
OBl TOITY CTUTB JIUIIIb OYeHb MUHVIMaIbHOE KOJIVI-
YeCTBO SMIIMPUYECKO MHQOpManmm: IOHATYe
yesioBeKa BOOOIIe, a He TOro, KTO HaXOAUTCS B
KOHKPETHOVI KyJIbType, KJIacce, II0Jle VM pace

(Louden, 2000, p. 10).

? Cwm.: (Kanr, 19974, c. 295). — IIpumen. peo.

regard as applied philosophy in such works
as the Metaphysical Foundations of the Natural
Sciences and the Metaphysics of Morals (Bird,
2006, p. 486).

On this reading, Kantian applied philosophy
simply amounts to ‘“applying’ the basic frame-
work of Kant’s critical philosophy to various
subjects such as morality, natural science, pol-
itics, aesthetics, the law etc. Given this concep-
tion, it makes sense for Bird to assume that the
most prominent examples of Kantian ‘applied
philosophy” would be the Metaphysical Foun-
dations of Natural Science and the Metaphysics of
Morals.

Kant does indeed sometimes use the term
‘applied” in this way. In the Metaphysics of
Morals, he writes:

But just as there must be principles in a
metaphysics of nature for applying those highest
universal principles of a nature in general to
objects of experience, a metaphysics of morals
cannot dispense with principles of application, and
we shall often have to take as our object the particular
nature of human beings, which is cognized only
by experience, in order to show in it what can be
inferred from universal moral principles. But this
will in no way detract from the purity of these
principles or cast doubt on their a priori source.
This is to say, in effect, that a metaphysics of morals
cannot be based upon anthropology but can still be
applied to it (MS, AA 06, pp. 216-17; Kant, 1996d,
pp. 371-372; my emphasis — E.G.).

Louden (2000, p. 10) describes this specific
project as the “determination of moral duties
for human beings as such”, explaining:

This is Kant’s project in the Metaphysics of
Morals. It does presuppose a certain minimal
amount of empirical information concerning
the actual nature of human beings: “the special
determination of duties as human duties
[...] is possible only after the subject of this
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I’1aBHas TrpobrieMa MO MOBOY TaKOTO IIpouTe-
HVISI 3aKJIFOYAETCS B TOM, UTO 3TO YYBCTBO «IIPVIMe-
HEeHVs» TIO-TIPeXKHEMY OCTaeTCsl MICKITIOUMTEIBHO B
cdepe umcront prstocodprm. [ericTBuTentpHO, cpa-
3y TIOCTIe OTPBIBKa, B KOTOpoM KaHT 00BsICHSeT, 4T
MeTad3MKa MOpaJIN «He MOKeT OCHOBBIBAThCS Ha
aHTPOIIOJIOT MV, TEM He MeHee MOXXeT OBITh IIpyMe-
HeHa K Hem» (AA 06, S. 217; KanT, 2014, c. 51), on
SIBHO IIPOTWMBOIIOCTaBIISIET «MeTaPU3VKy MOpasIv»
TOMY, YTO Ha3bIBaeT ee «aHaJIoroM», a IMEHHO MO-
pasibHOVI aHTponoorn. CTporo roBopsi, TOIIBKO
MOpaJIBHYIO aHTpornoyiornio KanTt odwurmansHo
IIPU3HAET «OMIIVIPUYECKOV», VUIN «IIPUKIJIaITHO,
drtocodmert, TOCKOJIBKY ee crielyduydecKas 3a-
Jlaga COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI VIMETB JIeJIO TOJIBKO C
«CyOBEKTVBHBIMIU — KaK ITPeIISITCTBYIOIIVIMY, TaK
¥ OJIarOIPVSITCTBYIONIVIMY — YCJIOBUSIMM UCHOA-
HeHUs 3aKOHOB MeTadpV3VKV HPaBOB B YeJIOBeue-
ckom1 mpupoze» (AA 06, S. 217; Kanr, 2014, c. 51).

DTO TIOABOAMT HaC K TOMY, UTO S CUMUTAIO [IBY-
M HavOoslee BaXKHBIMY KaHTOBCKVIMV CMBICTITAMU
TEpPMUHA «[TPUKJIaIIHOV» TI0 OTHOIIEHWIO K «He-
UUCTON», VIV «3MIIVPUYECKO», dpviocodpmm.
HA30By BTOpOe 3HadeHMe 3TOro tepmmHa — (ii)
NpUKAaOHoU Kax 1o0xo0 K peuieHuto npobsem. 1o,
HIOXKaJIyVi, Hanboslee paclipocTpaHeHHOe Hedpuio-
codpckoe ITIOHMMaHMe 3TOro TepMmHa. Harprmep,
B IIPUKJIAJTHOV VIH)KEHEpPUN VIHXKeHep CTaJIKViBa-
€TCS C «ITPO0IIEMOVI TIPOEKTUPOBAHIS» U TOJDKEH
«IIPVIMEHWTB» CBOVI 3HAHWS IS €e PeleHns. DTO
BKJIIOYaeT B ce0s Takme Iary, Kak (1) ompenerte-
Huie TIpo0JIeMBl, (2) McciieioBaHMe 1 COOp JaHHBIX,
(3) renepanust mmen, (4) BEIOOp KpuTepueB ycIe-
xa, (5) ompenereHe wiaHa paboTsl, (6) cozmaHMe
IIPOTOTWMIIA MOZEJIV VI 3CKM3a 1 (7) TecTUpOBa-
Hute perieHs (cM.: Zande, 2006).

Crientyst 3TOVI MOz, MBI MOIJIM OBbI OIVcaTh
mnev Kanra 13 obractu (1a) mpmKiIagHOV JIOTVIKIA
KaK CJTy4art KOTHUTVBHOVI MH)XKeHepuu 1 13 o0JIa-
cTu (2a) MOpa/IbHOVI aHTPOIIOJIOTMM — KakK CIIy-
yart MopasibHOVI MikeHepnmn. B obonx cirygasix

10 Cwm.: (AA 08, S. 276; Kant, 19948, c. 159—160), tre
Kaur mpsmo rosopur o6 wrpkeHepHOM meite. OmHaKo
€ro I1eJIb, IIO-BUVIMOMY, BO MHOTOM ITPOTMBOIIOJIOXKHA
HACTOSAIIEMY OOCYXXIEHWMIO, IIOCKOJIBKY OH CTPEMITCS
3aIUTUTH OOIIYI0 HAyKY OT OOBMHEHNISI B TOM, UTO MBI He
MOYKeM BBIpalboTaTh pelreHme, KoTopoe Obl paboTaio Ha
IIpaKTHKe.
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determination (the human being) is known as he
is really constituted, though only to the extent
necessary with reference to duty generally”
(KpV 5:8; cf. MdS 6:217). The idea, though, is
still to let in only a very minimal amount of
empirical information: the concept of a human
being in general, as opposed to one situated in
a specific culture, class, gender, or race.

The main worry about this reading is that
this sense of “application” still remains square-
ly in the domain of pure philosophy. Indeed,
immediately after the passage where he ex-
plains that a metaphysics of morals “cannot be
based upon anthropology but can still be ap-
plied to it” (MS, AA 06, p. 217; Kant, 1996d,
p- 372), Kant explicitly goes on to contrast a
‘metaphysics of morals” with what he calls its
‘counterpart’, viz. moral anthropology. Strictly
speaking, it is only the latter which Kant offi-
cially regards as “empirical” or “applied” philos-
ophy, insofar as its specific task is to “deal only
with the subjective conditions in human nature
that hinder people or help them in fulfilling the
laws of a metaphysics of morals” (MS, AA 06,
p- 217; Kant, 19964, p. 372).

This leads us to what I think are the two
most relevant Kantian senses of ‘applied” vis-
a-vis ‘impure’” or ‘empirical’ philosophy. I shall
call the second sense (ii) the applied as prob-
lem-solving approach. This is arguably the most
common non-philosophical understanding of
the term. For instance, in applied engineering,
the engineer is faced with a ‘design problem’
and must “apply” his/her knowledge to solve it.
This involves taking steps such as (1) defining
the problem, (2) investigating and gathering
data, (3) generating ideas, (4) selecting crite-
ria for success, (5) determining the work plan,
(6) making a model prototype or sketch and (7)
testing the solution (cf. Zande, 2006).

Following this model, we might describe
Kant’s ideas of (1a) applied logic as a case of
‘cognitive engineering’ and (2a) moral anthro-
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MBI CTaJIKMBaeMCs C OCHOBHOV ITpo0JIeMOV:: Kak
MBI MOXKeM OBITh — WJIM KaK MBI MOXKEM 3aCTaBUTh
apyTux jmoneit OpiTh — (10) IydImmMMu MbIC/InTe-
My (IpVKJIafHas JIOrMKa) MiIn (20) Ty dImmMu
MOpaJIbHBIMY aKTOpaMM (MOpasibHasl aHTPOIIOJIO-
I'Visl), YYUTBIBas HaIlM KOHKpPeTHBbIe CJ1abocTu 1
OrpaHMYeHNs KaK OrpaHNYeHHBIX YeI0BeUeCKIX
cymiects? [lajlee MBI cobupaeM sMIMpUUecKie
3HaHS, MMEIOITVe OTHOIIeHVIe K 3TOVI IIpodyeMe.
J1J1s1 TIpUKITaZIHOM JIOTMKM 3TO TpebyeT mcciieno-
BaHM «CJIy4YalHBIX YCJIOBUV [MBIC/ISIIETO] CyOB-
€KTa», YTOOBbI YBUIETh, YTO MOXET «IIPelsTCTBO-
BaTh VIV COIEVICTBOBATh» MBIIIUIEHIIO, TOTTIa KaK
BCe OHMU «Ial0TCS TOJIBKO AMIIMpudecKi» (A 54 /
B 79; Kanrt, 20060, c. 141). A 1j1st TpUKIIaTHOVI MO-
pasbHON (prstocopum, VIV MOPasIbHOV aHTPOIIO-
JIOTWY, 3TO IIperioJiaraeT VCCIeIoBaHVe «CyOb-
eKTMBHBIX — KaK IPeIsTCTBYIONINX, TaK 1 Osa-
TOIIPUSITCTBYIOIINX — YCIIOBUV UCHOAHEHUSA 3aKO-
HOB MeTaoM3VKI HPAaBOB B YeJI0BEYECKOVI IIPUPO-
ne» (AA 06, S. 217; Kanr, 2014, c. 51).

Hakorer, MbI JOJDKHBI pa3paboTaTrs 1 IIpoTe-
CTMpPOBaTh pa3IMYHble MeXaHW3MBI M METOIBI,
YTOOBI yBUAETh, UTO [IEVICTBUTEIIBHO paboTaeT
IUIS JOCTVDKEHWS TIOCTaBJIeHHOM 3anaun. B «Jlo-
rvke» KaHT mpeyiaraeT B oOIImx dyeprax HamOo-
Jlee TIOIPOOHOe OIVIcCaHMe TOro, Kak Oy/ieT BbIIJIs-
[eTh TOJTHOCTBIO peaI30BaHHAsl IIPVKJIaHasd
JIOTVIKa:

B umcTont j1orvke Mel oTHeIsIeM pacCydoK OT
OCTaJIbHBIX JIyIIEeBHBIX CWJI U paccMaTpuBaeM,
uTO OH [eJIaeT JIMIIb caM 110 cebe. ITpuxiamaas
JIOTMIKa paccMaTpuBaeT pacCyoK B CMeIIeHUN
€ro ¢ ApyTVMU CUJIaMW Y1V, KOTOPEIe BIIVSIOT
Ha ero IewcTBUsS M HPUHAoT eMy IIpeBpaTHoOe
HaIpabJIeHle, TaK YTO OH He cJIeflyeT TeM 3aKo-
HaM, IIpaBWIbHOCTb KOTOPBIX CaM JXKe yCMaTpu-
Baer. — [lpuwiamHas oruka, coOCTBEHHO, He
IOJDKHA OBl Ha3bIBaThCH JIOTMKOV. DTO — IICVHIXO-
JIOTMISI, B KOTOPOVI MBI pacCMaTpyBaeM, Kak 00bId-
HO ITPOVICXOJIUT Hallle MBIIIUIeHIe, a He KaK OHO
IopKHO Itpoucxonutb. IlpaBaa, oHa roBOopuT B
KOHIIe KOHIIOB, UTO eJ1aTh, 9UTOObI, HECMOTPS Ha
pasIyuHble CyObeKTMBHBIE IIPeIISTCTBIA 1 Orpa-
HUYeHNs, IpUMeHeHMe paccydka ObUIo IIpa-
BWIBHBIM; KPOMe TOT0, OJ1arofapst eVt Mbl MOXKeM
y3HaTh, YTO CIIOCOOCTBYeT NpaBWIbHOMY IpPU-
MEeHeHMIO paccCyjiKa, KaKOBbl BCIIOMOraTeJIbHbIe

pology as a case of “‘moral engineering’.’ In both
scenarios, we are faced with a basic problem:
‘How can we be — or how can we make other
people be — (1b) better thinkers (applied logic)
or (2b) better moral actors (moral anthropolo-
gy), given our specific weaknesses and limita-
tions as finite human beings?” Next, we gather
empirical knowledge that bears on this prob-
lem. For applied logic, this requires investigat-
ing “the contingent conditions of the [thinking]
subject” to see what can “hinder or promote”
thinking well, where this “can all be given only
empirically” (KrV, A 54 / B 79; Kant, 1998,
p- 195). And for applied moral philosophy or
moral anthropology, this involves investigating
the “subjective conditions in human nature that
hinder people or help them in fulfilling the laws
of a metaphysics of morals” (MS, AA 06, p. 217;
Kant, 1996d, p. 372).

Lastly, we must design and test various
mechanisms and methods to see what actual-
ly works for achieving the task at hand. In the
Jische Logic, Kant offers in broad outline his
most detailed account of what a fully realised
applied logic would look like and writes:

Applied logic considers the understanding
insofar as it is mixed with the other powers
of the mind, which influence its actions and
misdirect it, so that it does not proceed in
accordance with the laws which it quite well
sees to be correct. Applied logic really ought
not to be called logic. It is a psychology in
which we consider how things customarily
go on in our thought, not how they ought to
go on. In the end it admittedly says what one
ought to do in order to make correct use of
the understanding under various subjective
obstacles and restrictions; and we can also
learn from it what furthers the correct use of

° Cf. TP, AA 08, p. 276; Kant, 1996c, p. 280 where
Kant explicitly discusses engineering. His aim there,
however, seems to be largely the opposite of the present
discussion, insofar as he seeks to defend general science
against the charge that we cannot devise a solution that
works in practice.
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CpeJIcTBa M1l 3TOTO VIV CPEACTBa, IIPeIoXpaHs-
IOIIVe OT JIOTVYECKVX OMIMOOK 1 3a0ITy KIeHm
(AA 09, S. 18; Kanr, 1994a, c. 273 —274).

K coxanenmio, kak orMmedaer [I>)ko0 3mHK-
cToK, KaHT «Ha camoM [esie HUKOIa He IIpejia-
raJI SBHOV IIpUKJIaiHOM JIorvKm» (Zinkstok, 2011,
p- 124). OpHako cuTyalys JIydille B OTHOIIEHWN
KaHTOBCKOVI WOEU «MOPaJIbHOVI aHTPOIIOIOI .
IIpaBna, KaHT Tak>Xe HUKOrIa He pefJiaraeT CBO-
VIM YUTaTeIsIM TIOJTHOCTBIO pa3paboTaHHOM MoO-
paJIbHOM aHTponosornu. Tem He MeHee TO, YTO
JlaymeH ommchlBaeT KakK IJIaBHYIO IIeJIb «HeUU-
cTout >TuKM» KaHTa, — a MMEHHO ero «CUJIbHOe
cTpeMJIeHMe c/iejIaTh MOpasIbHble IIPVHITUIIBI 3d-
PEeKTUBHBIMI B UeJIOBEYEeCKOV XKM3HW» — BBI3bI-
BaeT IJIyOOKoe OecIIOKOVICTBO, JieXKalllee B OCHOBE
MHOIMX pa3MblileHnt KaHTa 10 McKyccTBy, 00-
pa3oBaHIIO, aHTPOIIOJIOI MW, PEJIUTUN Y MICTOPUN
(Louden, 2000, p. 13).

Ha wmpusunyanbsHoM yposHe KaHT mccrieny-
eT, KaK HaM cJIeflyeT 3aHVMaThCsI HpaBCTBEHHbBIM
BOCHMTaHVeM Kak JeTell, TaK M B3pOCJIbIX, IIpefl-
Jjlarasi pa3/IgHble MeTOMIBl, TaKye Kak oOpaliieHe
K HpPaBCTBEHHBIM IIpyIMepaM, MOpasIbHBIM KaTe-
Xy3rcaM, KasymcTuke 1 T.1."" B KauecTBe KOHKpeT-
HOTO IIpyMepa pacCMOTPUM TpPaKTOBKy KaHToM
Upe3MepHOro IipeyBeinyeHnss Bo BTopon «Kpu-
Tuke». Onmpasicb Ha SMOMPUYECcKre 3HaHMS Ha-
eV YejioBeueckor rcuxosiormu, KaHTt cumTaer,
YTO HaM CJIe[TyeT OTKa3aThCs OT IPU3BIBOB K Upes-
MEPHBIM JIEVICTBVISIM, TO €CTh K JIEeVICTBUSIM, KOTO-
pBle KaKMM-TO 00pa3oM BBIXOIST 3a PaMKM UyB-
CTBa [10JITa, B MOpaJIbHOM BOCIIMTaHWM, TTOCKOJIb-
Ky 3TO MOXeT IIPUBEeCTU K «MOpajIbHOMYy 3HTY-
3Ma3sMy» M «JIerKOMBICJIEHHOMY BBICOKOIIapHOMY,
danTacTMUeCKOMY CKJIasty yMa». UToOBI AepKaTh
Hallle caMoJIro0re VI CaMOMHEHVIe TI07] KOHTPOJIEM,
MBI JOJDKHBI BMECTO 3TOrO IIONBITaThCd MPUBUTH
yBakeHMe K caMOMy MOpaJIbHOMY HOJITy — Ha-

T CMm. obcyxnenne KaHTOM 3TMX pasIMyHBIX TeM B

«Yuenun o wmetope...» Bropom «Kpuruxm» (AA 05,
S. 151—161; Kanur, 1997a, c. 697 —727), «Permrvm...» (AA
06, S. 119; Kanur, 19946, c. 104) n «Mertadwnsnke HpaBoB»
(AA 06, S. 410—412, 480—484; Kaur, 2019, c. 89—93,
237 —247).
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the understanding, the means of aiding it, or
the cures for logical mistakes and errors (Log,
AA 09, p. 18; Kant, 1992, pp. 532-533).

Unfortunately, as Job Zinkstok (2011, p. 124)
points out, Kant “never actually offered an ex-
plicit applied logic”. The situation is better,
however, with respect to Kant’s idea of a ‘moral
anthropology’. It’s true that Kant also never of-
fers his readers a fully worked out moral an-
thropology. Nonetheless, what Louden (2000,
p. 13) describes as the main goal of Kant’s ‘im-
pure ethics’, viz. his “strong concern to make
moral principles efficacious in human life”, is
a deep concern underlying many of Kant’s re-
flections upon art, education, anthropology, re-
ligion and history.

At the individual level, Kant examines
how we should engage in moral education for
both children and adults, proposing various
methods such as appeals to moral exemplars,
moral catechisms, casuistry etc.”” For one con-
crete example, consider Kant’s treatment of
supererogation in the second Critiqgue. Draw-
ing upon empirical knowledge of our human
psychology, Kant thinks that we should reject
appeals to supererogatory acts, i.e. acts that
somehow go beyond the call of duty, in moral
education since this can lead to “moral enthu-
siasm” and “a frivolous, high-flown, fantas-
tic cast of mind”. In order to keep our self-love
and self-conceit in check, we should instead at-
tempt to instil reverence for moral duty itself,
e.g. by praising actions done solely for the sake
of moral duty as ‘noble” and ‘sublime” (KpV,
AA 05, p. 85; Kant, 1996b, pp. 208-209).

And at the communal level, Kant explores
how natural impulses such as a concern for

10" See Kant’s discussion of these various topics in the
“Doctrine of the Method” of the second Critique (KpV,
AA 05, pp. 151-161; Kant, 1996b, pp. 259-269), Religion
(RGV, AA 06, p. 119; Kant, 1996e, p. 149) and the Meta-
physics of Morals (MS, AA 06, p. 410-412, 480-484; Kant,
1996d, pp. 538-539, 593-597).
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IIpVIMep, BOCXBAJISISL [AEVICTBIIS, COBEpPIIIaeMble VIC-
KJTIOUMTEITFHO paziyi MOpaJIbHOTO JI0JITa, Kak «OJIa-
rOpOIHBIe» U1 «BO3BHIIIIeHHBIe» (AA 05, S. 85; KaHr,
1997a, c. 507).

A Ha yposHe obOmiectBa KaHT packpeiBaer,
UTO ecTeCTBeHHbIe VIMIIYJIbCBI, TakKue Kak 3abo-
Ta O YeCTV, pa3/ImdHble POPMBI COLVAIM3AIIN,
HarpuMep KYJIbTypa U STUKET, a TaKXe ITOIBIT-
KV OIIpe/Ie/INTh, KaK CO3[1aTh 3TMUUYeCKoe COIpyKe-
CTBO, KOTOpOe OBl B COIMAJIBHOM IUIaHE CTPEeMMU-
JIOCh K «BBICIIIeMY O1ary Kak Osary, obiiemy fjist
BCeX», — BCe 3TO CIIOCOOBI, C IIOMOIITBIO KOTOPBIX
KOHKpPeTHOe 3MIIMpIYecKoe 3HaHVe Halllell Yeslo-
BEYECKOVI IIPVIPOIBI IIOMOTaeT HaM JIyUIlle BBITION-
HATB TpeboBaHMs Mopasn'?. Kak 3ameuaer KauT B
«O IIOTOBOPKE. . .», «3TVIM eIlle He TpeOyIoT OT uesIo-
BeKa, YTOOBI OH, KOT/Ia [IeJI0 MOeT 00 VICIIOTHEH MM
IoJIra, 0mMKa3aAcsa OT CBOEV eCTeCTBeHHOM 11ejTn —
cuacTes» (AA 08, S. 278; KanT, 19948, c. 162). Takum
o0Opa3oM, OCHOBHas 3ajjada MOpasIbHOV aHTpPOIIO-
JIOTMIVI COCTOUT B TOM, UTOOBI «CIIPOEKTMPOBATH»
METOIBl, MPAKTUKM ¥ COLVIa/IbHbIe MHCTUTYTBHI,
KOTOPbIe, COXPaHsIs UyBCTBUTEIIBHOCTD K HAIVIM
OrpaHMYEeHNSIM ¥ CJTA0OCTSIM KaK YeJIOBEYeCKX
CYIIEeCTB, TIOMOTaIOT peaI30BaTh Pa3IMIHbIe MO-
pasIbHbIe MTealbl.

TpeTun v nocsreqHMIT CMBICII TEPMUHA «IIPU-
KJIaIHOV» — 37O (iii) npuxaadnoi xax nooxod npak-
muyeckoi Myopocmu. DTO 3HaUeHVIe MOXKHO HalITV
y KanTta B 00cy>XaeHMN MOpasIbHOVI aHTPOIIOJIO-
rum B «OCHOBOIIOJIOKEH M. . .». OH IWIIIeT:

Bynyum npriMeHVMa K 4eJI0BeKy, OHa HIUEeTO
He 3aMMCTBYeT M3 3HaHMs O HeM (M3 aHTPOIIOJIO-
TUN), a JaeT eMy KaK pa3syMHOMY CyIIeCTBY alIpu-
OpHBIe 3aKOHBI, KOTOpPble, KOHEYHO, elrle Tpely-
IOT YCVJIEHHOVI OITBITOM CITOCOOHOCTI CY KIEHWIS,
IIJISL TOTO, YTOOBL, C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, PaCIIO3HATB,
B KaKMX CJIydasiX OHVM HaXOIAT CBOe IIpVIMeHe-
HVIE, C IPYTOVl CTOPOHBI, IIPOJIOKNUTH MM IIyTh K
BOJIe ueJIoBeKa VI IPUIATh MM CWIy IS VX VC-
rostHeHMs. .. (AA 04, S. 389; Kanr, 19946, c. 157).

12 Tlorre3Hble pacCyXIeHMs Ha 3Ty TeMy CM. B paboTtax
Jlaynena (Louden, 2000; 2011; 2018) n Ywicona (Wilson,
2014).
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honour, various forms of socialisation such as
culture and etiquette, and trying to determine
how to establish an ethical commonwealth that
socially strives to promote “the highest good as
a good common to all” are all ways in which
concrete empirical knowledge of our human
nature helps us to fulfil better the demands of
morality." As Kant observes in “On the Com-
mon Saying”: “the human being is not expected
to renounce his natural end, happiness, when
the issue of obeying his duty arises; for he can-
not do that, no more than any finite rational be-
ing in general can” (TP, AA 08, p. 278; Kant,
1996¢c, pp. 281-282). Thus, the primary task of
moral anthropology is to ‘engineer’” methods,
practices, and social institutions that — while
still being sensitive to our limitations and
weaknesses as human beings — help to realise
various moral ideals.

A third and final sense of the term “applied’
is what I shall call (iii) the applied as practical
wisdom approach. This can be found in Kant’s
Groundwork discussion of moral anthropology.
As he writes:

[...] and when it is applied to the human
being it does not borrow the least thing from
acquaintance with him (from anthropology)
but gives to him, as a rational being, laws a
priori, which no doubt still require a judgment
sharpened by experience, partly to distinguish
in what cases they are applicable and partly to
provide them with access to the will of the human
being and efficacy for his fulfillment of them [...]
(GMS, AA 04, p. 389; Kant, 1996a, p. 45).

In order to act morally, moral agents need
practical wisdom to discern whether and how
certain moral rules apply to specific situations.
To achieve this, Kant claims that we require

' For helpful discussions of this topic, see Louden
(2000; 2011; 2018) and Wilson (2014).



YroOrl [1ericTBOBaTh MOPAJIbHO, MOpaIbHBIM
areHTaM HeoOXofyiMa IIpaKTu4ecKas MYIpPOCTb,
7abbl TIOHATH, IPUMEHVMBI JIV OIpere/leHHbIe
MOpa/IbHBIE TIpaBWIa K KOHKPETHBIM CUTYally-
M, M eCIM Ja, TO KakuMm oOpasom. [t sToro,
yTBepxxaeT KaHT, HeoOxomyiMa «ycrieHHasI OIIbI-
TOM CIIOCOOHOCTB CYXKIIeHWsI», a OHa 00si3aTeIbHO
3aBVICUT OT KOHKPETHOT'O SMITMPVYECKOro 3HAH.
OcHoBHOe pa3znune Mexay (i), IpUKIIagHBIM KaK
«TeopeTnyecKoe OTHeceHVie», 1 (iii), mpuKIIagHbIM
KaK «IIPaKTU4ecKass MyApOCTb», CBSA3aHO C Iep-
CIIEKTVBOVI, C KOTOPOVI BBIHOCUTCS CY>KIEHUE. B
ciiydae (i) 3TO TOYKa 3peHusl TeopeTrKa MOpasln,
IIBITAOIIEr0Csl OOBCHUTD, KaK Te VIV VHBIe HOp-
MaTVBHBIE IPVHINIIEI COOTHOCSITCS C KOHKpeT-
HOVI 3TMYEeCKOV IMcKyccuent. B cirydae (iii) — 31O
TOYKA 3peHVIsI MOPJIBHOIO areHTa, ITBITAIOIIeTrOCs
IIOHSTh, Yero MMeHHO TpedyeT OT Hero Mopasb B
HAHHOVI KOHKPETHOVI CUTYaLIVVAL.

Taxvm oOpasom, unctas dpniocodus (1a) apiis-
eTCs UMCTO allpUOPHOVA, (2a) BKJIIOUaeT B cedsi He-
oOxomMBble IPYHINIIBL, (3a) MMeeT YHUBEpPCaIb-
HBIVI XapakTep ¥ (4a) sBIISIeTCS TEOPeTMYECKO.
Hampotus, Heuncras dpustocodpms (16) xors Obl
0TYacCTH arocTepropHa, (20) ornmpaeTcs Ha JIMIIb
YCJIOBHBIE SMIIMpUYecKye MCTUHBI, (30) orpaHm-
yeHa paMKaMM 4eJI0BeUecKOro CyIlecTBOBaHMS U
KOHKPETHBIX OOCTOSATEIIBCTB, B KOTOPBIX OH Haxo-
ouTcs, 1 (46) HocuT IIpuKIIagHOM XapakTep. O0-
paTmmMcs Tellepb K TeMe OCHOBHOIO MeCTa Hedl-
crovt pustocodpun B pustocopunt Kanra.

2. O cooTHOLIeHMM KaHTOBCKOV YMCTOM
¥ HeuncTov purocodpumn

Kax sryurrie Bcero oxapakrepnsoBaTh o0IIIee co-
OTHOIIIeHe My KaHTOBCKOVI UVCTOVI M Heun-
cront pwtocoduert? VHave ToBopsi, KaKyio posib
B cucteMe KanTa urpaer Heuwncrast dpviocodus,
ecJIv OHa BOOOIIIe CyIecTByeT? 311ech MOXHO BbI-
IOeINTh TI0 KpayiHell Mepe 4YeThIpe pasjIfdHble
ITIKOJTBL MBICJIN. S paccMaTpmBaro Mx IO odepen,
Iepexozis OT Hamboslee HeTaTVBHBIX K HamOolee
TTO3UTMBHBIM XapaKTePUCTVIKaM.
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“a judgment sharpened by experience”, where
this necessarily depends upon concrete empir-
ical knowledge. The main difference between
(i) applied as “theoretical subsumption” versus
(iii) applied as “practical wisdom’ relates to the
perspective from which the judgment is made.
For (i), it is the perspective of the moral theorist
trying to explain how certain normative princi-
ples bear upon a given ethical debate. For (iii),
it is instead the perspective of a moral agent
seeking to understand what exactly morality
demands of her or him in this particular situ-
ation.

To summarise, pure philosophy (1a) is
purely a priori, (2a) involves necessary prin-
ciples, (3a) is universal in scope and (4a) is a
theoretical undertaking. By contrast, impure
philosophy (1b) is at least partly a posteriori,
(2b) is grounded upon merely contingent em-
pirical truths, (3b) is limited in scope to hu-
man beings and the particular circumstances
they find themselves in and (4b) is essential-
ly applied. Let us turn now to the topic of the
general place of impure philosophy in Kant’s
philosophy.

2. On the Relationship between Kantian
Pure and Impure Philosophy

What is the best way to characterise the
overall relationship between Kantian pure and
impure philosophy? Put differently, what role,
if any, does impure philosophy have in Kant’s
system? We can identify at least four different
schools of thought here. I discuss them in turn,
proceeding from the most negative to the most
positive characterisations.

1. Impure philosophy as not genuine phi-
losophy. There are two main reasons for think-
ing that Kantian impure, i.e. empirical or
applied, philosophy must be, strictly speaking,
an oxymoron. First, Kant often seems to defend



3.B. Tapcus

1. Heuucmasa gpuaocogpusn xax HenooAuHHas
¢usocogpus. EcTe 1Be OCHOBHBIE IIPUUMHBI CUM-
TaTh, YTO KaHTOBCKasi He4yucTas, TO eCTb SMIIN-
pyyecKas WiV NpuKJIagHas, driocodus TOIDk-
Ha OBITh, CTPOTO rOBOPsl, OKCIOMOPOHOM. Bo-Tiep-
BeIX, KaHT "acTo oTcTamBaeT KpaviHe OrpaHUYN-
TeJIbHYI0 KOHILenuio dwiocodpun. Hanpumep,
B «Metadmsuke HpasoB» KaHT, Kak W3BeCTHO,
yTBepXXIaeT, 4To ero Kpurudeckasi dpumiiocodpns
ABJISIeTCS  eVHCTBEHHOV WCTUHHOM dwiocod-
CKOVI CMICTEMOW, M IIUIIIET:

YTBepXKeHne, UTO 10 IOSBIIEHNS KPUTHUe-
ckom dwriocodpurr He CYIIECTBOBAJIO HMKAKON
dwiocodnm, 3ByUUT apporaHTHO, CeOsIIFoOUBO
VI YHUYVDKUTEIBHO IUIS TeX, KTO He OTKa3aIcs
ellle OT CBOMIX CTapbIX CHUCTEM. ...HO TaK KakK C
OOBEKTVBHOI TOYKM 3pEHMS MOXET CyIIIeCTBO-
BaTh TOJIBKO OJIVIH YeJIOBEYECKUVI pasyM, TO He
MOXKeT CYyIIeCTBOBaTh M MHOIMX uiocodpmii,
T.e. BO3MOJXKHA TOJIBKO OffHA VICTMHHAsI, IIOCTPO-
eHHas Ha IpuHIMIIax, driocodckas crucrema,
KakK ObI MHOrooOpasHO ¥ 9acTO IIPOTMBOPEUVBO
HY Pry10cOoCTBOBAIIN T10 TIOBOAY OJHOTO ¥ TOTO
xe mostoxeHms (AA 06, S. 206 —207; Kanr, 2014,
c. 23).

Ho ecyvt TpyHSATE TpaauIIVIOHHOE JOMYIIIeHE,
uTo Kputndeckas dpusocodpus Kanra saHnMmaer-
CSl VICKJTIOUMTEIBHO CUHTETUYECKVIMY allpviop-
HBIMM [IO3HAHMSIMI, TO M3 3TOTO CJIeyeT, UTO He-
umcTtast prstocoduisi, KOTopast BMECTO 3TOTO SIBHO
oIVIpaeTcs Ha SMIVPUYecKye IIPUHITNIIBL, He MO-
XeT ObITh MCTVHHOV prtocodmert B caMOM CTPO-
rOM KaHTOBCKOM CMBICJIE 3TOTO TIOHSITHSL.

Bo-BTOpPBIX, MOXXHO IIOZyMaTh, YTO OCHOBHBIE
IpVIMepbl SMIIVPUYECKON, MJIV IPUKJIIaIHOM, du-
j0codpmy — HarpuMep, IIpUKJIaTHas JIOrMKa VTN
MOpaJsIbHasl aHTPOIIOJIIOTMST — ITPENICTABIISIIOT CO-
0011 Bcero JIMIIb SMIIMPUYECKYIO HayKy, a He Ha-
crosimiyo drtocodnio”. Xepbepr dxermvc Ila-
TOH YTBep)X[IaeT, YTO MOpaIbHasl aHTPOIIOJIOT s
OO/DKHA OBITH MCKITIOYEHA M3 STWKM, VI IIVIIET:

1 TTommmo obcyxmenmvt ITatona m I'perop cMm. Taxke:
(Brandt, 2003; Frierson, 2003; Stark, 2003; Garcia, 2006).

a highly restrictive conception of philosophy.
For example, in the Metaphysics of Morals, Kant
notoriously suggests that his critical philoso-
phy is the only true philosophical system and

writes:

It sounds arrogant, conceited, and belittling
of those who have not yet renounced their
old system to assert that before the coming
of the critical philosophy there was as yet no
philosophy at all [...] Yet since, considered
objectively, there can be only one human
reason, there cannot be many philosophies; in
other words, there can be only one true system
of philosophy from principles, in however
many different and even conflicting ways one
has philosophized about one and the same
proposition (MS, AA 06, pp. 206-207; Kant,
1996d, p. 366).

But if we make the traditional assumption
that Kant’s critical philosophy is exclusive-
ly concerned with synthetic a priori cognitions,
then it seems to follow that impure philoso-
phy — which instead explicitly draws on em-
pirical principles — fails to be true philosophy
in the strictest Kantian sense of the term.

Second, we might think that the main exam-
ples of empirical or applied philosophy, e.g.
applied logic or moral anthropology, merely
amount to empirical science as opposed to gen-
uine philosophy.!? Herbert James Paton (1971,
p. 32) argues that moral anthropology should
be excluded from ethics, writing: “[...] “ap-
plied ethics’ is used [by Kant] for a special kind
of moral or practical psychology [...] There
is, however, no reason why we should regard
such a psychology as practical: it is a theoreti-
cal examination of the causes of certain moral-
ly desirable effects. Still less is there a reason
why we should regard it with Kant as a kind

2" In addition to the Paton and Gregor discussions, see
also Brandt (2003), Frierson (2003), Stark (2003) and
Garcia (2006).
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«..."mpukitagHas 3TMKa” cnosnb3yercs [KanTom]
17151 0003Ha"eHVIsI 0CO00T0 poria MOPaIBHOV IV
MpaKTUYecKoy mcuxosorun... OmHako HeT HU-
KaKVMX OCHOBaHWWM CYUTATh TaKyO IICVIXOJIOTMIO
IIPaKTMUYeCKOI: OHa IIpeJICTaBIIsieT coboN Teope-
TUYecKoe VccilefloBaHNe IIPUYMH OIlpeie/IeHHbIX
MOpaJIbHO JKeJIaTeJIbHBIX CJIeICTBUIL. Tem Oosee
HeT OCHOBaHWII paccMaTpuBaTh ee BMecTe ¢ Kan-
TOM KaK pa3HOBVMIHOCTb IIPVKJIaIHON VIV SMIIV-
puueckort aTukm» (Paton, 1971, p. 32). A Mapu I'pe-
rOp BBICKa3blBaeT COMHEHMs 110 IIOBOLLY TOrO, CJle-
ZlyeT JIvi BOOOIIle CUMTaTh MOPaJIbHYIO aHTPOIIOJIO-
ruio dpustocoduernt, a He, CKaykeM, SMIIVPUYIECKON
IICUIXOJIOT VeV, 3aMedasi Ipy aToM: «HpaBcTBeHHas
aHTPOIIOJIOr M — 3TO... He 3TVKa, a CKopee pa3Ho-
BUJIHOCTB IICVIXOJIOTMM, M3y4eHVie eCTeCTBeHHBIX
IPUYMH, KOTOpble MOI'YT CIIOCOOCTBOBaTh pa3BU-
TUIO HPABCTBEHHBIX CKJIOHHOCTEVI 11 00JIeryeHmIo
Y TIOBBIIIeHMIO 3PEeKTMBHOCTM HaIMX eu-
CTBUV I10 McHonHeHuio noinra. Ilouemy xe Kanr
JIOJDKeH paccMaTpuBaTh 3Ty HayKy KaK pasfiesl Mo-
pansHOM drtocodpun?» (Gregor, 1963, p. 8).
OcHoBHas mpo0rieMa 3TOVI IIepPBOV IIIKOJIBI CO-
CTOUT B TOM, YTO OHa He yUMUThIBaeT To, Kak KanT
o0OBsicHsIeT TIpupony dumocodnn B OPyrmx Me-
crax. Kak MbI yxe HeomHOKpaTHO Buaenu, Kanr
IIPsIMO YTBepXKJaeT CyIlleCTBOBaHMe «3MIIVpuye-
CKOVI», VJIV «IIpUKJIaTHOM», prstocodpmn. Yro Ka-
caeTcsl, B YaCTHOCTM, IIepBOrO BOITPOCa, TO, Ha MOV
B3IJIs]I, IIpo0sieMa BO3HMKAET 13-3a [IByCMBICIIEH-
HOCTM B TOM, KaK MBI IIpVMMeHsieM SIpJIbIK «pu-
socodmsi». MBI MOXXeM WCIIOIB30BaTh €r0 B TOM
CMBICJIe, KOTOPBIVI s HA30BY YMCTO OIViCaTeIb-
HBIM 11 TtogeTHbIM. Kpucrna Kopcraapn, xopo-
110 OOBSCHSAET 3TOT TUII pa3Ingms Ipu odcyXie-
HUY HapyIIeHM KOHCTUTYMPYIOIIMX HOPM, OHa
HOUIIET: «..Mbl MOXXeM KPUTMKOBATh TaKye 00bek-
TBI JI0OO TOBOPH, YTO 3TO IIOXME OOBEKTHI CBOe-
ro porxa (“DTo 1ToXast SHIMKJIIONEINs, OHA HeakK-
TyasibHa”), JT100 TOBOPS, YTO OHM BOOOIIe He SIB-
JISFOTCS. TaKMMM o0bekTamMu (“DTO He 3HIMKIIO-
IeqIyist: 3TO IpocTo cOopHMK MHeHU XIX Beka”)»
(Korsgaard, 2008, p. 8). AHasorm4HbIM 00pa3oM
MOXXHO IHepedpasupoBaTh BbIcKasbiBaHMsA KaHTa
O TOM, 4TO KpuTuyecKas puiocodpms gBiIseTcs

E.V. Garcia

of applied or empirical ethics.” And Mary Gre-
gor (1963, p. 8) raises concerns about whether
moral anthropology should even count as phi-
losophy, as opposed to, say, just empirical psy-
chology, observing: “Moral anthropology is
[...] not ethics but rather a sort of psychology, a
study of the natural causes which can be made
to contribute toward the development of moral
dispositions and toward making our actions in
fulfillment of duty easier and more effective.
Why should Kant regard this science as a divi-
sion of moral philosophy?”

The basic problem with this first school of
thought is that it fails to do justice to Kant’s ac-
count of the nature of philosophy elsewhere.
As we have already seen many times, Kant ex-
plicitly affirms the existence of ‘empirical’ or
‘applied” philosophy.

With respect to the first worry in particular,
I think the problem arises from an ambiguity in
how we use the label “philosophy’. We can em-
ploy it in what I shall call a merely descriptive
versus honorific sense. Christine Korsgaard
(2008, p. 8) nicely explains this type of distinc-
tion when discussing violations of constitutive
norms, writing: “[...] we can criticize such ob-
jects either by saying that they are poor ob-
jects of their kind (‘That’s a poor encyclopedia,
it isn’t up to date.”), or by saying that they are
not such objects at all (“That’s not an encyclope-
dia: it’s just a compendium of nineteenth-cen-
tury opinion!")”. In a similar way, we can
paraphrase Kant’s earlier remarks about criti-
cal philosophy being the only true philosophy
as either saying, “Rival views are philosophy,
just bad or inferior types” or more rhetorically,
“They’re not philosophy at all!” Anticipating
the second school of thought discussed below,
some commentators are tempted to make a
similar move vis-a-vis “pure’ versus ‘empirical’
philosophy.
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€MHCTBEHHO MCTMHHOW, cKasas: «CornepHudaro-
IIMe B3MIAbl — 3TO pviocodist, TOIIBKO IIyIoXast
VIV HeTIOJIHOLIeHHask» Wi Oojlee PUTOPUYHO:
«OHu1 BooOIIe He durtocodmstl» Ilpensocxmias
BTOPYIO IIKOJIy MBICJIV, O KOTOPOV IIOVIIET peyb
HVDKe, HEKOTOpble KOMMEHTAaTOPbl CKJIOHHBI ie-
JIaTh aHAJIOTMYHBIV XOII B OTHOIIIEHUN «UVICTOVI»
VI «OMIIVIPUYECKOV» PUIocoPmmt.

Yro KacaeTcsi BTOPOro BOIIpOcCa, TO OCHOBHAS
mpo0sieMa 3aKiIrouaeTcst B ToM, yTo IlaTon u I'pe-
rOp UTHOPUPYIOT TOT ¢daKT, uro KaHT npsmo Ha-
3bIBaeT SMIVIPUUECKYIO (PUIIOCOPUIO  «TI03Ha-
HMEeM pas3yMa, OCHOBAaHHBIM Ha 3MIIMPUYECKIX
npyHImITax» (A 840 / B 868; Kanr, 20060, c. 1053).
[TpukiagHas JIorMKa ¥ MopasibHasi aHTPOIIOJIO-
I'Msg — 3TO He MPOCTO sMIMpudeckue Haykn. Ha-
IIPOTWUB, 3TO 3MIMpHUecKas drtocodns, ciryxXa-
ITast 4BHO PallViOHAJIBHOM I1eJI — ITPaBVJIBHOMY
MBIIIUIEHVIO VIV MOPaJIbHBIM JIEVICTBUSIM B COOT-
BETCTBVV C UMCTOVI JIOTVIKOVI VTV YMCTOVI MOpaJIb-
HoM pvstocodriert.

DTO COOTBETCTBYET 00cyXxneHnio Ka"nTom npy-
roVI IPUKJIAIHOM pviocodny, a MMEHHO SMITV-
PVIYecKOVT TICXOJIOrMY, B IiepBot «KpnTuke», rie
OH IWIIET: «5l OTBeYalo: OHa IePeXOauT B Ty 00-
JIaCTh, I7le MecTO BceMy COOCTBEHHOMY (3MIIVIpPU-
YecKOMY) eCTeCTBO3HAHMIO, a MIMEHHO B 00JIacTh
npuxadxot prstocodnn, KoTopas CBsi3aHa, IIpaB-
ma, ¢ uncron dpurtocodment, comepkarien B cebe
IIPVHIIVITBL [IJIS1 Hee, HO He JI0JDKHA OBITh CMeIm-
BaeMa c Hero» (A 848 / B 876; Kant, 20060, c. 1061).

I'maBHBI €110CO0, C TIOMOIMIBIO KOTOPOTO IIPW-
KJIagHas dprstocoduist, Kak BeIpasmics 3eck Kanr,
«CBSI3BIBAETCS» C alPVOPHBIMY IIPVHIINAIIAMY, CO-
CTOUT B TOM, YTO ee CyIlleCTBeHHas 11eJIb VI 3a-
BepIIeHVIe HeOOXOIMMO 3a/1at0TCsl UMCTON PrITo-
codment. Takum obpaszoMm, mpuKIagHas PUIIOCO-
uist mericTBUTEIIBHO cumnTaeTcs prstocodmert, Io-
CKOJIBKY OHa IIpeZICTaBIIsieT COOOVI SMIVIPIYecKoe
3HaHMe, CJIy)Kalllee BBIIIOJITHEHMIO PalliOHaIBHBIX
HOPM MBIIIUIEHVIS U JEVICTBUSL.

2. Heuucmas ¢usrocopus kax naoxasa / de-
¢exmuasn / nenosnoyeunan gpuaocogua. Jaxe
ecJIVI MBI IIpM3HaeM, UTo HeuvcTas pvtocopms —
3TO dwtocoduisd, MbI Bce paBHO OyaeM CKJIOHHBI
paccMaTpuBaTh ee KaK ITPOCTO IIJIOXYIO, JIedek-

And with respect to the second worry, the
main problem is that Paton’s and Gregor’s
objections ignore the fact that Kant explicit-
ly describes empirical philosophy as “ration-
al cognition from empirical principles” (KrV,
A 840 / B 868; Kant, 1998, p. 695). Applied logic
and moral anthropology are not just empirical
sciences. Instead, they are empirical philoso-
phy in service of an explicitly rational end or
aim, viz. correct thinking or moral actions in
conformity with pure logic or pure moral phi-
losophy respectively. This parallels Kant’s dis-
cussion of another applied philosophy — viz.
empirical psychology — in the first Critique
where he writes: “It comes in where the prop-
er (empirical) doctrine of nature must be put,
namely on the side of applied philosophy, for
which pure philosophy contains the a priori
principles, which must therefore be combined
but never confused with the former” (KrV,
A 848 / B 876; Kant, 1998, p. 700).

The main way in which applied philosophy
is, as Kant puts it here, ‘combined” with a pri-
ori principles consists in how its essential aim
or end is necessarily given by pure philosophy.
In this way, applied philosophy does count as
philosophy, insofar as it amounts to empirical
knowledge in the service of fulfilling rational
norms for thinking and acting.

2. Impure philosophy as bad/defective/in-
ferior philosophy. Even if we accept that im-
pure philosophy is philosophy, we might still
be inclined to regard it as just bad, defective, or
inferior philosophy. One passage that seems to
support this interpretation concerns Kant'’s cri-
tique of a morality of ‘popular taste’, where he
writes:

One need only look at attempts at morality
in that popular taste. One will find now the
special determination of human nature (but
occasionally the idea of a rational nature as such
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THYIO VIV HelloJIHOLeHHYIo dpustocodpuro. OnuH
"3 IIPVIMEPOB, MOATBEPKIAOIINX TaKyI0 MHTEp-
IpeTalyio, Kacaercsd KpuTtukn KaHToMm Mopaim
«PaCXOXKero BKyca», T7ie OH IINIIIeT:

Crout TOJIBKO B3IVIIHYTh Ha OIBITHI O HpaB-
CTBEeHHOCTV, HaIlICAHHbBIE B 3TOM W3/IFO0JIEHHOM
CTWIe, KaK CTaJIKMBAeIIbcs TO C 0OCOObIM HasHaye-
HVIeM 4eJI0BevYecKoVl IPUpPOIb! (MHOI/IA, BITpOYeM,
VI C ViZIeerl PasyMHOVI IIPMPOJIbI BOOOIIIe), TO C CO-
BepIIeHCTBOM, TO ¢ OJ1akeHCTBOM, 3/1eCh Havlelllb
MopaJIbHOe UyBCTBO, TaM — CTpax Ieper, borom,
HEeMHOJXKO OTCIOfIa, HEeMHOKKO OTTY/Ia, M BCe 9TO B
YAVBUTEIbHOM CMeIIeHNY, IIPY TOM UTO Jaxe He
IIPVIXOIUT B TOJIOBY CITPOCUTB, CJIeJTyeT JI BOOOIIIe
VICKaTh ITPVHLIVIIEI HPaBCTBEHHOCTY B 3HAHWN Ue-
JIOBEUECKOVI ITPUPOJIbI (KOTOpOe MbI MOKeM ITOJTy-
YNThb BCe-TaKy TOJILKO W3 OITbITA) U eCJIV HeT, ecyIn
3TV TPVHLWIBI MOXHO HaWTW BIIOJIHE 4 priori,
CBOOOITHBIMM OT BCEro SMITMPUYECKOro, IIPoCTO B
YVCTBIX TIOHATHSAX PasyMa U HUITIe ViHade, HU B
MaJIeVIIIeVt X YacTu, TO He CJieayeT JIVi IIPVHSTD
pellleHre COBepIIeHHO OTHEJIUTh 3TO MCCIIeNo-
BaHMe KaK YMCTYIO ITpaKTU4ecKyro duiocoduio
Wi (e TO3BOJIUTEIbHO YIIOTPeOUTh Takoe
obeccrraB/leHHOe Ha3BaHMe) Kak MeTadpu31Ky Hpa-
BOB, JJOBECTU €T0 caMo I cedsl [10 BCel ero I1oJl-
HOTHL. .. (AA 04, S. 410; Kanr, 19976, c. 109 —111).

KanT g9BHO OTBepraeT 3TOT HOIXO[, cOodeTaro-
U7 B cebe KaK YMCThIe, TaK ¥ HEYVCTBIe YepThI,
KaK IUIOXYI0 prstocodmro. 3aMeTmM, OHaKO, YTO
KaHT He yTBepXmaeT 37iech, UTO 3MIIMpUYecKas
dwtocodpusa kak Takosas gedextHa. Ckopee, OH
BCero JINIIb HallajaeT Ha HeOpeXHYo i Oec-
CUCTEMHYIO MeIIaHWMHY YVCTBIX I HEUMCTHIX 3JIe-
MEHTOB, 3alll1IIaeMyI0 OOITleCTBeHHBIM BKYCOM.

Haxe ecrii KaHT B KOHEUHOM cyeTe He CUMUTa-
eT HeuucTyio ¢puiocoduio 1o cBoert CyTu IIIo-
XOV VI iedpeKTHOV, BCe JKe CyIIecTBYeT MHOXe-
CTBO CBUIIETEIILCTB TOT'O, YTO, ITO €r0 MHEHWIO, OHa
SIBHO B HEKOTOPOM CMBICJIe YCTYIaeT umcTon pu-
nocodun. B mpuserieHHOM BhbIlle oTpbiBke KaHT
HeOCIIOPVIMO OTHaeT IIpefrIouTeHVe UVCTOV MO-
panpHOM  pvtocodm, KOTOpasi «COBEPIIIEHHO
arpropHa» M «CBOOOIHA OT Uero-Imdo SMIVpu-
4ecKoro», repeq MopajibHOVI aHTporoioruer. To
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along with it), now perfection, now happiness,
here moral feeling, there fear of God, a bit of this
and also a bit of that in a marvellous mixture,
without its occurring to them to ask whether
the principles of morality are to be sought at
all in acquaintance with human nature (which
we can get only from experience) and, if this is
not the case - if these principles are to be found
altogether a priori, free from anything empirical,
solely in pure rational concepts and nowhere
else even to the slightest extent- instead to adopt
the plan; of quite separating this investigation
as pure practical philosophy or (if one may use
a name so decried) as metaphysics of morals, of
bringing it all by itself to its full completeness
[...] (GMS, AA 04, p. 410; Kant, 1996a, p. 64).

Kant clearly rejects this approach — one
which combines both pure and impure fea-
tures — as bad philosophy. Notice, however,
that Kant is not claiming here that empirical
philosophy as such is defective. Rather, he’s
only attacking a careless or haphazard hodge-
podge of pure and impure elements as defend-
ed by popular taste.

Even if Kant does not ultimately regard im-
pure philosophy as intrinsically bad or defec-
tive, there is still plenty of evidence to suggest
that he thinks it is clearly inferior in some sense
to pure philosophy. In the passage above, Kant
undeniably privileges pure moral philoso-
phy — which is “altogether a priori” and “free
from anything empirical” — over moral anthro-
pology. The same is true, of course, in Kant’s
theoretical philosophy. In the first Critique, he
discusses how metaphysics is traditionally un-
derstood as the “queen of all sciences”, and that
“it deserved this title of honor, on account of
the preeminent importance of its object” (KrV,
A VIII; Kant, 1998, p. 99). But Kant famously
claims that any legitimate metaphysics must
engage in pure philosophy — that is, “a cri-
tique of the faculty of reason in general, in re-
spect of all the cognitions after which reason might
strive independently of all experience” (KrV, A XII;
Kant, 1998, p. 101).



3.B. Tapcus

JKe caMoe, pa3yMeeTcs, CITpaBeJIVBO 1 I1JIs Teope-
Tdeckovt prtocodpun Kanra. B nepson «Kpurn-
Ke» OH pacCy’XIaeT O TOM, YTO MeTadpusmKa Tpa-
IOVIIVOHHO TIOHMMAaeTcs KaK «yapuya Bcex Hayk»
Y UTO «OHa 3acjly>K1Bajla 3TOr0 IIOYeTHOro Ha3Ba-
HUS BBU/LY IIPeVMYIeCTBeHHOrO 3HaueHMs CBoe-
ro npenmera» (A VIIL; Kant, 2006a, c. 11). OnHa-
Ko, yTBepxyiaeT KanT, j1ro0as sakoHHast MeTadu-
3MKa JIOJDKHA 3aHMMAThCS 4mcTon dpustocodiers,
TO €CTh KPUTMKOV «CIIOCOOHOCTY pa3yMa BooOIile
B OTHOIIIEHUV BCeX ITO3HaHM, K KOTOPBIM OH MO-
JKeT CTPeMUTBCS He3aBucumo om 6caxo20 onvima»
(A XII; Kant, 20064, c. 15).

Yucras dustocodus, ocHOBaHHasi Ha UWCTO
aIIpVOPHBIX IIPUHIINIIAX, SIBHO 3aHVMaeT II0JYeT-
Hoe MecTo B obmient dpustocodpun Kanra. Takum
o0pa3oM, BO3HMKAeT BOIPOC: 3a4eM TOI7la 3aHMU-
Marbcs Heuwncron dwiocodpmen? Kakon Bkitan,
ecJIV OH BOOOIIIe eCcTh, OHa BHOCUT B PprsI0copriio?

3. Heuucmaa ¢usrocopua Kkax uncmpymeu-
MmaavHo yennan / npakmudecku Heodxooumas.
HaspiBasi smnmpudeckyio Gwiocopuro  «Ipu-
KJIagHOV», KaHT obparraer BHMMaHMe Ha Ii1y0o-
KyIO VHCTPYMEHTAJIBHYIO II€HHOCTb HeUYVCTON
dvocodpum. Kak mMbI yBuammM, HeuvcTass uio-
codris UTpaeT Kak MOJIe3HYI0 HeraTMBHYIO, TaK 1
TIO3UTMBHYIO POJIb.

Yro KacaeTcsi HeTaTMIBHOW PpOJIM SMITMpUYe-
CKOVI, VIJIVI IPUKJIaTHON, pvstocodnyt, TO OHa, TI0
MHeHuto KaHTa, IToMoOraeT HaM He CTaTh JKepPTBOV
MHOTMIX TUIIMYHBIX KaMHell IIPeTKHOBeH S KaK B
MBIIIIIEHUV, TaK VI B AEVICTBUN. 3MTHKCTOK IIPOHVI-
11aTeJIbHO OMVICHIBAaeT POJIb MPUKJIAJHOV JIOTUKN
st KaHTa, OH mmmeT: «...JIprKIIaiHas JIormKa —
3TO, IO CY T, SMIIVIpUYecKoe yueHme 00 ommoKax:
OHa VMMeeT /IeJI0 C MPeIATCTBUSAMM Ha ITyTU IIpa-
BIUIBHBIX PAcCYXXIEHWI, ¢ TeM, KaK KOHKpeTHBIe
MBICIIUTENI (MOTYT) cOuThCs ¢ myTu. IlosTomy,
paccMmarpuBas To, uro KaHT ropopur o6 ormmb-
KaX ¥ VIX IPUYVHAX, MBI MOkeM OOJIbIIle Y3HAThb O
pVKJIagHOM JIoruke» (Zinkstok, 2011, p. 122).

TouHo Tak >ke MOpaJIBHYIO aHTPOIMOJIOIVIO
MOXXHO paccMaTpmBaTh KaK SMIIVIPUUYECKYIO JOK-
TPUHY IIPOCTYIIKOB, MMEOIIYIO IeJI0 C «CyObek-
TUBHBIMI... YCJIIOBUSAMM UCHOAHEHUSA 3aKOHOB Me-
TapM3MKM HPaBOB B UeJIOBEUECKOV IIPUpore»
(AA 06, S. 217; Kanr, 2014, c. 51).
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Pure philosophy grounded upon purely a
priori principles clearly has pride of place in
Kant’s overall philosophy. Thus, the question
arises: Why bother then with impure philoso-
phy? What contributions, if any, does it make
to philosophy?

3. Impure philosophy as instrumentally
valuable/practically indispensable. By call-
ing empirical philosophy “applied’, Kant draws
attention to the deeply instrumental value of
impure philosophy. As we shall see, impure
philosophy plays both beneficial negative and
positive roles.

In terms of its negative role, Kant sees em-
pirical or applied philosophy as helping us to
avoid falling prey to many typical stumbling
blocks in both thought and action. Zinkstok
(2011, p. 122) insightfully describes the role that
applied logic plays for Kant, writing: “[...] ap-
plied logic is in effect an empirical doctrine of
error: it deals with the obstacles to correct rea-
soning, the ways in which concrete thinkers
(may) go astray. Therefore, by looking at what
Kant says about error and its causes, we can
learn more about applied logic.”

Similarly, moral anthropology can be
viewed as an empirical doctrine of wrongdo-
ing, dealing with “the subjective conditions in
human nature that hinder people [...] in fulfill-
ing the laws of a metaphysics of morals” (MS,
AA 06, p. 217; Kant, 1996d, p. 372).

But impure philosophy also makes positive
contributions. In particular, impure philosophy
helps us to become what we might describe as
both epistemically and morally virtuous. As
Kant explains in the Jische Logic, applied log-
ic not only supplies us with “cures for logical
mistakes and errors”. We can also learn from
it “what furthers the correct use of the under-
standing [and] the means of aiding it” (Log, AA
09, p. 18; Kant, 1992, p. 533). And as discussed
above, moral anthropology aids us in two



Ho neuncras dpvtocodviss BHOCUT 1 HO3UTUB-
HBIVI BKJIa[,. B yacTHOCTY, OHA IIOMOraeT HaM CTaTh
TeMV, KOro MbI MOXEM HasBaTb SIIMCTEMMYECK
¥ MOpaJIbHO HoOporeTernbHbIMI. Kak oObscHseT
Kanr B «Jloruke», mpukiajgHas jIOTMKa He TOJIb-
KO JIaeT HaM «JIEKapCTBa OT JIOTMYECKMX OMINOOK
u 3a0imyXaeHnn». Mbl Takke MOXeM y3HaTb 13
Hee, «4TO CIIOCOOCTBYET MpaBUJIBHOMY IIpVIMeHe-
HMIO paccyKa, KaKOBBbI BCIIOMOraTeJIbHbIe Cpefl-
CTBa JIJIsl 3TOTO VIV CPeCTBa, IIPeIOXPaHSIOIIe
OT JIOTMYeCcKVX OMIMOOK 11 3a0myxxmeHnin» (AA 09,
S. 18; Kant, 19%4a, c. 274). V1, KaK y>Xe roBOpuIOCh
BBIIIIe, MOPaJIbHAS aHTPOIIOJIOT VIS OKa3bIBaeT HaM
IIOMOIIIb B JBYX HaIIpaBJIeHMsX. Bo-1tepBbIx, Kak
yIpaXKHeHVe B MOPaJIbHOVI MHKEHepWU! OHa IIo-
MoraeT HaM «KOHCTPYWpPOBaTh» HPaBCTBEHHO JIy Y-
LIVX JIIOfIeV], TIOCKOJIBKY pedb MAeT O «CO3IaHMUM,
pacIIpoCTpaHeHUN U YKPeIUIEHMV MOPaJIbHBIX OC-
HOBOTIOJIOKEHMT! (B 0071aCTV BOCIIMTAaHWS, IIIKOJTb-
HOTro 00y4eHMs 1 HApOIHOI'o IpocBelleHus) 1 [0]
IPyTVIX TIOIOOHBIX YUeHMSAX U IIPeICcaHMsIX, OC-
HOBBIBAIOIIMXCS Ha omnbITe» (AA 06, S. 217; Kawnr,
2014, c. 51—-53). A BO-BTOpBIX, OHa IIOMOTaeT OTTO-
YMTH HaIIV CY>X[IeHWs 1 TeéM CaMbIM BOCHTHIBAeT
dpoHesvIC, IV TPaKTUYEeCKyI0 MYIPOCTb. DTO He
TOJIBKO IIO3BOJISIET HaM «Pas3JIMuNUTh, B KaKUX CIIy-
4Jasix OHM [MOpasIbHBIe 3aKOHBI| HAXOIIST CBOE IIPH-
MeHeHWe», HO U «OTKpbIBaeT MM JIOCTYII K BOJIe Ue-
JIOBeKa» 1 IIpuIaeT UM «yOeanTeIbHOCTD IS VIC-
rortHeHMS» (AA 04, S. 389; KanT, 19976, c. 47).

OpHako 371ech MbI MOXKEM BBIIBMHYTH ellle 0o-
Jlee cwiIbHOe yTBepXkieHwue. Heuncrass dpwioco-
dust MeeT He TOJIBKO MHCTPYMEHTAJIBHYIO 1eH-
HocThb. Ha camoM fiesie oHa mmpakTudecKn He3aMe-
HyMa. HammprmMep, Kak HopasuTeIbHO yTBepXK/a-
et KaHT B OTHOIIIEHMN HPaBCTBEHHOV aHTPOIIO-
JIOTUIL: «...0€e3 MOpasIbHOV aHTPOIOJIOTMI Helb-
35 ODOVITVIC, HO OHa HU B KOeM Cilydae He I0JDK-
Ha OBITH IIpe/IiocjiaHa MeTadpu3uke HpaBOB VIV
cMerriaHa ¢ Hem» (AA 06, S. 217; KanT, 2014, c. 53).
ITouemy Kant Tak cumraer? Ckopee Bcero, OH
MMeeT B BUIY, YTO HAIM IIPUPOIHBIe CKJIIOHHO-
CTV, B TOM UMCJIe M CKJIOHHOCTb K pagMKaIbHO-
MY 371y, KOTOpO€ «I'yOUT OCHOBaHVIe BCeX MaKCVIM»
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ways. First, as an exercise in moral engineering,
it helps us to ‘design” morally better people, in-
sofar as it “deals with the development, spread-
ing, and strengthening of moral principles (in
education in schools and in popular instruc-
tion), and with other similar teachings and pre-
cepts based on experience” (MS, AA 06, p. 217;
Kant, 1996d, p. 372). Second, it helps sharp-
en our judgments and thus cultivates phrone-
sis or practical wisdom. This not only helps us
“to distinguish in what cases [moral laws] are
applicable”” but also “provides [moral laws]
with access to the will of the human being” and
“efficacy [in the] fulfillment of them” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 389; Kant, 1996a, p. 45).

However, we can make an even stronger
claim here. Impure philosophy is not merely
instrumentally valuable. In fact, it’s practically
indispensable. For example, as Kant strikingly
asserts about moral anthropology: “It cannot be
dispensed with, but it must not precede a met-
aphysics of morals or be mixed with it [...]”
(MS, AA 06, p. 217; Kant, 1996d, p. 372). Why
does Kant think this? He most likely has in
mind how our natural inclinations — including
our propensity for radical evil which “corrupts
the ground of all maxims” (RGV, AA 06, p. 37;
Kant, 1996e, p. 83) — pose deep hindranc-
es for us that need help from impure ethics to
be overcome. In the end, Kant argues that this
can only be truly dealt with if we form an eth-
ical community which strengthens both our
own and other people’s dispositions towards
the good. This ultimately helps us to real-
ise our moral vocation as a species. For Kant,
these various facts about human psychology,
religion, and history — which are indispensa-
ble for helping us to fully realise the demands
of morality — all fall under the rubric of im-
pure ethics, as opposed to pure moral philoso-
phy as such.
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(AA 06, S. 37, KaaT, 19946, c. 38), co3marot /151 Hac
[71IyOOKMe TIPeIIITCTBIS, [JIsI IIPeOIoJIeH sl KOTO-
PBIX HeoOXoaMMa ITOMOIIb HedncTon 3TUKM. KaHT
yTBep)XIaeT, YTO IO-HACTOSIIEMY CIIPaBUTBCS C
3TVIM MOXXHO TOJIBKO B TOM CJIy4ae, ecjIv MbI oOpa-
3yeM 3TM4YecKoe COOOIIeCTBO, YKpeIUldrollee Kak
Hall cOOCTBeHHBIe, TaK U UyXXiue IIpepaciosio-
JKEHHOCTM K A00py. B KoHeuHOM MTOTe 3TO TIOMO-
JKeT HaM peasin30BaThb CBOe HPaBCTBEHHOE IIPU-
3BaHMeE Kak Buia. PasmuHble paKThl desioBeve-
CKOVI TICVIXOJIOT IV, PETTUI VIV VI ICTOPWY, Oe3 KOTo-
PBIX HEBO3MOYKHO ITOJTHOE OCO3HaHe TpeboBaHMI
Mopasy, KaHT OTHOCUT K HeUMCTON 3THKE, a He K
YVICTOV MOpasIbHOM pryIocodmy KaK TaKOBOL.

4. Heuucmasa ¢urocodpusa xaxk Heomwsemae-
maa wacmo usocopuu KaxK yeA0cmHou Hay-
xu. Hakoner1, Heunctasi dpustocodns, OXaywi,
SIBJISIeTCST HeOOXOIVIMBIM KOMIIOHEHTOM (PMIIOCO-
dun B 1IesI0M, ITIOHMMaeMoV KaK «HayKa». B mep-
o1 «Kputuke» KanT rosoput o dpustocodpnm kak
O «CrCcTeMe MO3HaHWS, VICCTIeTyeMOro JIVIIE B Ka-
4JecTBe HayKM, ¥ IIPUTOM [B 3TOM VCCIIeOBaHMM]
HalleJIeHHOI0 TOJIBKO Ha CHCTeMaTndecKoe eIiH-
CTBO 3TOT0 3HAHMS, CTaJIO OBITH, 402U eckoe COBEP-
IIeHCTBO ero» (A 838 / B 866; Kanr, 20060, c. 1051).

DTO corylacyeTcs C ero omvcaHmeM B «Jlorm-
Ke», IJle OH MUIIeT, YTO K prtocopumt OTHOCST-
Csl IBe BeIlN: «IOCTaTOYHBIV 3aIlac palioHaIb-
HBIX 3HaAHUIL; 60-6mopbix, cricTeMaTdecKasl CBsi3b
STUX 3HAHWUV, WJIVI COeOMHEHMe X B VIee LeJIoro.
dustocodnsi He TOJIBKO [IOIMyCKaeT TaKylo CTpo-
ro CuUcTeMaTU4ecKylo CBs3b, HO JaXke SBJIgeTcs
€IVIHCTBEHHOVI HayKOVI, KOTOpasl MIMeeT CCTeMa-
TUYECKYIO CBSI3b B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICTIe U ITpVa-
€T BceM JIPyTIMM HayKaM CHCTeMaTdecKoe eIViH-
ctBO» (AA 09, S. 24; Kanrt, 19%4a, c. 279—-280).

DTO TIOMOraeT HaM JIydIlle IIPeICTaBUThH BbI-
cKasbIBaHMs KaHTa 0 COOTHOIIEH M YIICTOV 1 OM-
nvpudeckon dprtocodpun. Hamomumm, uto Kanr
yTBepXXIaeT, YTo «BCsiKask pvyiocopusi ecTb MIn
IIO3HaHVe, OCHOBAaHHOe Ha YMCTOM pasyMe, I
IIO3HaHMe pasyMa, OCHOBaHHOe Ha SMIMpuUe-
ckux npuHIMnax. [lepbaa nasviBaemcs uucmoil,
a 6mopas smnupudeckoil pusocogpueri» (A 840 /
B 868; Kanrt, 20060, c. 1053; xypcus Mont. — D.I)).
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4. Impure philosophy as an integral part of
philosophy as a complete science. Lastly, im-
pure philosophy arguably constitutes a nec-
essary component for philosophy as a whole,
understood as a ‘science’.”” In the first Critique,
Kant describes philosophy as “a system of cog-
nition that is sought only as a science without
having as its end anything more than the sys-
tematic unity of this knowledge, thus the logi-
cal perfection of cognition” (KrV, A 838 / B 866;
Kant, 1998, p. 694).

This conforms with his description in the
Jidsche Logic, where he writes that philosophy
involves two things: “[...] a sufficient supply
of cognitions of reason, and [...] a systematic
connection of these cognitions, or a combina-
tion of them in the idea of a whole. Not only
does philosophy allow such strictly systemat-
ic connection, it is even the only science that
has systematic connection in the most proper
sense, and it gives systematic unity to all other
sciences (Log, AA 09, p. 24; Kant, 1992, p. 537).
This helps us put Kant’s remarks about the re-
lationship between pure and empirical philos-
ophy into better perspective. Recall that Kant
claims that: “All philosophy, however, is ei-
ther cognition from pure reason or rational cog-
nition from empirical principles. The former is
called pure philosophy, the latter empirical” (KrV,
A 840 / B 868; Kant, 1998, p. 695; my empha-
sis — E.G.).

In order to realise the ‘end” of philosophy,
i.e. the ‘systematic unity’ of the ‘system of
cognition’ itself, Kant’s philosophy needs to
achieve a systematic connection of all ration-
al cognitions, where this necessarily includes
both pure and empirical philosophy. As Michael
Lewin (2021a, p. 302) helpfully explains: “To
become a science, cognitions should be system-
atized according to principles. But there are two
kinds of principles: empirical principles (of ex-

1 For very helpful discussions of this topic, see Lewin
(2020; 2021a; 2021b).



Yro0bl peannsoBarh «IIefIb» uimocodpnm, To
€CTh «CUCTEMATYECKOE eIVTHCTBO» CAMOVI «CHCTe-
MBI IO3HaHMA», dpwiocodus KaHTa morpKHa [10-
CTUYb CUCTEMATMYUeCKOVI CBS3M BCeX pallViOHAIb-
HBIX TO3HAHMM, Ky[a 00s3aTeJIbHO BXOOUT U Y-
cTas, n sMmupudeckass ¢pwiocodpns. Kak kos-
CTPYKTMBHO mosicHsileT Mwuxans1 JIeBuH, «4TOOBI
CTaTh HayKOVI, IIO3HAHWS TOJDKHBI OBITH CHCTeMa-
TU3MPOBAHbBI B COOTBETCTBUM C npunyunamu. Ho
CYIIeCTBYIOT [IBa BMJa IPWUHIINIIOB — 3MIIUPU-
yecKye MPVHINIBL (IPUHIIUIIBL OIIBITa), COCTaB-
nsmonIe To, 9To KaHT HaskiBaeT “HayKom He B
CcOOCTBEHHOM CMBIC/Ie”, V1 UMCTHIe pallViOHaIbHbIe
IIPVHITAIIBI, KOTOPbIE JIeXXaT B OCHOBe “HayKu B
cobcrBerHHOM cMbIcsie”» (Lewin, 2021, p. 302).

Ho nHeuncras dpumocodms siBiisgeTcs: He IIPOCTO
HEOTHEMJIEMOVI COCTABJISIIOIIEN IJIsI HOCTVIKEH S
11es1ev1 prITocodrL B TOM TEOPETUUECKOM CMBICTIE,
KOTOPBIVI IIpefIioyiaraeT CUCTeMaT9ecKoe eqiH-
CTBO BCEro II03HaHMs, OOBEOVMHEHHOIO B «IEH0
nesroro». OHa TakXXe SIBJISIETCSI HEOOXOIVIMBIM
KOMIIOHEHTOM rtocodmm, IOHMMaeMon B Oostee
IIPaKTUYIeCKOM CMBICTIe, IO OTHOIIEHNIO K TOMY,
uyro KaHT HaspBaeT «1oHATMEM O Mupe». KaHT
niosicHsieT: «[lo nonamuio o mupe (Weltbegriff) ona
ecTh HayKa O TIOCTIeTHUX IIeJIX Ye0BeYecKOro
pasyMa. DTO BBICOKOe IIOHSTMe coolIaeT wto-
cocpunt docmourcmbo, T.e. aDCOIFOTHYIO 1IEHHOCTb.
W mevicTBUTEIBHO, OHA €CTh TO, YTO OIHO TOJIBKO
U VIMeeT BHympeH 010 1IeHHOCTD U BIIePBbIe IIPU-
JlaeT 1IIeHHOCTh BCeM APYyTrmM Io3HaHUsAM» (AA 09,
S. 24; KanT, 19%4a, c. 279).

B «Jleknmsax no antponosornu POpunjeHpe-
pa» KaHT nonpoOHee ocTraHaBiImMBaeTcs Ha TOM,
YTO OH IOHVMAeT O] <MV POBBIM», U1 TuIieT: «ToT,
KTO 00J1aziaeT OOJIBIIINM 00 BEMOM TEOPeTIMYEeCKIX
3HaHWUI... HO He MMeeT HaBbIKa MMM I10J1b30BaTh-
Cs1, TOT BbIy4YeH /1JIs IIKOJIBL, a He I Mupa» (AA
25, S. 469). BaxxHo 0OpaTuTh BHMMaHMe Ha TO, YTO
KaHT mpsiMO IIpOTMBOIIOCTaB/ISET IIPOCTOE TEeo-
peTudeckoe 3HaHVE MVPOBOMY, YTBEPXKOas, 4TO
ToCJIefIHee, B OT/IIUME OT IIePBOrO, ITPerIIosia-
raeT «yMeHVe II0JIb30BaThCs» HAIIVIMM 3HAHUS-
M. OOVH 13 HEMHOTIX KOMMEHTATOPOB, ITABIIVX
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perience) that constitute what Kant calls an “im-
proper science’ and pure rational principles
that ground the “proper science’.”

But impure philosophy is not just integral
for achieving the aims of philosophy in this
more theoretical sense which involves a sys-
tematic unity of all cognition combined in “the
idea of a whole’. It is also a necessary compo-
nent for philosophy understood in more prac-
tical terms, in relation to what Kant calls “the
worldly concept of philosophy”. As Kant ex-
plains: “According to the worldly concept it
is the science of the final ends of human rea-
son. This high concept gives philosophy dig-
nity, i.e., an absolute worth. And actually it is
philosophy, too, which alone has only inner
worth, and which first gives a worth to all oth-
er cognitions” (Log, AA 09, p. 24; Kant, 1992,
p. 537).

In the Friedlinder anthropology lectures,
Kant elaborates upon what he means by
‘worldly’, writing: “The person who has much
theoretical knowledge [...] but has no skill
to make use of it, is instructed for the school
but not for the world” (V-Anth/Fried, AA 25,
p. 469; Kant, 2012, p. 47). Notice that Kant ex-
plicitly contrasts mere theoretical knowledge
with worldly knowledge by claiming that
the latter, unlike the former, involves “skill in
making use of” our knowledge. Lewin is one
of the few commentators to provide a detailed
analysis of Kant’s idea of the ‘worldly concept
of philosophy’. He offers the following inci-
sive account:

Nevertheless,  philosophy is  poorly
understood without the worldly element:
it gives the scholastic endeavors directions
toward the highest practical ends of reason and
questions that interest everyone. The worldly
concept is the one that gives philosophy its
proper meaning as [...] “Pursuit of Wisdom”.
[...] But the worldly concept of philosophy
is neither based merely on skill nor just on
acquaintance and experience with different
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o poOHBIVI aHayV3 uaen Kanrta o «MyupoBoM 11o-
HATUM Pprstocodrn», Muxant JleBun npepjaraet
cJIeAyroIee IIPOHMIATETEHOe M3JI0KeHVIe:

Tem He MeHee Ge3 3TOro MMPOBOTO 3JIEMEHTa
drrocod st MaJIOIIOHATHA: OH Halle/IMBaeT CXO-
JIacTUYecKyie yCTpeMIeHVs Ha BBICIIVE IIPaKTH-
4yecKye IIeJIV pa3yMa ¥ Ha BOIIPOCHI, KOTOPBIE VH-
TepecyIoT KaXaoro. V/IMeHHO MIUpPOBOe IIOHSTIE
npumaer dwiocodmn ee WMCTUHHBI CMBICIL...
KaK «IIOVICKa MYZIpOCTi»... <...> Ho muposoe
noHaTne dwiocodun He OCHOBBIBAeTCS HU Ha
yMeHMsIX, H/ Ha 3HAKOMCTBe WJIV OITbITe oOpa-
IIeHVsI C Pas/IMUHbIMY oObeKTamu. ... 11 KanTa
MyOpPOCTb... ... HepaspBIBHO CBA3aHa C IIOHATVIEM
Bvicuieeo Oaaea (HpaBCTBEHHOCTH 1 COpa3sMepHO-
TO CYACThsI) KaK «IIpeHa3HaYeHMs YeJIOBeKa». ..
(Lewin, 2021, p. 299 —300).

Ecsn JleBuH 1paB, TO MpoBOe IIOHATME (PIIIO-
codpmmt 00s13aTeIbHO BKITIOUAET B Ce0sl TO, YTO MBI
HasbIBa€M HEYVCTOVI, TO €CTh SMITMPUYIECKOV VIV
OpuUKIIagHON, dutocoduert, Mo KpavHell Mepe
B Tpex acTieKTaX. Bo-TIlepBbIX, 3TO IO CBOEV CyTU
«IIpUKJIaJIHas» KOHIIeTIIINS, CBI3aHHas C IIPUoo-
peTeHMeM HaBBIKOB. BO-BTOpBIX, OHa IIpe/Iiosa-
raeT SMIVIPUYeCKoe 3HAKOMCTBO ¢ MmpoM. M Ha-
KOHeIl, B-TPEThIX, B COOTBETCTBUN C M3JIOKEeHVEM
Jlaynenom neuwicron sTmky KaHTa, BKIIIO9aromen
€ro B3IJISIbI Ha IICVIXOJIOTVIO, aHTPOIIOJIOT IO, Te-
JIEOJIOTMIO I VICTOPUIO YesloBeKa, MUPOBOe ITOHS-
e rtocodmm CBsi3aHO € peasM3alier HaMU
«BBICIIVIX ITPaKTUYECKNX IieJlefl pa3yMa», TO ecTb
BBICIIIETO Ojlara KaK «IIOJTHOTO IIPWM3BaHMS BCeX
mofient». [TpymepHoO Tak e paccyxmaer Pymornbd
Maxkpeiis, 00cy>kas 3Ty TeMy Ha MaTepuasie KaH-
TOBCKMX JIEKIIUV IO aHTponosiorm: «l IpakTimde-
CKO€e MIPOBOe 3HaHVIe CTAHOBUTCSI HPaBCTBEHHBIM,
ecJIV OHO HalIpaBJIeHO Ha Vieasibl MyIpOCTI. DTOT
ITOCJIETHVVT BUAZ, 3HAHWMS IIpeIioyiaraeT CIiocoo-
HOCTB CYIUTh O TOM, KaKoBa [IOJDKHa OBITh Hallla
KOHeYHas 11eJ1b, VI TpeOyeT OT Hac pacIIvpeHms Ha-
IIIero Kpyro3opa 3a Ipefiesibl HallliiX aKTyaIbHbIX
IparmMarmdeckmx 3abot» (Makreel, 2001, p. 188).

Taxvmm obpasom, Heuncras dpwiocodpns Kanra
He TOJIBKO He MIMeeT BTOPOCOPTHOIO WUIM HV3IIIe-
ro cTaTyca (I Jake SKOObI He SIBJISIeTCs TIOMJIVH-

things [...] for Kant, wisdom is [...] inextricably
linked to Kant’s concept of the highest good
(morality and proportionate happiness) as the
“entire vocation of all human beings” (Lewin,
2021a, pp. 299-300).

If Lewin is right, then the worldly concept
of philosophy necessarily involves what we’ve
been calling impure, i.e. empirical or applied,
philosophy in at least three ways. First, it is an
inherently “applied” conception related to the
acquisition of skill. Second, it presupposes em-
pirical acquaintance with the world. Third and
lastly, in keeping with Louden’s account of
Kant’s impure ethics which includes his views
about human psychology, anthropology, tele-
ology, and history, the worldly concept of phi-
losophy is related to our realising the “highest
practical ends of reason”, viz. the highest good
as the “entire vocation of all human beings”.
Rudolf Makreel (2001, p. 188) argues along
nearly identical lines when discussing this top-
ic in Kant’s lectures on anthropology: “Practi-
cal worldly knowledge becomes moral when it
aims at the ideals of wisdom. This latter kind
of knowledge involves being able to judge what
our final end should be and requires us to ex-
pand our horizon beyond that of our actual
pragmatic concerns.”

Thus, far from having a merely second-class
or inferior status — or even allegedly not being
genuine philosophy at all — Kant’s impure phi-
losophy plays an essential role for the full re-
alisation of philosophy. This involves both (1)
a more theoretical conception of philosophy as
the systematic unity of all rational cognition
and (2) a more practical conception of philoso-
phy in terms of the ‘worldly concept’, ultimate-
ly directed at achieving the highest good as the
‘entire vocation” of us human beings.
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HoVI prstocodpmiert BOOOIIIe), HO MT'paeT CyIecTBeH-
HYIO POJIb IS TIOJTHOVI peatn3arinm priocodpmm.
Dro npeprnosaraeT Kak (1) Gosiee TeopeTmyeckyo
KOHIerIuio dprrocodnm Kak crcTeMaTdecKoro
eIVHCTBA BCErO PaIVIOHAJIBHOTO IIO3HAHMS, TaK
1 (2) Ooslee IIpaKTMYeCKy0 KOHIIEHIINIO PrIoCco-
vt B TepMMHAX «MVPOBOTO ITOHSTHS», HaIIpaB-
JIEHHYIO B KOHEUHOM cYeTe Ha IOCTVKeHVe BbIC-
1rero Or1ara Kak «IIpeHa3HAYeHVs» YeJIoBeKa.

3ak/IroueHne

Dra AucKyccus Oblla cocpejoToueHa IJIaBHbIM
oOpa3oM Ha TOM, YTO $I Ha3BaJl «TaKCOHOMMIUe-
CKVIM ITpoeKTOM» MeTadwiocodpmm Kanra, TO ecTh
Ha 3ajlade OIperiesIeHNs pa3/IMYHbIX YacTert dpu-
jocodpmm 1 Mx B3auMOcBg3u. [TomyTHO MBI Tak-
Xe paccMoTpeny B3rgabpl KaHTa Ha «cyITHOCT-
HBIVI IIPOEKT», TO eCTh 00bsICHEeHMe IPUPOAE! Pu-
J1I0cOpUL VI ee OCHOBHBIX IIeJIeV, U «MeTOHOJIOI V-
YEeCKIVI IIPOEKT», TO eCTh OOBsICHEHVIE TOrO, KaKye
KOHKpPeTHBbIe METOIBI MBI JIOJKHBI MICIIOIIB30BaTh
Ipu 3aHATHUN drtocoduert.

S1 3ammIarn Tpy OCHOBHBIX Te3vca. Bo-nepBbix,
pasmuenvie Karntom umcrot dputocodpmn m Tak
Ha3bIBa€MOVI HEUWMCTOWV, TO €CThb SMIVPUYECKON
WiV HOpUKIIagHoV, duiocodun IoMoraeT HaM
Jydllle MHOHATH, uTo KaHT monmpasyMeBaeT IO
dwtocodpuent B 11e10M. Bo-BTOpBIX, cepbe3HOe OT-
HOIIIeHVIe K 3TOMY Pa3/INM4MIO CTaBUT O] COMHe-
HVIe paclpocTpaHeHHoe MHeHMe, Oynro 661 KauT
VIMeJI CJIVIIIIKOM Y3KOe ITpeiCTaBJIeHye O TOM, YTO
cuUmMTaTh NOAJIVHHON prstocodpmert. Mel yBupaesm,
uro KaHT He orpaHmumBaeT prI0COPUIO TOIIb-
KO VCCiIefIoBaHVeM CHMHTETMYeCKOro alipropHOro
MO3HaHMs, a YTBepXK/IaeT, UYTO U 4UMCTasl, M SMIIN-
pudeckas dmiIiocodusi UrpaloT CBOIO 3aKOHHYIO
poiib. VI HaKoHell, B-TpeTbIX, 51 yTBepXalo, YTo
KanT paccmarpuBaer oOlye OTHOIIEHVS MeX-
Iy 4MCTOM ¥ HeumncTom driocodmeit KakK Bech-
Ma cj1okHble. C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI, OH SIBHO OTIaeT
IIpeAIIouTeHNe YMCTOV Pryocopmmt Kak B HEKO-
TOPOM CMBICTIe Oosiee (pyHIaMEHTaIbHOMY VUIN
cymtHocTHOMY I1poekTy. C mpyrov cropoHsl, KanT
KaK Obl IIpefIiosiaraet, 9YTo 0e3 HeuvicTom pumio-
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Conclusion

This discussion has focused mainly on what
I have called the ‘“taxonomic project” of meta-
philosophy for Kant, viz. the task of identify-
ing the different parts of philosophy and how
they are related. Along the way, we have also
examined Kant’s views about the ‘essentialist
project’, i.e. explaining both the nature of phi-
losophy and its primary aims, and the “method-
ological project’, i.e. explaining what specific
methods we should employ when doing philos-
ophy.

I have defended three main theses. First,
Kant’s distinction between pure philosophy
and so-called impure — i.e. empirical or ap-
plied — philosophy helps us to appreciate
better what Kant means by philosophy as a
whole. Second, taking this distinction serious-
ly calls into question the widespread belief that
Kant had an overly narrow conception of what
counts as genuine philosophy. Far from re-
stricting philosophy solely to the investigation
of synthetic a priori cognition, we have seen that
Kant affirms that both pure and empirical phi-
losophy have their legitimate roles. Third and
lastly, I have argued that Kant’s account of the
overall relationship between pure and impure
philosophy is a highly complex one. On the
one hand, he clearly privileges pure philoso-
phy as in some sense the more fundamental
or essential project. On the other hand, with-
out impure philosophy, Kant seems to suggest
that philosophy as a whole would remain in-
complete or not yet fully realised. In the end,
we might insist — to paraphrase Kant’s famous
dictum from the first Critiqgue — that while im-
pure philosophy without pure philosophy is
fundamentally blind or ignorant of the most es-
sential philosophical knowledge, pure philoso-
phy without impure philosophy would remain
a largely theoretical abstraction in our human
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codpmm prstocodms B 11eJI0M OCTaHeTCs HeTIOJTHO
VIV He 10 KOHIIA peasIn30BaHHOM. B miTore MbI Mo-
JKeM HacTauBaTb — Iepedpasupys 3HaMeHWTOe
n3peueHre Kanra n3 nepsovt «Kputnkm», — 4To
ecyn HeumicTast pustocodpmst Oe3 umcron prstoco-
v npuHIMOMAIBHO Cjlella VIV HeBeXXeCTBeH-
Ha B OTHOIIIEHNY HamnboJslee CyIIeCTBEHHBIX (pu-
710copCKMX 3HAHMM, TO umcTass putocodpns Oe3
HeuncTon priocopmy ocTaHeTCs B HalIeVl YesIo-
BeYeCKOV XXVM3HV B 3HAUMTEJIbHO CTeIIeH! Teope-
TYECKO aGCTpaKuMeﬁ, He MIMEIOIIEN HI ITOJIHO-
rO OCO3HaHMs, HY MPaKTUYeCKOro IIpYMeHeHM.

OueBnIHO, YTO TAaHHOE PacCyXKAeHVIe O pa3iv-
UMV 9VICTOV VI HEUVICTOM (Prytocopmyt OTHOCUTCS,
B 4acTHOCTH, K MeTacpmiiocodpun Kanra. Kak Oy-
IeT BBIIVISIIETh TAKCOHOMMYECKMTI ITPOEKT J1J1s1 He-
KaHTMaHCKMX TIOXOO0B, HEOOXOAMMO pellaTh B
KakK/IOM KOHKPeTHOM CJIy4Yae.

baaeodapnocmu. 51 xomea 6vi nobaazodapumo
Mmoeeo Ovlbuteco cmydewma Hukonraca Baaione 3a
upe3Buiuaiino nosesHoe o0CyxOeHUue U KOMMeHMmMa-
puu K 3mot cmamboe.
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lives without full realisation or any practical
employment.

Obviously, this discussion of the pure/im-
pure philosophy distinction pertains to Kant’s
metaphilosophy in particular. What the taxo-
nomic project will look like for non-Kantian ap-
proaches must be taken up on a case-by-case
basis.
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KAHT 1 AHAJIN3
M.P. Jlebun®, T. Yusvamcon?

B nacmosujem ouaioee 06yx abmopob, umerouux pas-
AuuHble 6324406 HA AHAAU3, PUAOCOPUI0 U NPUMEHEHUe
ApaviKob, Bedyuum abasemcea Bonpoc: kak caedyem noHu-
mamy BuiparxceHue «anasumudeckas gpusocogpusi»? JleBun
ymbepxoaem, umo, NOCKOAbKY He Cyujecmbyem obujenpu-
HAMbIX NPpUHYUN0B U Memodob mak HasvilbaeMol «aHa-
AUmMuYeckotl uaocopuu», 3mo Hasbarue 00AKHO ObimMb
3aMeHeHo Ha Do/ee KOHKpermHoe U o Heeo ciedyent om-
Ka3amucs. YuAvAMCOH 3aujuujaem ucnoss3obanue 5moao
cao0Bocoqemanus, ymbepxoas, umo oHo Bnoaxe npu2ooHo,
maxK KaxK OmHOCUMCA K Wupokoi mpaouyuu 63aumobau-
AHULL U npu 3mom Oaxe He mpebyem npubepkeHHocmu
Memooy anaiusa 6 ckoavko-HubYob onpedeseHHOM CMblCAe.
JleBun Bospaxcaem, umo 6 0aHHOM CAyHAe MEPMUH «AHA-
AUMUYECKAA PUAOCOPUA» CAUUKOM NYCHL. DO MOXKHO
0bL10 ObL Ucnpabums KOHUENMYalbHbIM AHAAUSOM NOHS-
mus «anaiumuveckas gpusocopus», Ho mozoa u Kanm,
014 komopoeo ¢pusocogpus no cboetl cymu aHAAUMUUHA,
cmaa Obl CIMOPOHHUKOM AHAAUMUYECKOU ¢huocodpuiL.
Hpyeoit Bapuanm — caedoBams udeary Patiaa o c6obooHom
0m ApAbIKOB, K02epeHMHOM U uecmHOM MultuieHuu. Kak
ymBepixdaem JleBun, 63215061 Yurvamcona, no menvuiei
Mepe 4acmu4Ho, coeaacyiomcs c koHyenyuei Kamma o
pasauvuy Mexoy ¢pusocogpueil u ucmopuen gpusocogpuu,
a makxe ¢ IMIUPUHECKUM AHAAUSOM U AeKAUUM 6 20 oc-
HOBe IMNUPUUECKUM PeastusMoM. Yurvamcon omBeuaen,
410 OH UCNOAb3Yer NOHAMUEe «AHAAUMUYecKas puioco-
us» 6 e2o HolHeUHeM 3HAUEHUU, KOMOpoe He CB00UMCcs K
3HAUEHUAM NOHAMUTL «AHAAUMUYECKUTL» U «PUAOCOPUA».
CobBpementoe e2o npumenrere OmMAUUALTNCA OM NPEKHUX,
u 6 amom Bude ono He npumenumo xk Kanmy. Yuarvamcon
Bvicmynaem npomub mpancyeHOeHmalLbHo20 U0eatusma U
2pyb020 pasAuteHIs AHAAUMUYECKO20 U CUHIMEMU1eckoeo,
a priori u a posteriori, mpedyrousux obHoBAeHUA.

KatoueBvie croBa: Kanm, anarumuveckasn ¢pusoco-
us, KoHYenmyasvHulil aHaiu3, AuHeBucmudeckuil ana-
Au3, memagpusocogpus, apaviku 6 gusocodpuu, usoco-
¢us gpusocogpuu, ucmopus gpusocogpuu, peaisusm, uoea-
AUM
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KANT AND ANALYSIS

M. Lewin,' T. Williamson?

In the current dialogue between two authors with
different views on analysis, philosophy, and the use of
labels, the leading question is: How should one under-
stand the expression ‘analytic philosophy’? Lewin ar-
ques that as there are no generally agreed tenets and
methods of what is being called ‘analytic philosophy’,
the name is to be replaced by a more specific one or aban-
doned. Williamson defends the use of this phrase, claim-
ing that it is quite serviceable, as it relates to a broad
tradition of influence, while it is not even required to
adhere to the method of analysis in any distinctive sense.
Lewin counters that, in this case, ‘analytic philosophy’
is too empty. One could heal this by conceptual analysis
of ‘analytic philosophy’ — but then Kant, for whom phi-
losophy is inherently analytic, would be a proponent of
analytic philosophy. Another option is to follow Ryle’s
ideal of a label-free, coherent and honest thinking. As
Lewin argues, Williamson’s views seem at least par-
tially to agree with Kant’s conception of the difference
between philosophy and history of philosophy as well
as empirical analysis and the underlying empirical re-
alism. Williamson replies that he uses ‘analytic philos-
ophy’ in its current meaning, which is not composed of
the meanings of ‘analytic’ and “philosophy’. The current
use is different from the earlier ones and not applicable
to Kant. He arques against the transcendental idealism
and the coarse-grained distinction between analytic and
synthetic and a priori and a posteriori that requires an
update.

Keywords: Kant, analytic philosophy, conceptual
analysis, linguistic analysis, metaphilosophy, labels in
philosophy, philosophy of philosophy, history of philos-
ophy, realism, idealism
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M.P. JleBun, T. YunpsaMcon

Bompoc «YTo Takoe dwiocodpua?» — oguH n3
OCHOBHBIX BOITPOCOB B 0071acTV1 MeTadvrocodpmm 1
OIIVIH U3 CaMBIX CJIOKHBIX, CO MHOXK€CTBOM B3auM-
HO HEeCOBMeCTVIMBIX OTBETOB. SIBJIeTcs I BOIIPOC
«Yro Takoe aHaymMTHUecKas duiiocodpusi?» Goree
rpocTbiM? C OITHOVI CTOPOHBI, OH KakK OBl Cy’KaeT
O0BeKT mccilefIoBaHMs, CITpalllBasi, 4eM sIBjIseT-
Csl 9Ta KOHKpeTHasd 4yacTb dvuiocodpun. OgHako ¢
IOpPyrovi — OH J00aBJIsieT TPYAHOCTH, CBsI3aHHBIE C
OOBsICHEHMEM TOro, YTO TaKoe «aHaJIMTHUYecKas»
durtocodmst. B xaure «Putocodpms dprtocodprim»
TumoTnt YwibsiMcoH yTBepXKaeT, 4To JiroOas IIo-
IIBITKA OTOBOPUTH CMBICIT «@HAJIMTUYECKOV PuIIo-
codpum» «He IIpUBeIeT HU K YeMy, KpoMe KpaTKom
TepMMHOJIOrYeckort IyTaHuile» (Williamson,
2022, p. 23). B apiHernHeM nyasiore Muxan Jlepua
mpucoenmHsieTcs K crpemsieHnio 'vibepra Paitria
creriath pvIoCOPUIO He3aBUCUMON OT SpPJIbIKOB
(em.: Ryle, 1937) n meITaeTcs MCIOIB30BaTh MIPO-
AYKTUBHYIO CWJIY TePMMHOJIOIMYeCKOV 3aIlyTaH-
HOCTW. 3ajiava OTKPBITOM AVCKyccum Mexny Jle-
BUHBIM (Hajsiee — MJI) 1 YusbsamMcoHoM (Haiee —
TY) coctouT B TOM, YTOOBI BBISIBUTH IS UMTATEIIS
CrIocoObI OOparrieHns ¢ BbIpakeHVeM «aHaJIUTV-
ueckast pvtocodist». 17151 TOro 4To0bI IVICKYCCHS
ObII1a XXMBOVI, MBI OTKa3aJIMCh OT IIpeBapyTeIIbHO-
rO TeMaTU4ecKoro CTPYKTypupoBaHMsl Oecellbl 1
rocTapasIvch n3dexars 00beMHbIX 0TBeTOB. C yue-
TOM 3TUX I1eJIeVl MBI TaK>Ke BO3/Iep KiBaeMcsl OT 10-
CTCTPYKTYPUpPOBaHMUSL ¥ IIpeNCTaBjIsgeM IVCKYcC-
CUIO B TOM BUJIe, B KOTOPOM OHa M3Ha4daIbHO Be-
J1ach. [IyicKyccuis pa3BuBaeTCs B OCHOBHOM IIO ClTe-
AYIOMIVM BOIIpOcaM: O3HauaeT IOHSTHe «aHaIl-
TUYECK» KOHLENTYaJIbHBIV aHaIN3 VIV JIVIHT-
BUCTWYECKUII aHaI3 / HU TO, HU Jpyroe / M To,
U apyroe? cjlefiyeT JIV OTKa3aThCs OT BbIpaskeHWs
«aHayMTIYecKask pvyiocodvisi» VI 3aMeHUTb ero
B CBeTe IMOCJIEAHMX TeHIeHIMM B dwviocodpm?
ecJIV OHO He OTChIIaeT K KaKOMY-JIO0 KOHKPeTHO-
My HaOOpy IIPMHIIMIIOB, TO KaKOB ero pedepeHT?
nofijaeTcst JI TEPMUH «aHaJIUTI4decKasi ouioco-
Jus» anammsy? asigerca i KanTt ananmTide-
ckM prstocodoM, a YWIBIMCOH — B HEKOTOPOU
CTelleHV KaHTVMaHIIeM? VIV HaM BOOOIIIe CTOUT OT-
Ka3aThbCs OT VICIIOJIb30BAHMS SPITBIKOB?
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“What is philosophy?” is one of the main
questions in the field of metaphilosophy and
one of the most difficult, with a variety of mu-
tually incompatible answers. Is “What is ana-
lytic philosophy?” a simpler question? On the
one hand, it seems to narrow down the object
of inquiry by asking what a specific part of phi-
losophy is. But, on the other hand, it adds the
difficulty of explaining what ‘analytic’ means.
In The Philosophy of Philosophy, Timothy Wil-
liamson has claimed that any attempt to stip-
ulate a sense for “analytic philosophy” “
achieve nothing but brief terminological confu-
sion” (Williamson, 2022, p. 23). In the current
dialogue, Michael Lewin joins Gilbert Ryle’s
(1937) quest for a label-independent philoso-
phy and aims at using the productive power
of terminological confusions. The task of the

will

open debate between Lewin (henceforth ML)
and Williamson (henceforth TW) is to reveal for
the reader ways of approaching the expression
‘analytic philosophy’. In order to have a lively
discussion, we have dispensed with thematic
pre-structuring and tried to avoid lengthy an-
swers. In view of these objectives, we have also
refrained from post-structuring and present the
debate in the way it originally took its course.
The discussion roughly follows these questions:
Does ‘analytic” stand for ‘conceptual analysis’
or ‘linguistic analysis’, neither or both? Should
the phrase ‘analytic philosophy’ be replaced
or abandoned in light of recent developments?
If it does not refer to any specific set of tenets,
what is its referent? Is ‘analytic philosophy’
analysable? Is Kant an analytic philosopher and
Williamson partially a Kantian? Or should one
stop using labels?

ML: In The Philosophy of Philosophy, whose
primary goal was to give a contemporary pic-
ture of analytic philosophy, you have claimed



MJI: B xuure «@utocodpmst dpuiocodpnm», oc-
HOBHOVI 11€JTbI0 KOTOPOVI OBLIIO IIPeJICTaBUTh COBpe-
MeHHYIO KapTMHY aHaJIuTuUdeckon duiocodum,
Ber yTBepkmaimm, 4TO «aHaTMTHUUYeCKas (PVIIOCO-
dus» — 3TO BbIpakeHMe B KMBOM SI3bIKe 1 UTO JIFO-
Gas IIOIIbITKA OTOBOPUTE €e CMBICII «He ITpUBeJleT
HU K 4eMy, KpoMe KpaTKOV TepMMHOJIOIMYecKou
nytaHuib» (Williamson, 2022, p. 23). B pamkax
3TOV MOJIeMMKM Bbl oOcyXmaymmt Tpum IHocTysiara
aHaJIUTUYecKon duitocodpum, cdopMyspoBaH-
Hble lammuroM: (1) cTpykTypa MBICIM KaK 00b-
eKT aHa/IM3a; (2) oTHesleHMe MCCIeoBaHMs MBbIC-
JIM OT MCCIIeIOBaHMsl TICHIXOJIOIMYeCcKOro IIpoliec-
ca MbIUIeHNs; (3) aHaIM3 S3bIKa KaK eIVHCTBEeH-
Ho BepHBbIN MeTof (Ibid., p. 14—24; Dummett, 1978,
p. 458). YTBepxIeHve COCTOSIO B TOM, UTO TPeTU
IPUHIINII VICKITIOUaeT MHOrMX ¢mitocodos, cum-
TAIOMIVIX Ce0s JacThIO aHAIVTIYECKOV TPaIUIIN
nocsze dpere WM pacCMaTpUBaeMbIX B 3TOM Ka-
yvecTBe JIpyrumMn. Hekoropele dwtocodrr-ananm-
TUKIM XOTST aHaJIM3MPOBATh MBICIb HAIIPIMYIO,
OHVI OTBepraoT JIMHIBUCTUYECKNUTI TIOBOPOT ¥ 00-
XOITHOVI ITy Th Uepe3 aHaJIn3 A3bIKa. 3a4acTyio OHU
IIpeITIOYNTAIOT TOBOPUTH O MOHSTHSIX, a He O CJI0-
Bax. [IOHSTMSI B 3TOM CMBICITe SIBJISIFOTCSI COCTaB-
HBIMI KOMITOHEHTaMI MBIC/IV C OIlpelle/IeHHBIM
KOHIIENITyaJIbHBIM coflep’KaHveM. MOXHO ObITh
aHaJIUTUYeCKM puitocodoM, ecsiv TPUHMUMATh
TiepBbIe J1Ba IT0CTYJlaTa, HO OTBepraTh TPeTUTA.

Ho ecyiu cortacuThcs ¢ Barmivm yTeepKieHMs-
MM, TO He OyJeT JIV JIOTMYHBIM IIPeJIOKUTD Ile-
periMeHOBaHVe ¥ / MV TIepecTPyKTyprpOBaHe
aHayIMTHU4IecKom dpvutocodr? Mel Moryiv Obl BBe-
CTVI Ha3BaHMe «aHaJINTIYecKas JIMHTBUCTIIUecKast
dntocodrist» B TOM CiTydae, eciIu Bce TPy IOCTyIla-
Ta COOJTIOIEHBI VI IIpeJIIoiaraeTcs Memoo Aunebu-
CMuYecKo2o anaAu3a, v HasBaHue «aHaJIuTudeckas
KOHIIeIITyasIbHas prytocodmis», Korjga TpeTu Io-
CTyJIaT MOXeT ObITh OTOpPOIIIeH 1 pacCMOTpeH Kak
BO3MOYKHOe, HO HeoOsi3aTeJIbHOe YCJIOBYe ISl OCY-
IIIECTBIIEHMST KOHYenmyaivHo2o anaiusa. Eciav xe
OH TpelbyeTcsi, TO MOYKHO BBECTY JIOTIOTHVTEIIbHBIe
pasInyeHs, OpYeHTVPOBaHHbIe He Ha SI3bIK VIV
KOHIIEIITHI, a Ha YTO-TO Jipyroe. B aTom ciryyae s
BVDKY TPY BapVaHTa: Ha3BaHHBIe TaKnM oOpa3oM
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that “analytic philosophy’ is a phrase in a liv-
ing language and that any attempt to stipulate
a sense for it “will achieve nothing but brief
terminological confusion” (Williamson, 2022,
p. 23). As part of the argument, you have dis-
cussed Dummett’s three tenets of analytic phi-
losophy: (1) structure of thought as the object
of analysis; (2) separation of study of thought
from the study of psychological process of
thinking; and (3) analysis of language as the
only correct method (see ibid., pp. 14-24 and
Dummett, 1978, p. 458). The claim was that the
third tenet excludes many philosophers who
regard themselves or who are being regarded
by others as part of the analytic tradition af-
ter Frege. Some analytic philosophers want to
analyse thought directly, they reject the lin-
guistic turn and the detour through analysis of
language. They often rather speak of concepts
than words. Concepts are in this regard con-
stituents of thought with a certain conceptual
content. One can be an analytic philosopher if
one accepts the first two tenets but rejects the
third.

But if one agrees to what you say, would it
not be consequential to suggest a re-naming
and/or re-structuring of analytic philosophy?
One could introduce the title “analytic linguis-
tic philosophy’, if one keeps all three tenets and
the method of linguistic analysis is intended,
and the title “analytic conceptual philosophy’, if
the third tenet can be dropped and regarded as
a possible, but non-necessary condition for the
practice of conceptual analysis. If it is required,
one can bring in further distinctions that focus
on something other than language or concepts.
I see three options if one follows this propos-
al: the so-termed movements can be equal
members of subdivision of analytic philoso-
phy (coordination), or one suggests a hierarchy
among them (subordination), or the superor-
dinated term ‘analytic philosophy” should be



M.P. JleBun, T. YunpsaMcon

HalIpaBJIeHVISI MOT'YT OBITh PaBHOIIPABHBIMM WIe-
HaMU Tofpasziersla aHAJIMTUYecKor drutocodum
(KooprayHaIIs), JIM00 MeXAy HUMM IIpearionara-
eTcs vepapxus (CyoopanHaiys), 1100 OT BbIIlle-
YIOMSIHYTOIO TepMMHA «aHAJINTU4ecKast pnio-
codusi» CIreryeT OTKas3aTbCs M 3aMEHWUTH €ro Ha
Gosiee TOUHBIe TepMUHBI (3aMeHa). HesicHo, moue-
MY MBI JIOJDKHBI [IepyKaThCs 3a Ha3BaHVE, KOTOpoe
OIVICBIBAET OITpefiesIeHHbIe IIPVHITNIIBL VI IIPaKTH-
KV B HesICHOVI U Iy TaloIet popme.

TY: MbI MOXXeM BBIIEJIUTB 3/1eCh HeCKOJIBKO BO-
IIPOCOB.

Bo-rrepBbIx, cyIecTByeT IHpakTuUdeckas ITpo-
Orlema ycTaHOBJIEHVSI HOBOIO CMBIC/Ia BBIpake-
HUS — B JIAHHOM CJIy4ae «aHaJIuTu4decKas gpusio-
codms», — KOTOpoe yXKe IOIyUMJIO CMBICI B CO-
OTBETCTBYIOILIIEM pedeBOM COODIllecTBe — B JlaH-
HOM ci1y4ae cpenu dpustocodos. Hit onyH gertosek
He o0sIa/TaeT TaKMMM IIOJTHOMOYMSIMMU ISl 3TOTO,
U Jlake CKpOMHOe IIpefjIokeHue Bps[l jiv Oyner
HofJiepKaHo, yYUTBIBas CVJTY VHEPLUN U Pa3HoO-
obpasue ajIbTepHaTMBHBIX IIpeyIokeHun. [lev-
CTBUTEJIBHO, 3 PeKT oT npesioxeHns Jammura
0 TOM, KaK pasrpaHUUNUTh «aHaJIUTUUIECKYIo du-
s10codio», ObUT He3HAYMTeIbHBIM. [ IonbITKM ITe-
pedopMyIMpoBaTh 3TO BEIpaskeHe 04T HaBep-
HsIKa OKaXXyTCS TIIETHBIMIAL

Bo-BTOpBIX, COBpeMeHHBIVI CMBIC]I TepMIHa
«aHaJInTU4YecKasd uiocodpns» BIIOIHE IIPUTO-
neH. OH OTHOCUTCH K IIVMPOKOV TPagUIIUN C pas3-
TMYHBIMY nofaTpanuumsaMnu. Kak u gpyrue Tpa-
AVIIAY, OHa pas3BMBaslach CO BpeMeHeM 1 00bey-
HsJIaCh He OOIIMMV BHYTPeHHMMN YepTaMu (Ha-
HpuMep, JOKTPUHOM VJIV METOIOM), a MICTOpuYe-
CKMMM CBA3SIMM BJIVISIHUMSA (HarpuMep, OTHOIe-
HUAMI «y4YUTeIb — Y4YeHMK»). XOTs pasiimdie
MeXTy «QHAJIUTUYECKOV» ¥ «HeaHaJIMTUYEeCKOI»,
VIV «KOHTMHeHTaJIbHO», puiocoduent sBiiseT-
csl TpyOBIM, copepKalllM MHOXXECTBO ITOrpaHY-
HBIX CJIy4aeB, OHO 0DO3HadaeT 3aMeTHBIVI COIIVO-
JIOTVYeCKUI pasfesl B mpodpeccuy, KOTOPBIVT Ha
HPOTsDKeHUM IIOYTM CTOJIeTUS WIPayl BaskKHYIO
pOJIb B IOHMMaHUM dviocodamMy TOro, YeM OHU
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abandoned and completely replaced by more
precise terms (replacement). It is not clear why
we should adhere to a name that expresses cer-
tain tenets and practice in a vague and confus-
ing manner.

TW: We can separate several questions here.

First, there is the practical issue of stipu-
lating a new sense for an expression — in this
case, ‘analytic philosophy” — which already
has a received sense in use by the relevant
speech community — in this case, philoso-
phers. No one person has the authority to make
such a stipulation, and even a modest sugges-
tion is unlikely to be followed, given the force
of inertia and the variety of alternative sugges-
tions. Indeed, the effect of Dummett’s proposal
about how to delimit ‘analytic philosophy” was
negligible. Trying to redefine the phrase would
almost certainly be futile.

Second, the current sense of the phrase ‘ana-
lytic philosophy” is quite serviceable. It refers to
a broad tradition, with various sub-traditions.
Like other traditions, it has evolved over time,
and is unified not by shared intrinsic features
(for example, of doctrine or method) but by
historical connections of influence (for exam-
ple, the teacher-pupil relation). Although the
distinction between ‘analytic’ and ‘non-analyt-
ic’ or ‘continental’ philosophy is rough, with
many borderline cases, it marks an observable
sociological divide in the profession, which for
almost a century has played a major role in phi-
losophers” understanding of what they are do-
ing and its likeness or unlikeness to what their
contemporaries do; it is reflected in how they
use the pronouns ‘us” and ‘them’. A future his-
torian of philosophy in this period who ignores
that distinction will miss something in many
philosophers’ self-understanding, and to that
extent will be doing a poor job as a historian.



3aHVMMAFOTCS, VI CXOMICTBA VIJIV HECXOIICTBA 3TOIO C
TeM, 4eM 3aHMMAIOTCS VX COBPEMEeHHVIKI; 3TO OT-
pakaeTcs B TOM, KaK OHM VCIIOJIB3YIOT MeCTOVIMe-
HUS «MBl» M «OHW». Byaymmm mcTopuk pmstoco-
dum sTOTO HEpHOIA, UTHOPUPYIOIINT 3TO PasIv-
4ye, YOYCTUT HEYTO B CAMOBOCIIPUISTUI MHOTTIX
dntocopoB 1, cilef1oBaTeIbHO, OKaXXeTCs IJIOXUM
mcTopukoM. HecMoTps Ha peasibHOe CXOICTBO, s
OITacaloCh IIPVIMEHSITh 3TO pas3yIndyie PeTpPOoCIek-
TVBHO K 0OOJIee paHHIM IIepriofjaM — JI0 TOro, Kak
dwtocodms pasmenviach TakKMM o0pasoM, U 10
TOTO, KaK (pry10COBI MBICJIVIIV B TEPMIMHAX 3TOTO
pasnernenus, HaripuMep K Kanry v JlenOnmiry,
K Apucrorero vuiu I Iiarony.

B MoeM cityuae s, 04eBMIHO, IIpPMHALJIEXY K
Tpaguuuy, obo3HavaeMoVl KaK «aHaJIUTUdecKas
durocodpus». K npumepy, Marxn Jammut Obin
MOVIM HAy4HBIM PYKOBOAVTEJIEM Ha IIOCIIETHEM
rogy obyueHus B mokTopaHType B Okcdopre, a
ecyIM B3IJISTHYTh Ha Oubrmorpaduiio v KHVDKHBIN
yKasareJIb B JTIOOOVI 113 MOVIX KHWT, TO CTaHET $ICHO,
K KakuMm ¢pustocodpam s Oostblrie Bcero obpariia-
10cb. V1 Bce ke Moe PprstocopcKoe TeopeTmsnpo-
BaHIe HeJIb3S OTHECTU K «aHaJIM3y» B KaKOM-JIV-
00 TIOJIe3HOM WUIM OTIMYUTEIIBHOM CMBICTIE. S1
PEIKO MUIIy HeOOXOAMMBIEe ¥ IOCTATOYHBIE YCIIO-
BUS. Sl HaXOXy IIONBITKY pasfde/InTh VCTUHBI Ha
«aQHAINTUYECKVIe» U «CUHTETYECKMe» VIV «KOH-
LIeTITyaJIbHbIe» VI «3MIIVIPUYecKyie» IITyOOKO OIIV-
OGouHBIMIL. 5] OOJIBIIIE HE ITBITAIOCH CEPHE3HO Pado-
TaTh C TEPMUHOM «KOHIIEIIT», IIOCKOJIBKY CUUTAIO
BBIZIEJIEHVIE «KOHIIEIITOB» Oe3HAIe)KHO HEeSCHBIM.
Ecrmt cipocuts: «Korga cj10Bo B OHOM KOHTEKCTe
BBIpa’kaeT TO Ke IIOHSTHE, UYTO W CJIOBO B IPYTOM
KOHTEKCTe?», TO OTBETHI B JIyYIlleM CJIydae OKa-
KYTCSl KPYTOBBIMI. XOTS s M3y4alo KaK MBIIIUTe-
HVe, TaK W S3bIK, S OTPUIIAI0, YTO OHU VICUEPITBI-
BaloT 00beKThl prstocodpun. Tak, Harrprmep, Mo-
papHas prtocoduist 3aHMMaeTCs IPaBVUITBHBIMU
VUIVI HETIPaBUJIBHBIMM JIEVICTBUSIMY, a He TOJIBKO
CJIOBAMU «IIPABUJTBHO» VI «HEIIPaBVIJIBHO» VIV Ha-
HIVIMU TIOHSATUSIMU «NPaBusbH0» T «<HenpabuibHo».
Jaxe B JIOTVIKe MBI M13yJaeM caMoO TOX/IECTBO, a He
TOJIBKO CMMBOJI «=» VUIVI Hallle ITOHSTIE TOX/Ie-
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Despite the genuine similarities, I am wary of
applying the distinction retrospectively to earli-
er periods, for instance to Kant or Leibniz, or to
Aristotle or Plato, before philosophy had split
in that way, and before philosophers thought in
terms of such a split.

In my case, I obviously belong to the tradi-
tion labelled ‘analytic philosophy’. For exam-
ple, Michael Dummett supervised me for the
final year of my doctoral studies at Oxford,
and a glance at the bibliography and index
in any of my books will show which philoso-
phers I most engage with. Yet my philosophi-
cal theorising cannot be classified as ‘analysis’
in any useful or distinctive sense. I rarely seek
necessary and sufficient conditions. I find at-
tempts to divide truths into the ‘analytic” or
‘conceptual” and the “synthetic’ or “empirical’
deeply misleading. I no longer try to do se-
rious work with the term ‘concept’, because
I take the individuation of ‘concepts’ to be
hopelessly obscure: if you ask “When does
a word in one context express the same con-
cept as a word in another context?’, the an-
swers you get are circular at best. Although I
study both thought and language, I deny that
they exhaust the objects of philosophy. For in-
stance, moral philosophy concerns right or
wrong actions, not just the words ‘right” and
‘wrong’ or our concepts right and wrong. Even
in logic, we study identity itself, not just the
symbol ‘=" or our concept of identity. Many
younger philosophers who think of them-
selves as “analytic” accept such a broad view of
the objects of philosophy.

As an epistemologist, I think and talk about
thought, and find psychologists” studies of hu-
man thinking more relevant than Dummett
would have considered them, because they
curb epistemologists” tendency to privilege
cognitive processes accessible to conscious-
ness. Likewise, as a philosopher of language,
I think and talk about language, and find lin-
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cTBa. MHOrve mosofple pnmiocodsl, cUMUTAIOIIVe
cels «aHATUTVKaMW», IPUHMMAIOT TaKOM IIVPO-
KWV B3I7I1, Ha 00beKTHI PrjIocopmt.

Kaxk smvicTemorior, s gyMaro v TOBOPIO O MBIITI-
JIEHVVI VI HAXOXKY VICCIIeIOBaHMS IICVIXOJIOrOB O Ue-
JIOBeYeCKOM MBIIIUIeHMY Oojlee aKTyasIbHBIMY,
ueM cumTasl JJaMMUT, TIOCKOJIBKY OHW CHIep’KiuBa-
10T TEHEHIINIO 3IIVICTEMOJIOrOB CTaBUTh B IIPUO-
pUTeT KOTHUTWMBHBIE ITPOLIeCChI, JOCTYIIHbIe CO-
3HaHMIO. AHAJIOTMYHO, KaK pnstocod 43bIKa, 5 Iy-
Maro ¥ TOBOPIO O sI3bIKe ¥ HaXOXYy VCCIIeIOBaHMs
JIVHIBVICTOB O YeJIOBeUYeCKMX A3bIKax 0oJiee mosies-
HBIMM, HeXesIn JJaMMIT, Tak KaK OHM 4acTo 3aMe-
4aroT Te CJIOKHOCTU M aHAJIOTUM C APYTUMU 43bl-
KaMM, KOTOpble YHycKaioT duitocodrl. MHorme
COBpeMeHHbIe «aHaINTI4ecKye» PrIocodbl IIpo-
SIBJISIIOT QHAJIOTVYHBIV MHTEepPeC K IICUXOJIOIMU U
JIVHTBUCTUKE.

MJI: Eciin BeIpakeHUe «aHaIUTHUecKast pu-
stocodmsl» OTHOCUTCS CKOpee K WCcilefloBaTesIb-
CKOVI TpafuIIUM WJIV «MBICJIUTEIbHOMY KOJIJIeK-
TUBY», 4eM K MCCIeJoBaTeJIbCKOV ITporpaMmme C
4UeTKO CPOPMYJIMPOBAaHHBIMM VCXOAHBIMU TIO-
CBUIKaMW, SBPVCTUKaMV, TPeOOBaHVISIMU W TIeJIs-
MU, TO Hamboslee ajleKBaTHBIM OyJleT paccMaTpu-
BaTh €ro Kak MMsi coOcTBeHHOe. B cirydae mmMen
COOCTBEHHBIX TO, YTO 0OO3Ha4aeT, He BCerza JaeT
BO3MOXKHOCTD cJieJjIaTh 0OOCHOBaHHBIE BBIBOIBI 00
obo3HagaeMoM (Harpumep, cioBo «Okcdpopm» He
JlaeT IIpeJicTaBjIeHNs O COBpeMeHHOM O0JIMKe ro-
poria) 1 3a¥acTylo MOXeT ObITh 3aMeHeHO Ha JIIO-
6oe Ipyroe HazBaHMe, €CJIV 3TO He IIPOTUBOPEUNT
3aKOHaM, KOHBEHIIVAM U JIPYTUM IPpaKTUYIeCKM
coobpaxenmsaM. Ecim MOXHO mpmHajjiexarb K
TpaguIINY, Ha3bIBaeMOVI «aHaJIUTUUYecKon ¢Gu-
socodpuiert», He MpUJIEPKMBasCh KaKom-Imbo oco-
Oort TeopuM «aHaIM3a», TO M3MeHeHVe Ha3BaHIs
Ha «A-Phi» mmm gaxe «X2023» He IpUYMHUT Cy-
IIIeCTBEHHOro Bpeda. MoxHO cdopMmysmpoBaTh
IpaBuIa KOPPEeKTHOIO VCIIOIb30BaHMs 3TUX VI
JIIOOBIX APYTMX IIPOU3BOJIBHO BBIOpaHHBIX BbIpa-
xeHun. B ipemioxennmn «fI — wacte X2023» co-
BO «X2023» 03Ha4aeT «MCTOpUYecKyie CBS3W BIIVs-
Hu» (Bkinouas Ppere, Butrenmrerina, Paccera,
Kyanna, Pavuia, Jammuira v 11p.).
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guists” studies of human languages more help-
ful than Dummett did, because they often
notice complications, and points of compari-
son with other languages, that philosophers
miss. Many other contemporary “analytic” phi-
losophers take a similar interest in psychology
and linguistics.

ML: If the expression ‘analytic philoso-
phy’ refers rather to a research tradition or a
‘thought collective’ than to a research pro-
gramme with clearly formulated basic assump-
tions, heuristics, demands and goals, it is most
adequate to regard it as a proper name. In case
of proper names, the signifier does not always
allow viable conclusions about the signified —
for example, ‘Oxford” does not give any idea
of the current appearance of the city — and
could often be replaced by any other name, if it
would not conflict with laws, conventions and
other practical reasons. If one can belong to the
tradition called ‘analytic philosophy” without
adherence to any distinctive theory of ‘analy-
sis’, a change of name into “A-Phi’ or even
X2023” would not do any substantive harm.
One can give rules for the correct use of these
or any other arbitrarily chosen expressions. In
the proposition ‘I am a part of X2023’, “X2023’
stands for “historical connections of influence”
(including Frege, Wittgenstein, Russell, Quine,
Ryle, Dummett etc.).

Of course, this renaming suggestion has
little or no chance in the real world of going
beyond a language game or a thought exper-
iment. But it gives clues on the pros and cons
of treating ‘analytic philosophy’ as a proper
name. Above all, it points at the emptiness of
the expression. Apart from neologisms, prop-
er names and names in general have usually
received their meanings from earlier commu-
nities of speakers. These meanings can be re-



KoneuHO, B peajTbHOM MyIpe 3TO IIpeIoKeHe
0 TIepeIMeHOBaHMN VMeeT MajIo IIaHCOB BBITU
3a paMKW $I3bIKOBOVI WII'PBI VIV MBICIITEIIBHOIO
aKcrepyMeHTa. Ho OHO 10O3BOJISI€T OLIEHUTD IITIO-
CBI VI MMHYCHl OTHOIIEHUS K «aHaJIUTUYeCKOV
dwtocopmm» Kak K MMeHM cobcTBeHHOMY. [Ipe-
XKJIe BCETO OHO YKa3bIBaeT Ha IYCTOTY 3TOIO BBI-
pakeHMs. 3a VCKJIIOYEHVIEM HEOJIOII3MOB, VIMe-
Ha COOCTBeHHBIE M VMMeHa BOooDIe OOBIYHO ITO-
JIy4aroT CBOW 3HaueHMs OT ITPeXHMX COOOIIecTB
TOBOPAIIVIX. DTV 3HAaYeHMs MOT'YT OBbIThH BbIsBIIE-
HBI C IIOMOIIIBIO MICTOPMUECKOVT MOPOITOr L, STN-
Mosioruy u parmarukin’. Ho, yanrsiBas, 4to co-
BpeMeHHOe KOMMYHMKaTVBHOe cOOOIIeCcTBO 3a4a-
CTyI0 OO He 3HaeT, MO0 He 3a00TUTCS O TOM,
KaKOBO OBUIO MICXOTHOEe O3HadaeMoe, MHOrooOpa-
31e YIOoTpeOsIeHn T 1 KOHTEKCTOB VCIIOJIb30BaHMS
SI3BIKOBBIX BBIPAKEHWVI ITOCTEIIEHHO OITYCTOIIIa-
eT 3Tu IpeXXHue 3HadeHns. Yem Oosiee yaoOHBIM
CTaHOBUTCSI Has3BaHMe «aHaJIMTUYecKasi puIoco-
usi», TeM Ooslee ITyCTBIM OHO CTAHOBUTCS. A 4eM
OoJ1ee MyCTBIM CTAHOBUTCS SIPJIBIK, TEM JIeTde ero
3aMEHUTH VIJIVI OTMEHWTb.

Ecimn BRIpakeHMe «aHaIMTHYecKasl PuIToco-
dus» — 3TO BCero JIMIIb MMsI COOCTBEHHOE, TO
ero «IMBaHHBIVI» aHaJIM3 MaJIo 4To HaeT. MoXHO
yTBEpPXXIIaTh, UYTO €ro pedepeHTOM SBIISIeTCS He-
Kasi TpaJuIIvs, HO M 3TO y>Ke CIJIVIIIKOM JaJIeKui
IIyTh, Bellb «TPaJWIVs» He BbIpa’keHa JIVIHIBU-
CTVYECKVI V1 He COIEPXKMTCS aHAJIUTIIECKM B TOM
HasBaHMM. Eciii HeKOTOphle ydeHble XOTAT yCTa-
HOBUTBH HEOOXOIVIMYIO CBSI3b C 3TVUM pedepeHTOoM,
OHW [OJDKHBI CIe/IaTh ee JIMHIBUCTUYECKM SKC-
IUTAIIATHON: «TPagUIIS aHAJIUTIYECKO pviio-
copum». Kax s yke mperjiaraji B IIpeIblAyIent
JacTy, OHV JIOJDKHBI TAKXKe YeTKO yKa3aTh, IMeeT-
Cs1JIV B BUJTY aHAJIU3 SI3bIKa VJIV aHaIN3 IIOHSTUTA.

BosbMeM IIpOTMBOIIONIOKHOE — yTBEpXKIeHe:
«aHaJIMTHU4YecKas puiocodusi» — 3TO CJIOBOCOUe-
TaHVe, JIMHTBUCTMYECKN BbIpakaloIllee IIOHSTe
a"HaMTHUYecKon drtocodnn, WiV aHAIUTIYe-
cKkast pustocodusi — 3TO HOHATHE (4TO, OUeBUIHO,
SIBJISIETCS. peAyKIIVell, TaK KaK IOMVIMO TIOHSTVS

* B mpyroM TeKcTe S Ha3bIBalO 3TOT IOXOZ, «OPUIMHAIIb-
HBIM aHaIM30M» (cM.: Lewin, 2023, S. 18 —26).
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trieved via historical morphology, etymology
and pragmatics.’ But given that the contempo-
rary communication community often either
does not know or care what the original signi-
fied is, the variety of uses and contexts of uses
of linguistic expressions slowly hollow them
out. The more serviceable the title ‘analyt-
ic philosophy’ becomes, the emptier it grows.
The emptier a label is, the easier it can be re-
placed or dropped.

If the expression ‘analytic philosophy’ is
only a proper name, its analysis from an arm-
chair does not render much. One can state
that its referent is a certain tradition, but even
this goes too far, as “tradition’ is not linguis-
tically expressed or analytically contained in
this name. If some scholars want to establish
a necessary link to this referent, they should
make it linguistically explicit: ‘the tradition of
analytic philosophy’. As I have suggested in
the previous part, they should also make ex-
plicit whether they mean analysis of language
or analysis of concepts.

Consider an opposite claim: “analytic phi-
losophy’ is a phrase that linguistically express-
es a concept of analytic philosophy, or analytic
philosophy is a concept (which obviously is a
reduction, as beyond being concept it is also
a set of words). This opens a variety of possi-
ble analyses of the concepts of analysis, philos-
ophy, and analytic philosophy. If one follows
this road, definite and useful results can be ex-
pected, even if they will contribute to disagree-
ment.

In the preface to the second edition of The
Philosophy of Philosophy, you have retrospec-
tively mentioned that you did little to define
the words ‘concepts’ and ‘conceptual’ and

Elsewhere I call this approach “originalistic analysis’
(see Lewin, 2023, pp. 18-26).
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3TO eIrie ¥ Habop CJI0B). DTO OTKpBIBaeT MHOT000-
pasvie BO3MOXKHBIX aHAJIM30B ITOHATUV «aHaJIN3»,
«puiocodpms», «aHaaUTUYecKast QurTocopms».
Ecrm crieoBaTh 3TOMY ITyTH, TO MOKHO OXWIATh
OIpeieJIeHHBbIX ¥ IIOJIE3HBIX Pe3yJIbTaToB, Hake
ecJIV OHY IPUBENYT K Pa3HOIIaCHISIM.

B mpenuciiosun Ko BTOpoMy msmaHuo «Du-
socopumt dpustocopmn» Bel peTpocrieKTMBHO OT-
MeuaeTe, YTO BBl HETOCTaTOYHO OIIpenesvIv CJI0-
Ba «KOHIIENITHI» ¥ «KOHIIENTYaIbHBIV» 11 9YTO Bam
XOTeJIOCh OBl 3aMEHUTH HECKOJIBKO OTPBIBKOB, I7Ie
Bel roBopuTe 0 kKoHyenmax VI KOHYenmyaibHoLx
npakmukax, Ha cA06a VIV Aun2Bucmuyeckue npak-
muxu (Williamson, 2022, p. xxiv—xxvi). He mor-
71 OBl BBl OACHUTD pasHUILY MeX[y CJIOBaMU U
MIOHATUAMY Ha IIpUIMepe BbIpakeHUs «aHaJIUTY-
uveckas dwiocodus»? Camraere s Bel ero mme-
HeM coOcTBeHHBIM? Bpl oT™eTmsii, uto dusio-
copmusa dwiocopun — 310 «“3HaHMe-cHadaa”
snmctemorstorus dwiocodpun» (Williamson, 2011,
p- 218). B coomBemcmbuu co «3nanue-cHauara» anu-
cmemoso0z2uell, TO eCTh ueert 0 TOM, YTO KarTero-
PV 3HaAHWS He OIpaeTcsl Ha KaTeropyuio MHEHMs
U JIOJDKHA VIMETBb SIMCTEMUYECKUIT VI 3BPUCTU-
YeCKMUVI IPVIOPUTET, «3HaHVe» He SBJISeTCS KOH-
merrtoM. Bo BCSIKOM ciTydae, He B TOM CMBICIIE, UTO
OHO COCTOUT V3 MHOXeCTBa OJIOKOB, KOTOpPBIE MO-
I'yT OBITH IIPOAHAIV3VIPOBAHBI ITy TEM JJEKOMIIO3VI-
LMV Ha KOHIleNTyasIbHbIe YacTy, TaKye Kak 00o-
cHOBaHHOe VcTMHHOe MHeHMe (Ibid., p. 209— 211).
Mory Ov1 Bel yTBepKI1aTh HEUTO HOIOOHOE B OT-
HOIIIEHMV TepMMHA «aHaJIUTUdecKas uioco-
uisi», ecThb JI1 311eCh CTPYKTYPHOE CXOIACTBO?

TY: CioBocodeTaHme «aHaIMTUYeCKast u-
jocopust» — 3TO CJIOKHOE MMsl, HO He MMsl coO-
CTBEHHOe B OOBIYHOM CMBICJIe, [IJIsi KOTOPOro Ia-
paaurMbl — 3TO MMeHa Jirofient 1 MecT. TouHo Tak
JXe BbIpaykKeHVe «HeoroTndeckas apXUTeKTypa» He
ABJIsIeTCS VIMeHeM COOCTBeHHBIM ISl TpafuIInm,
sapopusierica B XIX B. Kak «Heorornueckas ap-
XUTEKTypa» He MOXeT OBITh afleKBaTHO OIIperie-
JleHa HeoOXOIVMBIMU U JIOCTaTOUYHBIMU YCJIOBU-
AMM, OTHOCAIIVIMMCSA K BHYTPeHHMM KauecTBaM
31aHWV, TaK M «aHaJIUTU4YecKas: duiocodpms» He

that you wished you had replaced several pas-
sages, where you spoke of concepts or conceptu-
al practices, with words or linguistic practices (see
Williamson, 2022, pp. xxiv-xxvi). Could you
explain the difference between words and con-
cepts using the expression “analytic philoso-
phy” as an example? Do you consider it to be a
proper name? You have remarked that The Phi-
losophy of Philosophy is a “knowledge first epis-
temology of philosophy” (Williamson, 2011,
p- 218). Following the knowledge first epistemol-
ogy — i.e., the idea that the category of knowl-
edge does not rest on the category of believing
and must be given epistemic and heuristic pri-
ority — ‘knowledge’ is not a concept. At least
not in the sense that it consists of multiple
blocks that can be analysed in terms of a de-
composition into the conceptual parts, such as
justified, true, and belief (cf. ibid., pp. 209-211).
Would you argue for something similar re-
garding the term ‘analytic philosophy’, is there
any structural similarity?

TW: The phrase ‘analytic philosophy’ is a
complex noun but not a proper name in the
normal sense, for which the paradigms are
names of people and places. Likewise, the
phrase ‘neo-Gothic architecture’ for a tradi-
tion beginning in the nineteenth century is not
a proper name. Just as ‘neo-Gothic architec-
ture” cannot be adequately defined by neces-
sary and sufficient conditions on the intrinsic
qualities of buildings, so “analytic philosophy’
cannot be adequately defined by necessary
and sufficient conditions on the intrinsic qual-
ities of works of philosophy. Replacing the
phrase “analytic philosophy” or “‘neo-Gothic ar-
chitecture” by an arbitrary label would just be
confusing. ‘Immanuel Kant” really is a prop-
er name, but replacing it by an arbitrary label
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MOXKeT OBITH a/IeKBaTHO OIlpefiejieHa HeoOXOomm-
MBIMM ¥ JIOCTATOYHBIMU YCJIOBUSIMM, OTHOCSIIIV-
MuUcd K BHYTPeHHUMM KadecTBaM (PriiocodcKmx
paboT. 3ameHa passl «aHaTIUTHYECKas PUIIOCO-
duis» VM «HeoroTmyeckasl apXmuTeKTypa» IIPOom3-
BOJIBHBIM SIPJIBIKOM ITpUBeIeT JIUIIb K Iy TaHWIIe.
«VImmanymw1 KaHT» — 3TO [eVICTBUTEIBHO MMs
coOCTBeHHOe, HO 3aMeHa ero IIPOM3BOJIBHBIM -
JIBIKOM OyieT myTaTh He MeHblIle. [TomoOHbIe Tep-
MWVHBI 00peTaloT CBOIO KOTHUTVBHYIO ITOJIe3HOCTD
He 3a CueT CTPOIuX OIperieIeHN l, a 3a C4eT TOro,
YTO aCCOLIUMPYIOTCH C OOJIBIIIMY MacCBaMM VH-
dopmarnny, BapeMPYIONINMNCS OT TOBOPSIIEro K
ropopsmieMy. Ilo mpuunnaam, o0bsicHeHHbIM Co-
sioM Kpurike B pabore «/ImeHOBaHMe 11 HEOOXO V-
MocTe» (Kripke, 1980), posb aTom mHpOpMaIimm
3aKJTIOYaeTCs He B OIperesIeHMV VIMEeHV, SKCIIV-
IMTHOM WJIV VIMIUIMITUTHOM. TepMUHBI He IIy-
CTBI, IIOCKOJIBKY OHV CBS3aHBI CO CJIOXKHOVI CEeThIO
VICTOPMYECKIIX CBS3€NL: «aHAIUTIYecKasi pvtoco-
dus» — ¢ purtocodckont TpagmIINen, «HeOroTH-
4yecKasl apXUTEKTypa» — C apXUTEKTypPHOW Tpa-
nunyent, «/immanywn Kant» — ¢ gesiopekom. Tep-
MWHBI [O3BOJIAIOT HaM IlepefaBaTh APYTUM VH-
dopmarnmro 06 1x pecdpepeHTax, 0bcyKIarTh ee, He
coryiaraTbCs C Hev U T./I.

V13 Bcero 3TOro He CIIefyeT, 4TO TaKyie TepMMU-
HBI He BbIpakKaloT OHATHT. COorylacHO IIPVBBIYHO-
MY IIpeIICTaBIeHNIO O IIOHSTUX, CJIOKHBIE TTOHS-
TV B KOHEYHOM c4eTe CTPOSTCS M3 IIPOCTHIX WIIN
aTOMapHBIX MOHATUM. TakuM 0OpasoMm, f1axe ecyn
BbIpakeHVe He IofjjaeTcs CTPOIroMY oOIlperesie-
HUIO B OOjlee IIPOCTBIX TeEPMIMHAX, OHO BCe PaBHO
MOXKET BBIpakaThb IIPOCTOe IOHsTHeE. B gacTHOCTY,
Jaxe eCJIN «aHaJIMTHU4IecKas priocodusi», «Heo-
roTuyeckasi apxmurekrypa», «/mmanywr Kant»
U «3HaHMe» He MOT'yT OBbITb CTPOro OIpesie/IeHbl
B OoJlee TPOCTBIX TepPMMHAX, MBI BCe paBHO MO-
KeM VIMeTh MOHSTMS «aHaJInTUIecKas uiIoco-
dusi», «HeoroTmUueckass apxuTeKTypa», «VIMmaHy-
w1 KaHT» 1 «3HaHMe».

Onnako g He HaxOXy TaKoe IIOCTYJIMpOBaHMe
MIOHSATUV MTH(POPMaTUBHBIM. YTO HY>KHO [IJI TOTO,
uTOOBI [IBa YesIoBeKa BbIpasnJyIv OJHO ¥ TO Xe II0-
HSITVIe TEPMIHOM «aHaJIUTI4YecKas dpriocodis»?
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would be equally confusing. Such terms gain
their cognitive utility not by having strict defi-
nitions but by being associated with large bod-
ies of information, varying from speaker to
speaker. For reasons explained by Saul Kripke
(1980) in Naming and Necessity, the role of that
information is not to define the name, explic-
itly or implicitly. The terms are not empty,
because they refer via a complex network of
historical links — “analytic philosophy’” — to
a tradition of philosophy, ‘neo-Gothic archi-
tecture’ to a tradition of architecture, and ‘Im-
manuel Kant’ to a person. The terms enable us
to communicate associated information about
their referents to others, or to discuss it, or dis-
agree about it, or whatever.

None of this immediately implies that
those terms do not express concepts. On a fa-
miliar view of concepts, complex concepts
are ultimately built out of simple or atomic
concepts. Thus, even if an expression is not
strictly definable in simpler terms, it may still
express a simple concept. In particular, even
if “analytic philosophy’, ‘neo-Gothic architec-
ture’, ‘Immanuel Kant’, and ‘knowledge’ are
not strictly definable in simpler terms, we
might still have concepts of analytic philoso-
phy, neo-Gothic architecture, Immanuel Kant,
and knowledge.

However, I don’t find such a postulation
of concepts illuminating. What would it take
for two people to express the same concept by
the term ‘analytic philosophy’? If that requires
them to associate the term with exactly the
same information and inferential dispositions,
then a shared concept is not needed for com-
munication and disagreement with the term,
and concepts start to look like idle wheels. If
they are required only to share a privileged
core of information and inferential disposi-
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Ecimm 1 aToro HeodXommMmMo, YTOOBI OHM acCOLIVI-
VIPOBaJIM 3TOT TEPMUH C COBEPIIIEHHO OMHAKOBO
vHpopMaren 1 MHPepeHIIaIbHBIMN IVICIIO3V-
LVISIMM, TO I KOMMYHVKALIUV ¥ HEeCOIIacus C
TEePMVHOM He TpebyeTcsi oOIIero MoHATHS, a Mo-
HSTVS HAYVHAIOT BBITVISZETH KaK HepaboTarorie
korteca. Ecrv xxe oT Hux TpeOyeTcst TOIBKO pasie-
JIATh NPUBWIETMPOBaHHOE AP0 MHQPOpMALN U
VHQepeHIIMaIbHbIX AVICTIO3VIINTL, TO MBI (paKTH-
UecKy MPOBOOVM pasjiMdave MeXOy aHaIUTide-
CKMM ¥ cuHTeTndYeckuM. B kHure «®uiocodms
Jrrtocodr» st ToIpoOHO JOKa3bIBALO, UTO JII00as
ITOITBITKA ITPOBEIEHVIS I0JIE3HOT'O PasrpaHMIeHIS
I10 TAKOMY IIPVHIIVITY TEPIUT IIOpakeHVe.

MJI: Ecyin Ol «aHaymmTHU4YecKas dpustocodpms»
He ObUIa VMMeHeM COOCTBEHHBIM, ITPVICBOEHHBIM
TOJIPKO OLHOVI KOHKPETHOVI TPaaVLIVV BIIVISTHUV,
TO OHa ODO3Hauajla Obl MHOXECTBO aHaJIUTIIUe-
ckmx dputocodpunt. Ho «anammTmdeckast dpuioco-
¢usg» HU BBIpaXkaeT B JIMHIBVUCTMYECKOM IIJIaHe
yKasaHMUs Ha OIlpefe/leHHYIO OVCHUIUIMHY, Ha-
IpaBJleHVe VIV TPaJWIINIo, HU II03BOJISET Cre-
JlaTh KaKOVI-IMOO OIpeie/IeHHBIV BBIBOIL O eu-
HUYHOCTY MJIVI MHOXXeCTBEHHOCTV Ha CTOpOHe pe-
depenTa. B cooTBeTCTBIUM CO CTAaHIAPTHON CEMMU-
OTWYEeCKOV TPUAJION I'PaHUIIbI JIMHIBUCTNYECKOTO
aHaJIM3a TepMIHa «aHaJUTI4decKas dprtocodpns»
IIPOCTUPAIOTCS 10 IIperesioB CUHTaKCYeCcKOro,
CeMaHTWYeCKOro ¥ IparMaTiyeckoro aHaIM30B.
Hedwtocodpckmt HacTpOeHHBIVI JIMHIBUCT MOXKeT
BBIBECTV 13 BBIPaKeHUs «aHaJIUTH4decKas: pulo-
codmst», 4TO cyIecTByeT dpustocodusi ¢ mpeayKa-
TOM «@HAJIMTUYECKUTI», "I VICKaTh 3HaYeHWs 3TVX
cJ10B B crioBapsix. dutocodpckast ceMaHTMKa M KOH-
LIeNITya/IbHBIV aHa/IN3 IIPeIOCTaBIIIIoT Oosiee 00-
IIVPHBI 00beM MHPOpMatmi. 3ammicu B puto-
codpcKMX ciIoBapsiX M SHUMKIIONEANN copep’Kar
errfe Oojlee MacIITaOHbIe pe3yJIbTaThbl MBICIIVTEIb-
HOW JeATenbHOCTU. VIX pasHooOpasme mobykia-
€T MBICJIUTh CAaMOCTOSTEIbHO, TO €CTh CaMOCTOSI-
TeJIPHO aHaJIM3MpPoBaTh OOBEKT Hry1ocodpcKoro
VMHTepeca, a He IIPOCTO ONMPAThCA Ha yXKe TOTOo-
BbIVI aHAJIV3. COBOKyHHOCTb MBICJIEVI, OTHOCSIITX-
csi K OOBeKTy mccileioBaHMsl, 10 IIpaBy 0OO3Ha-
YJaeTcsl MCKOHHO JIATMHCKUM CJIOBOM «KOHIIEIIT»
(conceptus — OT J1aT. «IIOMBICJIEHHBIVI BMECTE»).

tions, we are in effect making a distinction be-
tween the analytic and the synthetic. In The
Philosophy of Philosophy, 1 argue at length that
any attempt to make a useful distinction along
such lines breaks down.

ML: If ‘analytic philosophy’ were not a
proper name that was given to only one spe-
cific tradition of influence, it would denote
multiple analytic philosophies. But ‘analyt-
ic philosophy’ neither linguistically express-
es a reference to a certain discipline, direction,
or tradition, nor allows any certain conclu-
sion about singularity or plurality on the side
of the referent. Following the standard semi-
otic triad, the limits of linguistic analysis of
the term “analytic philosophy” go as far as the
limits of syntactical, semantical, and pragmat-
ical analyses. The non-philosophical armchair
linguistic analyst can derive from the expres-
sion “analytic philosophy’ that there is a phi-
losophy with the predicate ‘analytic” and look
up the meaning of these words in dictionaries.
Philosophical semantics and conceptual analy-
sis provide a more extensive body of informa-
tion. Entries in philosophical dictionaries and
encyclopaedia contain further reaching results
of thinking activity. Their diversity motivates
one to think for oneself, i.e., to analyse the ob-
ject of philosophical interest on one’s own,
not simply to rely on the ready-performed
analysis. The sum of thought related to an ob-
ject of inquiry has been rightfully signified by
the originally Latin word ‘concept’ (conceptus,
thought together).

Let us take the Kantian method as an ex-
ample, which is close to what you refer to as a
“familiar view of concepts”. Kant would clas-
sify the concept of analytic philosophy (the
referent of the linguistic expression ‘analytic
philosophy’) as a problematically given con-
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BosbMmeM B KadecTBe IpriMepa KaHTOBCKUIT Me-
TOf, ONMM3KMIT K TOMY, 4TO Bbl HasblBaeTe «IIpu-
BBIUHBIM B3IVISZIOM Ha NOHATHS». KaHT oTHec Obr
MOHSATHE aHaIUTIYecKo prstocodpum (pedepeHT
SI3BIKOBOT'O BBIpaKeHM «aHaJIUTIYecKas (PrIoco-
Jus») K unciTy TIpodrieMaTaecKy 0aHHbLX TIOHS-
Ty, DTO BasKHBIV ITIaT, KOTOPBIV MIMeeT [Ba OC-
HOBHBIX CJIeZICTBIUA. Bo-TiepBhIX, TO, 4TO 3adpmKCcy-
POBaHO KakK 3a/JaHHOE VI OrOBOPEHO KaK OOBEeKT
KOHIIEIITYaJIbHOTO aHaIn3a, He MOXeT ObITh M3-
MeHEeHO B IIpoliecce aHaIM3a. AHa/IM3 — 3TO MHas
3ajlada, 4eM aHaAU3 NOHAMUS AHAAUMUYecKoil pu-
s0copuu. Bo-BTOPBIX, JAaHHOCTh O3HaYaeT, YTO He-
UTO SIBJISI€TCS y>Ke TOTOBBIM, paKTOM (factum), Tem,
YTO 3MMUCTeMIYecKye areHThl HaOJTIo/IaroT Kak I1e-
JI0€e 10 TOro, KaK y3HaloT ero yactu. IliaHera, va-
COBOVI MexaHW3M, IIoHsTHe driocodmm IIpecTa-
IOT KaK JaHHbIe eIVHCTBa — eCJIV YeJIoBeK He CO-
37aJ1 WV He M300pesT X CO3HATeJIbHO U3 YacTerl
VIV He HPUCYTCTBOBAJI IPW MX CO3TAHUN VIIN
1M300peTeHNI (CTaTyCOM COOTBETCTBYIOMIVIX IIO-
HATUI 9yYBCTBEHHBIX 11 HEUyBCTBEHHBIX OObeKTOB
ObUI0 OBI «CIe/TaHHbIe IOHATIS»). POPMYyIIMpPOBKa
3TVIX IBYX CJIEACTBUI B BUIIEe IIPABUII BBIIIsAZIEIIa
Ob1 crremyromym obpasom: (1) He M3MeHATH IIpo-
M3BOJIBHO VICXOHBIVI OOBEKT aHasIM3a B IIpoliecce
aHa/In3a; (2) IeKOHCTPYMpOoBaTh TOTOBOE 1iejIoe Ha
YacTy IS ero II03HaHWs, eciIV Bbl He SBjIsieTech
ero nsobpeTaresieM, TBOPIIOM, BB MIIIVIKOM ¥ T.JI.

Ecimm o pwtocodpeckmm Borrpocom «Hro Ta-
Koe aHaJmTudeckas dwiocodpus?» IOHMMATh
«KakoBa Tpaguius aHaJIUTUYECKOV UIIoCco-
dun?», To 370 Hapyiaer mpasuio (1), a ecn K
TOHSTUIO aHaIUTHU4YecKon dwuiocodpmm moda-

* JlaHHBle NHOHSATMS SBJIIOTCSA JIMOO SMIIMPUYECKUMU

(IBETOK, IUTaHeTa, CTOI), JIMOO YMCTBIMU (JJOOpPOIIETEND,
dwrtocodusi, opucHpydeHIns, OecKOHeYHOCTh Bce-
JIEHHOVI); KOHIleNTyaJ/IbHble 3HaKM IIePBBIX SKCIUINIIV-
PYIOTCSI, BTOPBIX — 3KCIIOHMUPYIOTCA. B cilydae maHHBIX
HOHATUM «I1leJI0e IIpe/IIecTByeT JacTam» (AA 24, S. 845).
Dwtocodns st Kanrta — 3T0 «OCHOBaHHOEe Ha pasyMme
Io3HaHMe... 13 noHsTui» (A 837 / B 865; Kanrt, 2006a,
c. 1049). ObbexToM ee MeToa, KOHIIENTYaJIbHOTO aHa-
JIV3a, SIBJISIOTCS TaHHble NoHsATHsS. OHM MOofyIeXxaT Ipo-
Oremarmsanun. OruTocodbI He «CO3IAI0T» KOHIIEIITHL: HI
VIHTYWUTWBHO, B YVICTOVI VHTYUIMN (HaIIpVIMep, TPeyToilb-
HVIK), H1 1300peTas Bely 1 COOTBETCTBYIOIIVE IM KOH-
LIENITHI (HarpuMep, jleTaTeslbHbIN arapat). Cv.: (Lewin,
2021; 2022; McAndrew, 2022; Cicatello, 2018; Beck, 1956).

M. Lewin, T. Williamson

cept.* This is an important step that has two
major consequences. Firstly, something that
is captured as given and stipulated as the ob-
ject of conceptual analysis cannot be altered
throughout the process of analysis. The analy-
sis of the concept of tradition of analytic philoso-
phy is a different task than the analysis of the
concept of analytic philosophy. Secondly, ‘giv-
en’ means that something is ready-made, a
factum, something that epistemic agents ob-
serve as a whole prior to knowing its parts. A
planet, a clockwork, and the concept of phi-
losophy appear as given unities — if one has
not consciously created or invented them out
of parts or has been present during their cre-
ation or invention (the status of corresponding
concepts of sensual and non-sensual objects
would be ‘'made concepts’). A formulation of
both consequences in form of rules would look
as follows: (1) Don’t arbitrarily alter the initial
object of analysis during the process of analy-
sis. (2) Deconstruct the ready-made whole into
parts to cognise it, if you are not its inventor,
creator, fictioneer etc.

If by the philosophical question “What is an-
alytic philosophy?” one means ‘What is the tra-
dition of analytic philosophy?’, one breaks the
rule (1); and if one adds the predicate ‘tradi-
tion” to the concept of analytic philosophy, one
synthesises and breaks the rule (2). Imagine a
situation, where a philosopher designates a cer-

* Given concepts are either empirical (flower, planet,

table) or pure (virtue, philosophy, jurisprudence, infinity
of the universe) — the conceptual marks of the former
are being explicated, of the latter: expounded. In case of
given concepts, “the whole precedes the parts” (V-Lo/
Wiener, AA 24, p. 845; Kant, 1992, p. 299). Philosophy,
for Kant, is “rational cognition [...] from concepts” (KrV,
A 837 / B865; Kant, 1998, p. 693). The object of its method,
conceptual analysis, are given concepts. They are to be
problematised. Philosophers do not ‘“make” concepts: they
neither intuit concepts in pure intuition (e.g., triangle)
nor invent things and corresponding concepts (e.g.,
flying machine). See Lewin (2022) and (2021), McAndrew
(2022), Cicatello (2018), and Beck (1956).
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BUTbH Ipe[IVKaT «Tpagullis», TO 3TO CMHTe3 U Ha-
pyirenue mnipasmia (2). Ilpencrasbre cee cutya-
LVIO, TIpU KOTOpom uitocod HasblBaeT HEKYIO
KOMOWVHAIIVIO MBICJIEV «aHaJIUTIYeCKO (PVIIOCO-
Jueir», «peHOMEHOIOTVEV» IV «TpPaHCIIeHIeH-
TasIbHOVI prtocodpmert». Tlpenmkar «Tpagniiyis»
He sBJIgeTCsd HeoOXOMMMOV aHaJIUTUYecKo dYa-
CTBIO 3TMX MOHATHUI. VITOr KaHTOBCKOIO aHaJIV-
3a TIOHATUS «aHaJIMTU4YecKas dpuiocodus» Oyaer
CJIeTYIOIIVIM: COTJIaCHO ITpaBWITy (2), eMHCTBEHHO
BEpPHBIN CII0CO0 3aHMMaThC prstocodpmernt — 3To
aHasm3. 3agada dumstocodpa — CTaBUTH BOIIPOCHI,
pobsieMaTn3MpoBaTh 1 00CYKIaTh OOBEKTHI, KO-
TOpbIe IPeICTABIISIOTCS KaK IaHHOCTD, a He Hau-
BHO IIPYHMMAaTh X TaKMMM, KaKyie OHU eCTb, VI
IIPOM3BOJIBHO 1300peTaTh, KOHCTPYMPOBATh, 3a-
HVIMaTBCS «I1033V1eVl IOHATU», KaK B M3peueHnn
Kapnamna. ®wtocodmsi HeoOXOAIMO I HEOTHEM-
jeMo aHanuTudHA. [TosTOMY BBIpakeHIMe «aHa-
mTHYecKas duocodns» SKCIUIUIMPYeT IIpu-
cyiee dpumocodum CBOVICTBO M HUYETO HOBOIO B
noHsATHe dpriocodpum He BHOCUT. OT HEro MOXXHO
OTKas3aThbCsl.

PasymeeTcsi, MOXXHO OIlpaBlaTh SIBHO€ VICIIOJIb-
30BaHMe IIPWIAraTeJIbHOrO  «aHaJIUTUYeCKUi»
VICTOPUYECKM ¥ COITVOJIIOTMYEeCKN: OIlperiesieH-
HBIVI MBICJIUTEJIbHBIV KOJUIEKTVB TI0 Pas3/IMYHBIM
NpUYMHAM JIOJDKeH ObUI YIOMSIHYTb «aHaJIUTU-
YecKMM» B KauecTBe JieMapKalMoHHoro 3Haka. C
3TOVI TIepCHeKTVBBI MOXKHO ObUTO ObI Ha3BaTh aHa-
JINTUYECKYI0 (PMI0cOPUIO «IIPOCTBIM HOHATU-
eM», Kak Bbl mpemjiaraete. I mpepjiaraio BbIpa-
JKeHVe «YIIPOIIeHHOe IMOHSATHE», ITOCKOJIbKY IIO-
HSTMe caMo 1O ceDe He BJISeTCS MPOCTBIM WIIN
CJIOKHBIM (OTKy[a MBI 3HaeM, SIBJIZeTCs JIM «aHa-
TuUTUYecKass uocodus» IIPOCTBIM VIV CIIOXK-
HBIM IIOHATVIEM?), HO UCHO04b308aH1e TIOHSTVISL MO-
JKeT acCOLMMPOBATHCs C OOraThIM MIIM peayLnpo-
BaHHBIM HabOpPOM MBICJIEV. DTO MOXeT 3aBMCeThb
Y OT KOHTeKCTa KOMMYHMKAIV: B BBOTHBIX KY]p-
cax o pustocodum yrpoIieHHble IIOHSATS 4acTo
OKa3bIBaIOTCs OOJIee YMEeCTHBIMV, YeM YCIIOKHEeH-
HBIe V3JI0KeHVsI IOHSATUVIHOTO cofepkaHms. Pas-
JIYeHVie YIIPOIIEHHBIX M CJIOXKHBIX IOHSATUT aHa-
JIUTVYeCKON pvyTocodmit MOXKeT OBITh TI0JIe3HO U
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tain combination of thoughts by ‘analytic phi-
losophy’, “phenomenology’, or ‘transcendental
philosophy” — the mark ‘tradition” is not a
necessary analytic part of these concepts. The
upshot of the Kantian analysis of the concept
of analytic philosophy would be the follow-
ing: According to the rule (2), the only correct
way to do philosophy is analysis. The task of
the philosopher is to question, problematise
and discuss objects that appear as given, not to
naively accept them as they are or arbitrarily
invent, construct, or perform ‘concept-poetry’,
as in Carnap’s dictum. Philosophy is necessari-
ly and inherently analytic. Hence, in the expres-
sion ‘analytic philosophy’, “analytic” explicates
an intrinsic feature of philosophy and adds
nothing new to the concept of philosophy. It
can be dropped.

Of course, one can justify the explicit use of
the adjective ‘analytic” historically and socio-
logically: a certain thought collective had for
various reasons to mention ‘analytic’ as a de-
marcation mark. In this perspective, one could
consider calling analytic philosophy a ‘simple
concept’, as you suggest. I propose the expres-
sion ‘simplified concept’, because a concept is
not simple or complex per se (how do we know
whether “analytic philosophy’ is a simple or a
complex concept?), but the use of a concept can
be associated with a rich or reduced variety of
thoughts. This may also depend on the context
of communication: In introductory courses to
philosophy, simplified concepts are often more
in place than complex expositions of conceptu-
al contents. The distinction between simplified
and complex concepts of analytic philosophy
may also be useful for classificatory purpos-
es. One cannot subsume Kant’s critical philos-
ophy under analytic philosophy, if ‘analytic
philosophy” expresses a simplified concept and
refers to a tradition of influence. In this light,
your wariness in the first response is justified.



11 1iertent Kilaccudukaiiun. He crout orHOCKTD
KpuUTHdecKyto driocodpmro KaHnrta K aHammTde-
ckout dprtocodpurm, eciv «aHaJIUTIYecKast pvto-
codusi» BeIpakaeT yIIpOITIeHHOe ITOHSITHE U OTChI-
J1aeT K TpaauInmy BIUsSHM. B 3ToM cMbIciie HacTo-
POXXeHHOCTB, BbICKa3aHHasi BaMu B mleppoM oTBeTe,
ornpasranHa. Ho «aHammTudeckasi dpustocodpuis»
MOXKET MCTIOJIB30BaThCS M KaK CJIOKHOE JaHHOe I10-
HSTHUe, cofepyKalliee OoraTyio KOMOMHAITMIO MBIC-
nent. KaHT maet sicHOe coniepkaTesIbHOe OIvicaHve
aHasms3a 1 puIocodum 1 CTPOro cieayeT aHaIu-
TUYeCKOMY MeTO[ly, HO HU TO HY JIpyroe He SiBJIs-
eTcs HeOOXOAMMBIM [1JIs1 TOrO, YTOOBI OH CTaJI VIV
Mor ObITh KiTaccnduIMpoBaH Kak drtocod-aHa-
JIATYIK. ] TOXXe — ¢ HEKOTOPBIMU MoaydUKaIs-
MW — B CBOMIX VICC/IEZIOBAHMSAX YaCTUYHO ITpVIMe-
HSII0 KaHTOBCKMVI MeTOJI, V1 JIOTIOJIHSIIO €ro JIVTHIBU-
CTMYeCKVIM aHaJIM30M, HO 1 He SBJISIOCh PryIoco-
dom-aHarmTrKOM. He siBisiercst mm 3T0 TIapamok-
CaJIbHBIM 1 HECKOJIBKO HeCITpaBe/IBbIM?

TY: Moe 3ameuaHme O TOM, UTO «aHAJIUTU-
yeckas dpwiocodus» He SBIISETCS VIMEHEM CO0-
CTBEHHBIM B OOBIYHOM CMBICIIE CJIOBa, HOCUT Y-
CTO IpaMMaTUYeCKUN XapaKTep. DTO BbIpakeHue
BCe ellle 0OO3HadaeT OfHY KOHKPeTHYIO ¢uIo-
cOpCKyIO TpaguIINIO. DTO MAMOMa, B TOM CMBIC-
Jle UTO ee CTaH[JapTHOe 3HaueHVe He CKJla/lbIBaeT-
Csl U3 CTaHAAPTHBIX 3HAaYeHWUV CJIOB «aHaJIUTIJe-
CKUI» U «dustocodpusi». B aToM oTHOIIEHUM OHa
IOXOXKa Ha TeXHWYeCKU TePMUH «COBpeMeHHast
dwtocodrist», 3HaUeHMe KOTOPOro He CKJIazlbIBa-
€TCsl U3 CTaHAAPTHBIX 3HAaYeHWVI CJIOB «COBpeMeH-
HBIV» 1 «priocodmisi», MOCKOJIBKY OH He IIpyMe-
HsieTcs K prytocodpmyt HBIHEIITHeTo BeKa; Y MeHs
Ha CcTosle JIeXUT KHura «[losmHss coBpeMeHHast
dwtocodms: BakHBIE Marepragbl ¢ KOMMEHTa-
pusamm» (Late Modern Philosophy..., 2007), B xo-
TOPOVI TpeJICTaBJIeHbl TeKCTHI OT [I>koHa JIokka 1o
Mspu Yoscronkpadt. Korpma g mcrnosnbsyro ciio-
BOCOUeTaHMe «aHaJIMTUYecKasd duiocodpus», s
He VI3MEHSIO ITPOV3BOJIBHO VIV MHBIM OOpa3oM
TeMy VICCIIe[IOBaHVs, s IIPOCTO VCIIOJIb3YIO 3TO Bbl-
pakeHVe B ero HbIHeIlIHeM 3HaueHuM. Bosppariie-
HMe K TOMy 3Ha4eHWIO, KOTOpoe OHO MMeJIO, CKa-
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But ‘analytic philosophy’ can also be used as
a complex given concept that contains a rich
combination of thoughts. Kant gives a clear
substantive account of analysis and philosophy
and strictly follows an analytic method, while
both are not necessary to become or be classi-
fied as an analytic philosopher. I also — with
some modifications — partially apply the Kant-
ian method in my inquiries and complement it
with a linguistic analysis, but I am not an an-
alytic philosopher. Is not this paradoxical and
somewhat unfair?

TW: My point that “analytic philosophy’ is
not a proper name in the usual sense is just a
grammatical one. The phrase still designates
one particular tradition of philosophy. It is an
idiom, in the sense that its standard meaning is
not composed from the standard meanings of
the words ‘analytic’ and “philosophy’. In that
respect it is like the technical term ‘modern phi-
losophy’, whose meaning is not composed from
the standard meanings of the words ‘modern’
and “philosophy’, since it does not apply to the
philosophy of the present century; I have on
my desk a book titled Late Modern Philosophy:
Essential Readings with Commentary (Radcliffe, et
al., 2007), in which the readings run from John
Locke to Mary Wollstonecraft. When I use the
phrase “analytic philosophy’, I'm not altering
the topic of inquiry, arbitrarily or otherwise,
I'm simply using the phrase with its current
meaning. Reverting to the meaning it had in
the 1930s, say, would be changing the subject.
If one wanted to discuss Kant’s understanding
of analysis — which was not even what most
of those who self-identified as ‘analytic philos-
ophers” in the 1930s had in mind — it would
be best to do so directly, not by hijacking the
phrase “analytic philosophy’.

Perhaps we can make more progress by dis-
cussing the analytic/synthetic distinction.



M.P. JleBun, T. YunpsaMcon

xeM, B 1930-e T, OpUIO OBI VI3MEHEHIEM ITPeIMe-
Ta. Ecjiit KTO-TO XOUeT oOcyIuTh IMOHVIMaHVe aHa-
nm3a KaaToM — a Belib OOJIBIIMHCTBO U3 TeX, KTO
B 1930-e rr. Ha3bIBasI cels «dustocodpamm-aHaIN-
TUKaM», BOBCE He 3TO MIMeJIN B BUAY, — TO JIyY-
ITIe BCero cfleJIaTh 3TO HaIIPSIMYIO, a He IlepexBaThl-
BaTh pasy «aHaIUTHUecKas Pprocodris».

BepositHO, MBI MOXeM IOOMTBCS OOJIBITIVIX
yCIIexoB, 00Cy>kasl pasyimarie MeX/1y aHaJIuTude-
CKMM VI CMHTETUYeCKIIM.

MUJT: Tot daxT, 4To 5 He SABJISAIOCh aHAJIUTIYe-
cknM pmstocodpom, He eraeT MeHsS KOHTMHEH-
TaJILHBIM (prstocodoM — MOV MHTYMLIVU U apry-
MeHTBI IIPOTVB HaBeIlVBaHMs SAPJIBIKOB CXOXM C
nosutven ['ibepra Paria B padore «[ IpuHsTIe
cTopoH B dustocodpum» (Ryle, 1937). Ilo mHeHMIO
Parza, KoTopoe HeIaBHO IIOABEPr COMHEHVIIO
I'mok (Glock, 2008, p. 5—9), parmonabHbIe CTaH-
HapPTBI K02ePeH1nHO020 U HeCTH020 MblldAeHUA — TO
HeoOXO[IMIMbIe U JIOCTaTOYHbIe YCJIOBUA 115 3aHs-
T putocoduent. IIpuBepkeHHOCTh «M3MaM» U
IIIKOJIAM SIBJISIETCS «MMU30COPCKOV» TI0 Py Hpu-
UMH, TaKMX KaK HesSCHOCTh IIPVHIIUIIOB 1 JI0TMa-
TOB, 3HAYMMOCTb COMHeHMs B prstocodui, JIOru-
yJecKass 0OOCHOBAaHHOCTB dacTeVl, a He 11eJI0ro, He-
00XOIMMOCTb 00OCHOBaHWS, UTO ITO3BOJIET OT/Ia-
BaTh apryMeHTaM IIpUOPUTET Iiepe] TIo3UIIMeN 1
nernaeT mI0codoB «coablOTaHTaMI B CIIOpe»
(Ryle, 1937, p. 327). Yem Oosiee yOenymTesbHBIMU
dwtocod cumTaeT 3TU MOJIOKEHMS], TeM MeHblIle
eMy xoueTcs HOCUTB Ha ceOe OpeMmsi sipjIblKa «aHa-
TUTUYecKon dpurtocodm» MM JI000ro gpyroro
SapIiblKa, Oyap TO «KaHTMaHeIl», «(peHOMEeHOJIOr»,
«KOHTMHEHTAJIbHBIT  (PUIT0cod», «PeIITUBICT,
«3KCTePHAJIVICT» U T.JI,.

Ecrm aHams BeIpaXeHMS «aHaIMTHUYeCKast
dmtocodrist», CTaBIlero MOMYJISSPHBIM C KOHIIA
1940-x rr. (Glock, 2008, p. 44), He BOCIIPOM3BOINT
€ro COBpeMeHHOT'0 3HaueHsi, TO 3TO ellle OIVH Be-
CKUTI apr'yMeHT IIPOTUB ero McIosib3oBaHms. Pac-
CMOTPMM, K IIpUMepy, ellle OIHy YacTO U VHep-
LIVMIOHHO 3aKpeIlIgeMyl0 3TUKeTKY — «HeMeILKU
ueaym3M». VIpoHMYHO, HO OH ObUI IpuayMaH
IPOTMBHMKaMM Maeas3Ma mpumepHo B 1840 r.
(Hiltscher, Breitenstein, 2011, S. 70—71). I[Tprmere-
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ML: That I am not an analytic philosopher
does not also make me a continental philos-
opher — I have intuitions and arguments
against labelling, which are similar to Gil-
bert Ryle (1937) in “Taking Sides in Philoso-
phy”. On Ryle’s view — recently questioned
by Glock (2008, pp. 5-9) —, the rational stan-
dards of thinking coherently and honestly are
the necessary and sufficient conditions for do-
ing philosophy. Cleaving to ‘isms” and schools
is ‘misosophical’” for a number of reasons,
such as: unclear tenets and principles, impor-
tance of doubt in philosophy, logical valid-
ity of parts rather than of the whole, and the
need for justification, which enables one to
give arguments priority over position-taking
and makes philosophers “coadjutors in dis-
pute” (Ryle, 1937, p. 327). The more one finds
such points persuasive, the less one wants to
the bear the burden of the label “analytic phi-
losophy” or any other label, be it ‘Kantian’,
‘phenomenologist’, ‘continental philosopher’,
‘relativist’, “externalist” etc.

If analysis of the phrase “analytic philos-
ophy’, that has become popular since the late
1940s (see Glock, 2008, p. 44), does not render
its current meaning, it is a further valid argu-
ment against its use. Consider, for example,
another frequently and inertially affixed eti-
quette: ‘German Idealism’. Ironically, it was in-
vented by adversaries of idealism around 1840
(cf. Hiltscher and Breitenstein, 2011, pp. 70-71).
It is an example of intellectual crudity to ap-
ply it to ]J.G. Fichte, who argued for a mixture
of realism and idealism — yet he is a German
philosopher, and idealism is part of his doc-
trine. However, if one does not even have to be
a ‘champion in analysis™ to be an analytic phi-
losopher, the label is utterly misleading.

> In analogy to Ryle’s formulation “champion of an
‘ism’”” (Ryle, 1937, p. 322, ¢f. pp. 318 and 324).



Hue ero K VLI. duxTe, BBICTyIIaBIIEMY 3a CMellle-
HVle peaIv3Ma U rjeasinsMa, sIBJIgeTcs IprMepoM
VMHTEeJJIEKTYaIbHOV IPyO0OCT — ¥ TeM He MeHee
OH HeMeLIKUTI PUI0cod, YacThI0 YUeHMsl KOTOPO-
ro sBisgercs naeanvsM. OmHaAKO ecy IJIs TOro,
4TOOBI OBITH aHAJIUTUUECKMM PUIIOCOPOM, Jaxe
He 00s3aTeJIbHO OBITh «JeMITVIOHOM II0 aHAJIU3Y»,
TO 3TOT APIIBIK BBOAWUT B 3a0iTy KAeHe.

OTKa3 OT TaKmX SPJIBIKOB, KaK «aHaJIMUTIIUe-
ckuit pustocod» M «TpaHCLeHAeHTaIbHbIN Hu-
j0cod», MOXeT TakXke IPUBECTV K YIVBUTEIIb-
HBIM ¥ IUIOHOTBOPHBIM OTKpBITMSM®. B pabo-
Te «3aHuMasACh dwiocodpuer» Bel yTBepxkiaere,
YTO B HEKOTOPBIX (PMIIOCOCKIX paboTax pasMbl-
Ta rpaHb MEXy M3JIOKEeHVEM VCTOPIYECKON II0-
3UIIUM ¥ YTBEPXKIEHMEM ee B KauecTBe UCHIUH-
nou: «Korma Bl umTaere: “Mbl He CIIOCOOHBI IIO-
3HaTh Belly-caMiU-TI0-cebe”, TO ocTaeTcss Hesic-
HBIM, yTBepXXHaeT Ji1 aBTop, uTto Kawm cuumaaz,
YTO MBI He MOXXeM II03HaTh Bellly-caMU-II0-ceOe,
WIN Xe OH Ha caMoM [iejle IOfepXKuBaeT TOY-
Ky 3peHus: KaHTa, yTBepXiasi B cBoell cOOCTBEeH-
HOVI pedyl,, 4TO MBI He MOXXeM IIO3HaTh Bellly-Ca-
Mu-1io-cebe» (Williamson, 2018, p. 99). Ha camom
neste KanT pasmernnt Ovl Bartie OeCIIOKOVICTBO: Uli-
CTO MCTOpUYecKoe II03HaHme dwiocodnm Ipu-
BeJIO OBl K «T'MIICOBBIM ciieniKam» (A 836 / B 864;
KanT, 2006a, c. 1047) cymectBytomux gpusocod-
ckux duryp. Hanmporus, puocodckoe nozHaHme
u dwtocodekast ncropus dpuocodpun (Kanrt Ha-
3bIBAaeT ee Takxke «(PrIocodPCKOM apxeosorern
(AA 20, S. 341; cMm. Lewin, 2022, p. 343—345) — B
vcTopry PrI0codVt MOXKHO HaTV MBICIIVITEITh-
Hble apTedaKThl, KOTOPbIe MOIJIV OBITH TTOPOXKIe-
HBI COOCTBEHHBIM pa3yMOM) IIpearioiaraoT Kpu-
TUYeCKOe OCMBICIIEHIe 1 TIePEeOLIeHKY CYIIeCTBY-
IOIIVX TIOHATUI 1 1X aHaau30B. CieoBaTesIbHO,

> Tlo anamorum ¢ dopMynmpoBKon Parmta «deMIioH
“m3ma”» (Ryle, 1937, p. 322, cp.: p. 318, 324).

® BaXHO He TO, UTO UEJIOBEK C IIPEAVKATOM «aHaJIV-
THaecKun  pwiocod», «TpaHCIeHIeHTAIbHBI (IIIo-
cod», «Ppumocod-myxumHa», «PuIocod-KeHIIHa»,
«mtocod XVIII B.», «pmtocod ¢ mprHaIeKHOCTBIO K
X B crpane Y», «HedwIocod» U T.J. BbICKa3asl BaXHYIO
MBIC/Ib, BaYKEH XOPOLINV, YeCTHBIV U I10C/Ie/I0OBaTeIIbHBIV
BKJIaJ] B KOHKpeTHbIe pallioHasTbHBIe IVICKYpChl. MHe Ka-
JKeTCSI, UTO 3Ta Myies 110 KparHell Mepe YacTUIHO COIIacy-
€TCsl U C TeM, YTO MOXKHO HawnTy B Barmmx paboTax.
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Dropping such labels as ‘analytic philoso-
pher’ and ‘transcendental philosopher’ may
also lead to surprising and fruitful discoveries.®
In Doing Philosophy you hold that there is a line
between putting forward a historical position
and putting it forward as true, which is blurred
in some philosophical writings: “When you
read, “We cannot know things in themselves’, it
is left unclear whether the writer is just claim-
ing that Kant thought that we cannot know
things in themselves, or is actually endorsing
Kant’s view by claiming in his own voice that
we cannot know things in themselves” (Wil-
liamson, 2018, p. 99). In fact, Kant would share
your worry: a merely historical cognition of
philosophy would lead to “plaster casts” (cf.
KrV, A 836 / B 864; Kant, 1998, p. 693) of ex-
isting philosophical figures. On the contrary,
philosophical cognition and philosophical his-
tory of philosophy (Kant also calls it “philo-
sophical archeology” (FM/Lose Blitter, AA 20,
p. 341; Kant, 2002a, p. 417; ¢f. Lewin, 2022,
pp- 343-345) — one finds thought artefacts in
the history of philosophy that could have been
produced by one’s own reason) involves criti-
cal examination and reassessment of existing
concepts and their analyses. Consequentially,
the ideal philosopher establishes a philosophy
according to an individual plan, and accepts
only such concepts, terms, premises, and con-
clusions that were personally developed or
proven and recognised as true. A follower of
‘transcendental philosophy” or “analytic philos-
ophy” may benefit in different respects from the

¢ Whether or not a person with the predicate ‘analytic
philosopher’, ‘transcendental philosopher’, ‘male
philosopher’, ‘female philosopher’, ‘a philosopher
from the eighteenth century’, ‘a philosopher with the
affiliation X in the country Y’, ‘non-philosopher’ etc.
has had a great thought is not what matters — what
matters are good, honest, and coherent contributions to
particular rational discourses. I think this idea is also at
least partially compatible with what one finds in your
works.
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yaeasbHBbIN dpriocod cos3maeT PprIocopuio TIo
VIHAVBUYaJIbHOMY IUIAHY W IIPUHMMAaeT TOJIb-
KO Te TIOHSATVSI, TEPMVHBI, IIPEIIOCBUIKI ¥ BBIBO-
IIbI, KOTOpBIe OBUIV MM JIMYHO pa3paboTaHbI VIV
IIOKa3aHbl ¥ IIpu3HaHbI McTMHHBIMI. [locirenosa-
TeJIb «TPaHCHeHeHTAIIPHON dvuiocopmm» v
«aHAJIMTUYIECKOV (PryIocodpmm» MOXET MOoJTy4daTh
Ppa3IMYHyIO IOJIb3y OT COOTBETCTBYIOIIEro KOJI-
JIEKTVIBA MBICJIMTEJIEVI CO CJIOKMBIIIMMCSI CTUJIEM
MBIIIUIEHNS VI TIPY 3TOM VICIIBITBIBATh VMHTEIIIEK-
TyaJIbHYIO HEeYIOBJIETBOPEHHOCTb.

Kax yxe ormeuasiocw Bblllle, 11t Kanrta dpu-
s1ocodusl IO CBOeVI CyTM aHaJUTUYHa — 3aj7ada
dmtocoda cocToUT He B CUHTe3e, a B VCCIIeI0Ba-
HUM OaHHBIX [TOHATUI. TeM He MeHee OH He Ha-
3BaJI CBOVI IIPOEKT «aHAJIUTU4IecKon duitocodpm-
eVi» WIN «TPpaHCILEeHIeHTaIbHOV aHaJINTINYeCKO
dwocodmer», BOSMOXHO, II0 IIPUYMHAM, CXOf-
HBIM C TeMW1, KOTOpble Bbl IprBOIMTE B HaIllel Te-
KYIILIe OVCKYCCUM U B cBOMX paboTax. ITporosn-
umsa «Mapc Bcerga O6bU1 100 CyxmM, 1100 Hecy-
XVIM», KaK Bel mmiiere B «@ustocodpumt pustoco-
dum», oTHOCUTCA K dpakTy, a He K c108y «Mapc»
v nonamuto Mapca (Williamson, 2022, p. 25—
49). D10, KaK MOXXHO yTBepXXJaTh, TO, O UeM Heo0-
XOOVIMO HAIIOMMHATh JIMHIBVCTUYECKMM ¥ KOH-
LIeNTyaJIbHBIM aHaIUTMKaM. Eciam mpomnosumims
He COIep)XMT HUKAKNMX 3HAKOB, OIIPaBIbIBAIOIINX
HeMeJ[JIEHHBIVI ITepexoy], K MeTaIVHT BUCTIYeCKIM
VIV MeTaKOHIIeIITyaIbHBIM WCCIIeZIOBaHMSM, TO
HeOOXOIMMOCTh TaKOro Ilepexoa MOYKHO ITOCTa-
BUTbH I107], COMHeHIe. I He Jymaro, 94TO 3TO IIPOTH-
BOPEUNT 00HOU U3 CHOPOH KAaHTOBCKO SIIVICTEMO-
JIOTUNL — SMNUPUUECKOMY peasusmy’. AHaIuTIge-
CKOe Cy>KIeHVe «30JI0TO — JKeJITBI MeTaJUl» (CM.:
AA 04, S. 267; KanTt, 1994, c. 19) oTHOCUTCS B TIep-
BYIO Oo4epesib K 30JI0TY U €TO CBOVICTBY <«KeJITBIN»,
aKTyaJIbHOMY IIJIs XVMWKOB, IOBEJIMPHOV 1 Me-
TaJUTy PrM9YecKOV IIPOMBIIIUIEHHOCTH, a He K IIO-
HSTVSIM Y SI3bIKOBBIM BBIPasKEHVISIM.

7 C orom nosuryent KaHT cBsg3bIBaeT cilemyIoIiye IpyH-
LIUITBL: IIPOCTPAHCTBO U BpeMsi — (POPMBI MHTYWIINI
paccynka, HeIIOCPeNCTBEHHOCTh BHEIIHEro BOCIIPI-
TUSL, pealn3M B OTHOIIEHWN SBJIEHWUV, a He Belller-ca-
Mux-110-cebe (cm.: A 370; Kant, 20060, c. 465). 51 He Oymy
BCTyIIaTh B OOJIBIIIYIO 9K3€reTMUEeCKYIO IMCKYCCUIO, II0-
CKOJIBKY 9TO He COOTBETCTBYET 11eJIN JAHHOW CTaThIA

corresponding thought collective with an es-
tablished thought style, and yet be intellectual-
ly dissatisfied.

As mentioned above, for Kant philosophy
is inherently analytic — the philosopher’s task
is not to synthesise, but to examine given con-
cepts. Nevertheless, he did not label his pro-
ject “analytic philosophy” or ‘transcendental
analytic philosophy’, perhaps for reasons that
are similar to the ones you present in our cur-
rent discussion and in your works. The propo-
sition “Mars was always either dry or not dry’,
as you have claimed in The Philosophy of Philos-
ophy, is about the matter of fact, not about the
word ‘Mars’ or the concept of Mars (cf. William-
son, 2022, pp. 25-49). This is, as one may ar-
gue, something that linguistic and conceptual
analysts need to be reminded of. If a proposi-
tion does not contain any indicators that legiti-
mate an immediate transition to metalinguistic
or metaconceptual investigations, the need for
such a transition can be questioned. I do not
think that it stands in conflict with one side of
the Kantian epistemology: empirical realism’.
The analytic judgement “gold is a yellow met-
al’ (see Prol, AA 04, p. 267; Kant, 2002b, p. 62) is
about gold, in the first place, and the property
‘yellow” that is relevant for chemists, the jew-
ellery and metal industry, not about concepts
and linguistic expressions.

Kant classifies ‘gold is a yellow metal” as
an analytic a priori judgement (cf. ibid.). A prio-
ri does not mean experience-free in this case, it
just means that I need no further experience to
analyse it, because experience that I already pos-
sess is sufficient for my logical operation from
an armchair. Whether the material of my judge-

7 The tenets that Kant associates with this position
are: space and time are forms of sensible intuitions,
immediacy of outer perception, realism about
appearances — not about things in themselves (cf. KrV,
A 370; Kant, 1998, pp. 426-427). I will not engage in large
exegetical discussions as it does not correspond to the
purpose of the current article.
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KaHT OTHOCUT «307T0TO — JKEJITHINT MeTaJI» K
aHAJIUTUYECKVM allpuopHBIM cyXaeHMsM (Ibid.).
ATIpMOpHOCTE B JTaHHOM CJIy4dae O3HauaeT He CBO-
Gomy OT oIIbITa, a JIMIIB TO, YTO JIJIS €r0 aHasIn3a
MHe He HY>XeH 0010/HUNeAbHbLI OIIBIT, IIOCKOIIBKY
171 MOVIX IVBaHHBIX JIOTMYECKUX Orepaluit Jg0-
CTATOYHO TOTO OIIbITA, KOTOPBIN 5 Yxe umerw. SIB-
JISIeTcsl JIV MaTepyajl MOero CY)XKIeHWs SMIIPU-
YeCcKMM VIV HeSMIMPUYEeCKMM, He VMeeT 3Hade-
HVUS J171 TIPUYNCTIeHNs] CYXKIeHMs K aHaJIUTHJe-
CKMM allpMopHBIM (TaM xe; A 8 / B 11—12; KaHr,
20064, c. 61—63), — KpuTepreM BBICTYIIaeT IIPUH-
LIWIT IPOTUBOpeUNs. DTO comiacyeTcs ¢ Bammmm
B3IVIAaMM (pa3BMBaeMbIMU B IJIaBax O MeTadusu-
YeCKMX VI SIMCTEMOJIOITYeCKIIX KOHIIEIIIIVISAX aHa-
mm3a, cM.: Williamson, 2022, p. 50—74 un 75—135),
YTO aHAJIUTUYECKNe VICTUHBI, TaK JKe KaK 1 CHHTe-
TUYecKHe, TPeOyIOT JIMHIBUCTIYECKON ¥ KOHIIEeTI-
TyaJIbHOV KOMIIETEHIIVI, OCHOBAHHOV Ha OIIBITE,
I B 3TOM OTHOIIeHUM Pprytocoduisi He OTIINYaeTcs
OT JIPYTMX HayK.

HecmoTpst Ha TPyIHOCTM, KOTOpble BjledeT 3a
cobovt pasrpaHUYeHNe aHAJIMTUYECKOTrO ¥ CUH-
TEeTUYEeCKoro (kak 00 3ToM ropoputcs B «Duioco-
v pustocodpmm»), Bel monaraete, uTo Bo3pake-
Hu Kyarina (cm.: Kyarin, 2000) HefrocTaTOUHBI 118
TOTO, YTOOBI TIOAOPBaTh «aHAJIMTUUECKYIO u-
socodmro». Bo-miepBblx, dustocodckme MCTUHBI
«OOBIYHO He SIBJIAIOTCA VICTMHAMM O CJIoBaxX WJIN
noHsATIsX>» (Williamson, 2022, p. 50), a BO-BTOPBIX,
aHaJIMTIUYeCcKye VCCiIefIoBaHM He OTAEJISIOT yue-
HOTO OT 00JIacTV OIbITa. AHAJIMTUKO-CMHTeTIYe-
CKOe pasrpaHM4eHVe IIepeOCMBICTITeTCH KaK BaXk-
HBIVI MHCTPYMEHT B apceHasle aHaJIUTUYEeCKOro
dmtocodpa, KOTOPBIVI MOXKHO IPVUMEHSTh OT CIIy-
yag K CJIy4alo, a He KaK He4To, McUepIIbIBaloIiee
MeTOIOJIOTMIO aHaIUTIYecKom dpumstocodpunt. DTo
IIOXOXKe Ha Ipollelypy B TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO
durtocodpmn. MoXXHO UMTaTh METOIOJIOTTYeCKe
3ameuaHmns KaHra, «Ydyenwne o Metone» 13 nepBovt
«KpuTHnkm», perysspHo mocerarb JIeKI 10 JIO-
T'MIKe, YTOOBI IIOHSTDH €ro TeOPUIO aHasIV3a IOHS-
TUV U YMETh €0 NI0J1b30BaThcs. OIHAKO 3TO «3Ha-
HVIe 9TO» He IIPUCYTCTBYeT SIBHO, KOI/ja OH ITPOBO-
IWUT aHaIN3 TaKMX IOHATUI, KaK pa3yM, KaTero-
pudeckuit nMmIiepaTtus, dpviocodpus. boree Toro,
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ment is empirical or non-empirical is irrelevant
for the classification of a judgement as analyt-
ic a priori (cf. ibid. and also KrV, A 8 / B 11-12;
Kant, 1998, 131) — the touchstone is the prin-
ciple of contradiction. This is in line with your
views (developed in chapters on metaphysical
and epistemological conceptions of analysis —
cf. Williamson, 2022, pp. 50-74 and 75-135) that
analytic truths, just as synthetic ones, require
linguistic and conceptual competence based on
experience — philosophy is not different from
other sciences in this respect.

Despite the difficulties that the analytic-syn-
thetic distinction entails (as discussed in The
Philosophy of Philosophy), you suggest that the
Quinean objections (cf. Quine, 1951) do not suf-
fice to undermine “analytic philosophy’. Firstly,
philosophical truths “are not generally truths
about words or concepts” (Williamson, 2022,
p- 50) and secondly, engaging in analytic in-
vestigations does not separate a scholar from
the realm of experience. The analytic-synthetic
distinction is reinterpreted as an important in-
strument in the toolbox of the analytic philos-
opher that can be put to use occasionally, not
something that exhausts the methodology of
analytic philosophy. This is similar to the pro-
cedure in transcendental philosophy. One can
read Kant’s methodological remarks, the “Doc-
trine of Method” of the first Critiqgue, and reg-
ularly hold lectures on logic to understand his
theory of conceptual analysis and be able to
use it. However, this ‘knowledge that” is not
explicitly present when he performs analysis
of such concepts as reason, the categorical im-
perative, and philosophy. Furthermore, one can
find equivalents to the topics that constitute the
wider picture of philosophical knowledge that
you give in The Philosophy of Philosophy (modal-
ity, thought experiments, evidence, knowledge
maximisation) in Kant’s works. They are, nev-
ertheless, at least mediately related to the ana-
lytic-synthetic distinction.
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B paborax KaHTa MOXHO HalTV SKBMBAJIEHTHI
TeM, COCTaBJISIONINX OoJlee IIMPOKYIO KapTUHY
dmtocodpckoro 3HaHMS, KOTOPYIO Bbl mpmsonm-
Te B «Dwocodpum dprtocodpum» (MogaIbHOCTE,
MBICJIUTEJIbHBIE 3KCIIEPVMEHTHI, [JOKa3aTesIbCTBO,
MakcuMm3anys 3HaHMs). TeM He MeHee OHU VIMe-
IOT KaK MVHVIMYM OIIOCpeIOBaHHOE OTHOITIeHVe K
AHAJIMTUKO-CHTETYECKOMY Pa3/IfIeHMIO.
HecMoTps Ha 3TO CXOCTBO, S BUXKY IIPOTUBOpPE-
ume ¢ 0pyeoil cnmopoHoil KAaHTOBCKOV SITVCTeMOJIO-
TUW — MPAHCyeH0eHMasbHbIM ((hopMabHbiM) Ude-
asusmom (A 490—491 / B 518—520; KanT, 2006a,
c. 681). KanT omposepraer mgeasnnsM, yTBepXKia-
oIV HecyIlleCTBOBaHMe BHEIIHero Mupa («Ma-
TepUaJIbHBIV MaeansM» — cM.: Tam xe; B 274 —
279; Kanr, 2006a, c. 369) vt IpOoTsKeHHBIX B IIPO-
CTPaHCTBEe ¥ BpeMeHU BeIel («3MIMPUIecKU
nmeansM» — cM.: A 490—491 / B 518 —520; KanT,
2006a, c. 679—681), ocyxIaeT IJIAaTOHOBCKMUIL MH-
TYUTUBUCTCKUI  «MeUTaTeIbHBIVI  VeaIn3M»
(AA 04, p. 294; KanT, 19%4a, c. 143), HO mpuAepXN-
BAEeTCs TPaHCIIeHIeHTaJIHOTO MJIeasIn3Ma Kak J10-
ITOJTHSIOIIEVT CTOPOHBI SMIIMPUYECKOrO pearis-
Ma. Ecjiit He cyIiecTByeT IpsIMOTO JIOCTyIIA K Be-
aM-caMMM-II0-ce0e, TO SHMCTEeMMYeCKMM areH-
TaM J[IOCTYIIHBI TOJIBKO SBJIEHMS. [JOCTYITHOCTB
O3HauaeT, uTo SIBJIEHNS CYIIeCTBYIOT B VX CO3Ha-
HUM B BUJIe pelpe3eHTalni (OIyIIeH 1, MHTYW-
LIVVL Y TIOHSTUW) VI He MOTYT OBITh IIOHSTHI MHaUe.
Ho He Bce perpeseHTary OTHOCATCS K SIBJIEHVI-
gaM. YTo-To B peasIbHOM MUpe COOTBETCTBYeT pe-
IIpe3eHTallVsIM IUIaHeThl Mapc 1 MeTasiia 30710Ta,
Torfia Kak bor, 6eckoHeYHOCTh BCeJIeHHOW, pasyM,
ven gpy>KObl, JoOpomeTe, cBOOOIBIL, MYIPOCTH,
dprocodrt He «SIBIISIOTCS» (IPAKTITYECKIe Ven
IIPOSIBJISIFOTCS. JIVIIIb YaCTUYHO dYepe3 HeVICTBUS
cyOpekTa, cm.: A 328 / B 384—385; Kaut, 2006a,
c. 495). Ilostromy KaHT BBOOUT yueHMe O «IIpegMe-
Te BOOOIIIe», VJIV «TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM ITpeIMe-
Te» (CM. B HallleM KOoHTekcTe: A 494—477 / B 522—
525; Kanrt, 2006a, c. 653—655), KoTopoe oOBeny-
HSeT KaK SMIIMPIYecKrie TIOHSITUS, TaK U YVCThIe
IIOHATVS, OTKa3bIBasiCh OT TPa/IVIIVIOHHOV OHTO-
jgormy. YmcTele MOHATHUSA TIOOJAIOTCS aHaIN3Y,
JaXke ecyIVl X OOBEKTHI He [JaHBI B OMIYIIEHMSIX,
TaK ke KaK VI SMIIVPIIecKyie TIOHS TS TOIaloTCs

66

Despite these resemblances, I see a tension
with the other side of the Kantian epistemology:
transcendental (formal) idealism (cf. KrV, A 490-
491 / B 518-520; Kant, 1998, p. 511). Kant re-
futes idealism that claims non-existence of the
outer world (‘material idealism” — cf. ibid. and
KrV, B 274-279; Kant, 1998, pp. 326-329) or of
extended things in space and time (‘empiri-
cal idealism” — cf. KrV, A 490-491 / B 518-520;
Kant, 1998, p. 511), and denounces the Platonic
intuitivist ‘dreaming idealism” (cf. Prol, AA 04,
p- 294; Kant, 2002b, p. 88), but holds to tran-
scendental idealism as a complementary side
to empirical realism. If there is no direct access
to things in themselves, only appearances are
available to epistemic agents. Being available
means that they are entertained in their minds
as representations (sensations, intuitions, and
concepts), and could not be made intelligible
otherwise. But not all representations concern
appearances. Something in the real world cor-
responds to representations of the planet Mars
and the metal gold, while God, infinity of the
universe, reason, ideas of friendship, virtue,
freedom, wisdom, and philosophy do not “ap-
pear’ (practical ideas appear only partially
through the subject’s actions — c¢f. KrV, A 328 /
B 384-385; Kant, 1998, p. 402). Hence, Kant in-
troduces the doctrine of the “object in gener-
al’ or ‘transcendental object” (cf. in our context
KrV, A 494-477 / B 522-525; Kant, 1998, pp.
513-514), which unites both empirical concepts
and pure concepts and renounces the tradition-
al ontology. Pure concepts are analysable, even
if their objects are not given in the senses, just
as empirical concepts are analysable, because
they represent appearances and not things in
themselves. Pure concepts require different
heuristics and analytic method, which Kant
calls ‘exposition” (intensional and extension-
al analysis of conceptual marks) in contrast to
‘explication” or ‘clarification” (the method val-



aHaJIM3Y, TIOCKOJIBKY OHV OTOOpa’KaloT SIBJIeHVIs, a
He Bely camu 110 cebe. YnicTble TIOHATISA TPeOy-
IOT VIHOVI SBPVICTUKIU ¥ aHaJIMTUYECKOrO MeTOIa,
KoTopbIvi KaHT HasbIBaeT «3KCHO3UIIVeN» (MHTeH-
CVIOHAJIBHBIV M SKCTE€HCVMOHAJIBHBIV aHaJIVN3 TTOHSI-
TUVIHBIX 3HAKOB) B OTIMYME OT «3KCIUIMKAIIVVD»
WIN «IIPOSICHEHUS» (METOMI, IIPVMEHNMBIV K 3M-
nprYecKmM NoHATISAM)®. TToxoxe, 4To 3TO OOIIB-
movt poOern B pertenmiiy KanTta panamnMm dn-
jocodpaMm-aHaIMTUKAMY, 1 s He HaXOXYy CJIeZIoB
JlaHHOV Teopuu U B Barent pabore.

TY: Bel mpaBEI B TOM, UTO B CBOMX paboTax s He
3aHMMarch KanToM. Y MeHs HeT >kellaHWUS yIiTy-
Or1aThCs B OecKOHeuHBble N1e0pV KaHTOBCKOV rep-
MEHEBTUKW; s C YHAOBOJIBCTBUEM IIPeIOCTaBIIIo
npyrum Omyxzars B Hux. Hackoirbko MHe m3BecT-
HO, MeHs HMKOI/ja He OOBMHSUIN B TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOM Uleayim3Me. Uro kacaeTcs Gostee oO1riert
UIen O TOM, UTO «3MUCTEMUYECKUM areHTaM JI0-
CTYIHBI TOJIBKO siBJIeHMs» (110 Bammm ciioBam), TO
OHa HaxO[IUT OTTOJIOCKM B paboTaxX HEKOTOPBIX CO-
BpeMeHHBIX aHaJIUTUYeCKMX SITVICTEMOJIOTOB, CUM-
TAIOIIVIX, YTO HaIV MepIeNTVBHbIe CBUIETesIb-
CTBa COCTOAT TOJIBKO 13 SBJIEHWII, KOTOPble MOT'YT
OBITH KaK [JOCTOBEPHBIMM, TaK ¥ HeT. Sl KpUTHKy1o
3Ty TOYKY 3peHus B paboTe «3HaHMe U ero Ipe-
IesTbl». BueTs, UTo KOIIKa JIeXKUT Ha KOBPUKE, —
3TO0 (popMa 3HAHMS O TOM, YTO KOIIKA JIEKNUT Ha
KOBpUKe, a He IIPOCTO 3HaHMe O TOM, UTo Bam ka-
Jkemcs, 94To KOIIIKa JIOKUT Ha Kospuke. [Toka kor-
Ka JEeVICTBUTEIIEHO He JIEXUT Ha KOBPUKE, BbI He
3HaeTe, YTO OHa JISKUT Ha KOBPUKe.

Kareropum «xorka» 1 «KOBPMK» OYeBUJIHO,
Hajgekn oT ¢yHIaMeHTaJIbHBIX. YroTpebieHve
HaMW CJIOB «KOIIKa» M «KOBPWK» 3aBVUCUT OT MHO-
I'MX CJIy4YalTHOCTEV 4eJI0BeYeCKOV KyJIBTypbl. Mel
BIIOJTHe MOIJIM OblI He JleJiaTh KOBPUKM U He Jiep-
KaTb JoMalIHmx Komlek. Ho 3To He o3HaudaeT, uTo
KOIIIKY VI KOBPUKMW HepeaAbHbl. DTO JINIIIb O3Hava-
eT, uTO Teopuu PyHIaMeHTaIbHON (PU3MKN VI

8 O reopumn ompenerternyt Karra cm.: (Beck, 1956). He-
TIaBHIOI0 KPaTKYIO0 PeKOHCTPYKImio cM.: (McAndrew,
2022, p. 11—16), a IOIILITKYM IIPUMEHNThL METOJ], SKCIT031-
LMY K KAHTOBCKMM HOHATUAM pasyMa 1 pustocodum cm.:
(Lewin, 2021; 2022).
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id for empirical concepts).® It seems to be a big
gap in the Kant reception by the early analytic
philosophers and I do not find traces of this
theory in your work either.

TW: You are right that my writings don’t en-
gage with Kant’s. I have no wish to be drawn
into the endless maze of Kant hermeneutics; 1
happily leave others to wander there. To my
knowledge, I've never been accused of tran-
scendental idealism. As for the more gener-
al idea that ‘only appearances are available to
epistemic agents” (in your words), it has echoes
in work by some contemporary analytic epis-
temologists, who hold that our perceptual evi-
dence comprises only appearances, which may
or may not be veridical. I criticise that view in
Knowledge and its Limits. Seeing that the cat is
on the mat is a form of knowing that the cat is
on the mat, not just of knowing that it appears to
you that the cat is on the mat. Unless the cat re-
ally is on the mat, you don’t know that it is on
the mat.

The categories of cat and mat are obvious-
ly far from fundamental. Our use of the words
‘cat’ and ‘mat’ depends on many contingen-
cies of human culture. We could easily not
have made mats or kept pet cats. But that does
not mean that cats and mats are unreal. It just
means that theories of fundamental physics or
metaphysics won't talk specifically about cats
or mats. The claim that there merely appears to
be a cat on a mat entails that there is no cat on a
mat, which is false.

Naturally, illusions sometimes occur. It
could have looked just as if there were a cat
on a mat even if there was no cat and no mat.
But that does not show that we do not actually
see, and know, that the cat is on the mat. Some

8 For Kant's theory of definitions see Beck (1956). For a
recent short reconstruction see McAndrew (2022, pp. 11-
16), and for attempts to deploy the method of exposition
to Kant’s concepts of reason and philosophy see Lewin
(2021; 2022).
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MeTapu3UKM He OyAyT TOBOPUTH KOHKPETHO O
KOIIIKax MJIV KOBPUKax. YTBepKIeHle, UTO KOIIIKa
Ha KOBPUKe 1M04bK0 A61eHue, TIOpasyMeBaeT, 4YTO
HMKAKOVI KOITIKY Ha KOBPUKE Her, 4TO JIOKHO.

EcTecTBeHHO, WUIIO3MM WMHOITIA BO3HMKAIOT.
Hawm morsio Obl Ka3aTbCs, UTO Ha KOBPUKE JIEKUT
KOIIIKa, Ja’ke ecjIv Obl He ObUTIO HY KOIIKY, HY KOB-
puka. Ho 3T0 He 03HauaeT, 4TO MBI Ha caMOM Oe.e
He BUVIM ¥ He 3HaeM, 4TO KOIIIKa JIEKUT Ha KOB-
puke. HekoTopsle dustocodrl 110 cux rop TpeOy-
10T 0a30BOro ypOBH:I IOKa3aTeJIbHOCTY, TPV KOTO-
POM WJIITIO3UTI He OBbIBaeT, a BUIVIMOCTH COBITIajaeT
C peasIbHOCTBIO. Takovt Ga30BBINI SMVICTEMITIECKUT
ypoBeHb ObUI ObI IIpo3padeH 11t areHTa. VIHOrIA
B 3TOVI POJIV BBICTYTIAIOT CaMW SIBJIEHW, yTBepPX-
Ilasi, 9TO OHMU SIBJIAIOTCA TeM, 4yeM KaxXyTcs. OmHa-
KO B KHUTe «3HaHMe U ero Ipeiesibl» g Hoapoo-
HO JIOKa3bIBao, YTO TAKOI'O ITPO3pavHOro ypOBHS
He cyllecTByeT. Jlake sBjIeHUs He BcerJia TaKo-
BBI, KaKMM KaxxyTcst. OHm He 00J1afaroT ocoOov
sMvcTeMIUYecKovt puButerveit. Kakosa Obiia Ob
nosuums KanTa o stmm Borpocam, st He Gepych
OIIpeNesINTb.

[pyrom BOIpOC KacaeTcs pasindud Mexay
aTlIpYOPHBIM U allOCTEPVIOPHBIM, KOTOPOE, KaK 13-
BECTHO, SBJISIeTCS LIEHTPaJIbHBIM B MBIITUIEHUN
Kanta. Kak Bel oTMeuaeTe, arrpriopHoe cyXeHne
BOBCe He IIpe/IIIecTByeT JII0OOMY OIIBITY — OIIBIT
Hy>X€H, YTOOBI IIOHATH CJIOBa, B KOTOPBIX OHO
cdopmymposano. Ho 1j1s aHayisa aHaamTHUYe-
CKOTO aIlpMOPHOTO CYXXIeHMs U, cilefloBaTeIbHO,
IUIs TIO3HAHMS ero VICTMHHOCTY, KakK Bel yTBep-
XKJTaeTe, HUKAKOTO 0a.1bHeliliee0 OIbITa He Tpedy-
etcs. IIpoBepuTh 3Ty MBICJIb MOXXHO Ha IpyMe-
pe. AHITIMVICKMe CJIoBa furze [Mpok]| u gorse [yTec-
HUK| — 3TO CUHOHUMDL, 1B €CTeCTBeHHbIX TepMMU-
Ha, 00O3HayYaroIIe OAMH ¥ TOT e BUI KycTap-
HMKa, He IMeOIIT/ie pa3JIMIuil B COITY TCTBYFOIIIVIX
onvicaHusix. Eciiv yrojgHo, T [1Ba cjioBa BeIpaka-
IOT OTHO ¥ TO ke IOHsITHe. Terreph MBI MOXXeM BBe-
CTV HOBBIVI TepMUH — flurze, MICTIONIB3ysl OIIperie-
nenue flurze — furze in flower [flurze — 310 IpPOK B
1BeTYy| (B OHM Ce30HBI KyCTAapHMK IIBETET, B APY-
rme — HeT). Takum o0OpasoM, IO KOMIIO3MIIVOH-
HOVI ceMaHTVKe [1Ba mpepjioxenuns Flurze is furze
[flurze — 5T0 mpok] m Flurze is gorse [flurze — sTo
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philosophers still demand a base level of ev-
idence where illusions cannot occur, and ap-
pearance must coincide with reality. Such an
epistemic base level would be transparent to
the agent. Appearances themselves are some-
times cast in that role, with the claim that they
are just what they appear to be. However, in
Knowledge and its Limits, I argue in detail that
there is no such transparent level. Not even
appearances are always just as they appear to
be. They have no special epistemic privilege.
Where Kant might stand on those issues is not
for me to determine.

Another issue concerns the distinction be-
tween the a priori and the a posteriori, famous-
ly central to Kant’s thinking. As you note, an a
priori judgment is not prior to all experience —
one needs experience to understand the words
in which it is formulated. But no further experi-
ence is needed, you say, to analyse an analytic
a priori judgment, and so, presumably, to know
its truth. We can test that picture against an ex-
ample. The English words ‘furze’ and ‘gorse’
are synonyms, two natural kind terms for exact-
ly the same kind of shrub, with no difference
in associated descriptions. If you like, the two
words express the same concept. Now we can
introduce a new term, ‘flurze’, by the defini-
tion ‘flurze is furze in flower’ (in some seasons
the shrub is in flower, in others not). Thus, by
compositional semantics, the two sentences
‘Flurze is furze” and ‘Flurze is gorse” are syn-
onymous, since they differ only by a substitu-
tion of synonymous constituents. For friends of
analyticity, ‘Flurze is furze’ is trivially analytic,
since it just means ‘Furze in flower is furze’, so
‘Flurze is gorse’ is analytic too, since they have
the same meaning and the analyticity of a sen-
tence is supposed to be a function of its mean-
ing. But a competent speaker of English could
understand the words ‘furze” and ‘gorse’ by
normal standards without realising that they
are synonymous, or even that they co-refer.



yTeCHVK| CMHOHVIMMYHEBI, TaK KaK OTINYAIOTCA
TOJIBKO 3aMEHOVI CMHOHVIMWYHBIX COCTaBJISIOIIVIX.
g gpysen ananmvtmaMa Flurze is furze [flurze —
3TO JIPOK| TpMBMAIBHO aHAJIVTUYHO, ITOCKOIBKY
o3HauaeT mpocto Furze in flower is furze [BeTy-
IITUVI IPOK — 3TO OPOK], Tak uto u Flurze is gorse
[flurze — 3TO yTecHWMK| aHATUTIYHO, TaK KaK OHU
VIMEIOT OIIHaKOBOe 3Ha4eHVe, a aHaJIMTUYHOCTh
MIpeIJIOKeHNs, KaK CYMTAeTCs, 3aBUCUT OT ero
3HaueHMs. Ho rpaMOTHBINI HOCKTEIb aHTJIUVICKO-
IO s13bIKa MOXKET IIOHSTB CJIOBa furze [poK] u gorse
[yTecHMK] 1TO HOpMasIBHBIM CTaH/apTaM, He 0CO3-
HaBasl, 4YTO OHU SBJIAIOTCS CMHOHVMaMU VTN fake
YTO OHV COOTHOCVMBI. B IeTCTBe roBOpSIIII BBIY-
YT 3T CJI0Ba HE3aBVICKIMO JIPYT OT JIpyTa, B pas-
HBIX CJTydasiX, KOI7Ia eMy ITOKa3bIBaJIV IIPUMEPEHI.
Bo B3pocsioM Bo3pacTe, 3a0bIB OOJTBIIHCTBO eTa-
JIeVi IIpoliecca 0OydeHMsl, TOBOPAIINI COXPaHWII
JIIIBb TOYHO TaKMe e IepIelTUBHO-pellenTB-
HBbIe OIIIINV [IJI5 CJIyYaeB, CBSI3aHHBIX C STVIMU CJIO-
BaMV1, I Te JKe CBsI3aHHbIe C HMMV HeMeTaJIVTHT BYI-
cTUYecKye onvicaHs. EnyHcTBeHHOe ocTaBIeecst
pasiuume — 4nucTo (popMaIbHOe, MeX/Iy CaMyMU
cJIoBaMI. B cooTBeTCTBMY ¢ HOPMaJIbHBIM JIVIHT -
BUICTMYECKVIMY CTaHapTaMV TOBOPSIINIL BIIazle-
eT obovmu crtoBamu. Tem He MeHee y HeTro MOXeT
BO3HVIKHYTBH COMHEHVIE: a UTO, eCJIV BUI, KOTOPBIV
eMy IIOKa3asIu IIpy OOyUYeHUN CJIOBY furze [IpoK],
XOTSI VI BBITJISIINT B OOIIIeM TakK e, KaK KyCTapHUK,
KOTOPBIVI eMy IIOKasaJy IIpy OOyuYeHUW CJIOBY
gorse [yTeCHVK], HEYJIOBUMO OT/IMYAeTCs OT Hero?
BBty 3TOro coMHeHvIsI TOBOPSIITNTL He COTTIacyT-
cst ¢ yrBepaeHueM Flurze is gorse [flurze — 3TO
YTeCHVK|, TIOCKOJIBKY He COIJIACUTCSI C YTBEpPXK-
nenueM Furze in flower is gorse [Ipok — 3To IiBe-
Ty yTecHUK]. YToOBI paspemmTs 3TO COMHe-
HUe, eMy IOoTpedyeTcs 00MOAHUMEeAbHbLI O0Nblin,
HarprMep oOlleHte ¢ SKCIlepTaMi-O0TaHMKaMA.
Ho Flurze is gorse [flurze — 3T0 1mpok] Bce paBHO
aHaJIMTUYHO JlaXe B MVOJIeKTe HeBeXXeCTBeHHO-
'O TOBOPSIIIIETro, [IOTOMY UYTO CeMaHTIYeCKOro pas-
s MexXay furze [pok] u gorse [yTecHUK] HeT u
B ero mawuorekTe. ITpocTast KapTrHa aHaIMTIde-
CKVIX CY KJI€HWV KaK aIlpYOPHBIX CJIVIIIKOM YIIPO-
IIleHa, 9TOOBI paspellaTh IOIOOHbBIE TPYIHOCTIL.
DnucTeMydecKasi IpO3pavHOCTb Ha Y POBHE TTOHSI-
T He 0oJtee IIOCTYIIHA, YeM Ha YPOBHE SIBJIEHVL.
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As a child, the speaker learnt the words inde-
pendently of each other, on separate occasions,
by being shown examples. As an adult, hav-
ing forgotten most of the details of the learning
process, the speaker retains only exactly similar
perceptual-recognitional capacities for instanc-
es of the kinds associated with the words, and
the same associated non-metalinguistic descrip-
tions. The only residual difference is purely for-
mal, between the words themselves. By normal
linguistic standards, the speaker is competent
with both words. Nevertheless, they might har-
bour a doubt: what if the kind they were shown
when taught ‘furze” was subtly different from,
though of the same general appearance as the
shrub they were shown when taught ‘gorse’? In
view of this doubt, the speaker will not assent
to ‘Flurze is gorse’, since they will not assent to
‘Furze in flower is gorse’. To resolve the doubt,
they would need further experience, perhaps of
interaction with expert botanists. But ‘Flurze
is gorse’ is still analytic, even in the ignorant
speaker’s idiolect, because there is no seman-
tic difference between ‘furze” and ‘gorse’ even
in their idiolect. The simple picture of analyt-
ic judgments as a priori is too simple to resolve
such difficulties. Epistemic transparency is no
more available at the level of concepts than it is
at the level of appearances.

I've already expressed scepticism about the
distinction between the analytic and the syn-
thetic. Examples like that with ‘furze’ and
‘gorse’ reinforce such scepticism. They also re-
inforce my scepticism about the distinction
between the a priori and the a posteriori — not
so much about its coherence as about its depth.
In a series of exchanges with Paul Boghossian
of New York University, Debating the A Priori
(Boghossian and Williamson, 2020), I develop
an argument that the a priori — a posteriori dis-
tinction is superficial, failing to cut at an epis-
temological joint, because some clear cases of a
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1 y>ke BBICKa3bIBajl CKeIITUYECKOe OTHOIIIeHVe
K PasJIvamIo MeX/y aHAJIMTUYECKM VI CMHTEeTV-
uvecknM. Takme mpuMepsl, Kak C furze v gorse, ycu-
JIMBAIOT 3TOT cKerrTmim3M. OHM Takke yCuInBa-
IOT MO€e CKeIITMYecKoe OTHOIIEeHVe K PasJIN4uio
MeXXIy allpyopy 1 ariocTepyiopy — He CTOJIBKO B
OTHOIIIEHWVI €T0 K02epeHMHOCIU, CKOIIBKO B OTHO-
IIIeHN ero 24y0unsl. B cepum oOMeHOB MHeHMs-
mu ¢ [Tosom Borocsitom n3s Hero-Vopkckoro yHu-
BepcuteTa «/lebGarbl 00 ampuopm» (Boghossian,
Williamson, 2020) s pa3BuBaio apryMeHT, 4TO pas-
JMavie MeXAy alpyopy M alloCTepViopy SBJISeT-
Csl TIOBEPXHOCTHBIM, HECIIOCOOHBIM ITPeoI0sIeTh
SMVICTEMOJIOIMYECKUTT y3€eJI, TaK KaK HeKOTOpbIe
SIBHBIE CJTy4ay allpVOPHOTO 3HAHWS VIMEIOT Ty XKe
SMVICTEMOJIOIMYECKYIO CTPYKTYPY, UTO U HEKOTO-
pBle SIBHBIe CJIyday alloCTePVIOPHOrO 3HaHUS, —
TOYHO TaK ke, KaK pasjIndre MeXAy KpacHBIMU
Y HeKpacHBIMY BeJIOCUIIe[IlaMU SIBJISIeTCS TIOBepX-
HOCTHBIM C TOYKM 3peHMs MHXXeHepa, ITOCKOIIb-
Ky HEKOTOpBIe SIBHO KpacHbIe BeJIOCUIIETBI IMEIOT
Ty JXe MHXeHepHYIO0 KOHCTPYKIIMIO, UTO ¥ HeKO-
TOpBIE SBHO 3eJIeHble BeslocuIensl. B smmcremo-
JIOTVTYEeCKOM CJIy4ae TaKas CUTyalysl BO3HMKaeT
IS CYXKIIeHUVI, KOTOpble MBI jiejlaeM, ITPUMeHsis
K TUIIOTeTUYECKVM CJIy4YasiM pacro3HaBaTelIb-
HbIe CIIOCOOHOCTM, OTKaJIMOpPOBaHHBIE IIPEIbIITY-
IIIM OIIBITOM; CJTy4ariHble OCOOeHHOCTU CyXKIle-
HWVI IeJIal0T OIHV M3 HUX allpUOPHBIMY, a ApPY-
r'vie — aroCTePUOPHBIMU C TOUKM 3peHus Tpay-
LIVIOHHBIX JIOIYIIIeHNV, HeCMOTPsI Ha OOIITyTO KOT-
HUTVBHYIO CTPYKTYPY.

DTu ABa pasInums (QHaJIUTUYecKoe — CHUHTe-
TUYEeCKOe ¥ allpyopHOe — arioCTePUOpPHOe) ObLIN
JIOCTaTOYHO ITPOYHBIMY, YTOOBI CIIOCOOCTBOBATH
nporpeccy Bo BpeMeHa KaHTa 11 B TeueHMe HeKo-
TOPOro BpeMeHM 110cyIe Hero. Ho 3T0 He 03Hauaer,
YTO OHV JIOJKHBI OBITH OCHOBOITOJIATAOIITVIMM Ha-
BCeria.

3aK/II0unTeIbHOE Pa3MBIIIUIeHVIe: TPY AVICIIV-
IUIVHBI, O/In3KMe K o0cyk1aeMoyt HamMu IIpo0iie-
MaTVKe, — 3TO JIOTMKa, JIMHIBUCTMKA ¥ IICYXOJIO-
rus. Kaxpas m3 Hux co BpeMmeH Kanta mperep-
Iiejia IIporpeccBHbBIe M3MeHeHNs, He VIMerolye
aHasioros. Pa3e He ObUIO OBI CTPAHHO ¥ IeYaTb-
HO, ecyiit OBl TOJIIBKO (prytocodmss He IPOIBUHY-
J1ach BIIepen?

priori knowledge have the same epistemologi-
cal structure as some clear cases of a posteriori
knowledge — just as the distinction between
red bicycles and non-red bicycles is superficial
from an engineer’s perspective, because some
clearly red bicycles have the same engineering
structure as some clearly green bicycles. In the
epistemological case, this situation arises for
judgments we make by applying recognition-
al capacities calibrated by earlier experience
to hypothetical cases; incidental features of the
judgments make some look a priori and others
a posteriori on traditional assumptions, despite
the shared cognitive structure.

The two distinctions (analytic — synthetic
and a priori — a posteriori) were robust enough
to facilitate progress in Kant’s day and for some
time thereafter. But that does not mean that
they must be foundational forever.

A concluding reflection: Three disciplines
close to the issues we have been discussing are
logic, linguistics, and psychology. Each of them
has been transformed in progressive ways out
of all recognition since Kant’s day. Would it
not be both strange and sad if philosophy alone
had made no such progress?

Conclusion

The purpose of the discussion was to lay
bare different ways of approaching the phrase
‘analytic philosophy’. As the discussion has
shown, the presented terminological op-
tions are dependent on answers to the broad-
er question: “‘How should we do philosophy?’
Lewin and Williamson hold different views
on that.

Lewin believes that philosophy is best done
from the standpoint of a radically autonomous
epistemology, which includes striving for in-
dependence from existing labels, traditions,
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3aK/IroueH1e

Llesrb 2TOV AMCKYCCUM COCTOsIa B TOM, YTOOBI
U3JIOKUTD PasjIiuHble BapyaHTHI IIOAX0Aa K BbI-
paXXeHMIO «aHajMUTUUecKas duiocodpmsa». Kax
IIoKasasla JVCKYCCHsl, IIpesicTaBIeHHble TePMIHO-
JIOTMYecKyre BapyaHThI 3aBUCAT OT OTBeTa Ha 0o-
jiee MMPOKMit Borrpoc: «Kak CTOUT 3aHMMATBCS
drtocopmen?». Jlebun m YusibsaMcoH npuaepxu-
BalOTCs Pa3HbIX B3IJIAI0B Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC.

JleBuH ybexrieH, uto dpriocodmert Iy diiie Bce-
rO 3aHMMAThCS C TIO3MLNN PaiVKaJIbHO aBTOHOM-
HOVI 3IMCTEMOJIOTMY, ITpeIioyiararolieri CTpeM-
JIeHVe K He3aBVCUMOCTV OT CYIIeCTBYIOIIVX sIp-
JIBIKOB, TPafMIINI 1 aBTOpUTeToB. HNt onwa Bin-
ATeJILHBIV YUeHBIV, HU OflHa rpymma ¢gpuiocodos,
HpeyIararomyxX ¥ CO3HAIOINX IIIKOIbL U SPIIbIKM,
He MOXeT IIpeTeHI0BaTh Ha oOJiajiaHVie eIVHON
Y OKOHYATEJIbHOV (PVIIOCOCKOT MeTOHOJIOTIE.
KanTraHcKas Touka 3peHns UCIIOIb3yeTcsl He KaK
TIocyleTHee CJIOBO, a KaK Iar K OCO3HaHMIO ajIbTep-
HaTVBHOV II0CIIeZIOBaTeJIbHOV METOHOJIOrMI pabo-
TBI CO CJIOBOM M TToHsITMeM. OOII1asi cTpareraecKkast
11eJTb COCTOsUTa B TOM, YTOOBI ITOKa3aTh, YTO OTKa3
OT CJIOBOCOYeTaHMs «aHaInTIIecKast dpmsiocodist»
VIV eTO TpaHCOpMaIysl — 3TO II0JIe3HBIV IIar Ha
Iy T K pafiKaJIbHO aBTOHOMHOMY MBIIIIIEHWIO.

YWiIBsSIMCOH He corylaceH C IO3UIIMeV, YTO OTKa3
OT BbIpakeHMs «aHaJIMTHU4YecKas dQuitocodis»
VIV ero TpaHcdopMariys HeooxonmMbl. OH oTae-
JIseT BOITPOC O JISTUTUMHOCTY 3TOrO CJIOBOCOYeTa-
HMsS OT BOIIPOCa O TOM, KaK 3aHMMaTbCs PrII0Cco-
duert. YWIbsIMCOH yTBepXKIIaeT, UTO «aHaIUTIye-
ckagd dwiocodusi» OTchbUIaeT K IIMPOKOV Tpaiy-
LIV BJIVISTHUS M TIOJIy4daeT CcBoe 3HadeHue OT CO-
OTBETCTBYIOIIIETO peueBoro coobiectsa. Vcropmk
durtocodpum, KOTOPBIVI WIHOPUPYET pasindie
MeX]ly «aHaJUTU4YecKon dusiocodmern» 1 «KOH-
TUHeHTaJIbHOM dwiocoduert», yIycTusl Obl He-
YTO, OTHOCSIIIeeCs: K CaMOCO3HaHMIO MHOTMUX pu-
710cOPOB, ¥ TJIOXO CITPaBUJICs OBbI C POJIBIO MICTOPU-
Ka. TeM He MeHee IIpVBEP)KEHHOCTH BBIPakKEHIIO
«aHaymMTHU4YecKas gpviocodms» He 00s3bIBaeT dpu-
jocodpa MpUIIEPXKUBaAThCs OIpefielIeHHOro Habo-
pa HIPUHIIAIIOB MJIM MeTOHOJIOTMM, KOTOpasl MO-
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and authorities. Neither any particular influ-
ential scholar nor any group of philosophers
who propose and establish schools and labels
can claim to be in possession of one ultimate
philosophical methodology. The Kantian per-
spective is not used as the last-word-speaking
position, but as a move to make us aware of an
alternative consistent methodology of working
with words and concepts. The overall strategic
goal was to show that dropping or transform-
ing the phrase “analytic philosophy’ is a benefi-
cial step on the way to a radically autonomous
thinking.

Williamson does not agree that dropping
or transforming the phrase ‘analytic philoso-
phy’ is necessary. He separates the question of
legitimacy of the phrase from the question of
how to do philosophy. Williamson argues that
‘analytic philosophy’ refers to a broad tradi-
tion of influence and has received its meaning
from the relevant speech community. A histo-
rian of philosophy who ignored the distinction
between ‘analytic philosophy’ and ‘continen-
tal philosophy’ would miss something that
belongs to a self-understanding of many
philosophers and would do a poor job as a his-
torian. Nevertheless, holding on to the phrase
‘analytic philosophy” does not oblige a philoso-
pher to cleave to a specific set of tenets or to a
methodology that can be classified as “analysis’
in any distinctive sense. The analytic-synthet-
ic and the a priori-a posteriori distinctions — al-
though they may have been good enough in
Kant’s day and for some time thereafter — are
far from being clear enough to serve as corner-
stones of contemporary epistemology or phi-
losophy of language.
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XeT OBITh KJTacCHUITPOBaHa KaK «aHaJIN3» B Ka-
KOM-TO OIIpeJieJIeHHOM CMBbICiIe. AHaJIUTUKO-CUH-
TeTVYeCKOe VI allpYOPHO-aIIOCTEPVIOPHOE pasJivi-
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port Bo BpeMeHa KaHTa 11 B TeueHVIe HEKOTOPOTO
BpeMeHM I10CJIe Hero — JjajieKo He TaK SICHBI, YTO-
ObI CJIy)XUTh KpPaeyroJIbHBIMM KaMHSIMU COBpe-
MEHHOVI 3IVICTEMOJIOT MY VTN PVyIocOpmM A3bIKa.
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TPAHCUEHIEHTAJTbHA ST
OENYKIIVS KATETOPU
KAK ®MTOCO®CKOE JOKA3ATEIHCTBO

3. Qukapa’

Mos yeav — pexoncmpyupobams ocHOBHbIe wiaU
U pyHOaMeHmMAAbHYI0 Udel0 MPAHCYeHOeHMAAbHOLL Oe-
Oykyuu xameeoputl Kanma, a maxxe unmepnpemauyuio
u nepeocmvicaenue mou xanmobekoil udeu I'ecesem.
Tecenebekoe npoumenue kpaiine BaxHo no 06ym npu-
uynam: Bo-nepBuix, 045 3axKpenieHus 0CHOBHOU hopmbl
KanmoBckoz2o apeymenma u, 60-6mopuix, 045 NOHUMAHUA
eeo memacpu.nocogpckonl snauumocmu. [1rs I'eeeas gpuio-
cogpckoe dokaszamenscmbo umeem cheyugpuieckyio npu-
pody, omauuauylo e2o om Hay4Ho20 00KA3aAMesbCmba
u coruxaruyro c opuduveckum. B amoi nepcnexmube
mpancyeHoeHmarvHas 0e0ykyus, KOMopyw HNPUHANO
cuumams 00HOU U3 CAMbLX MpYOHsLX 2406 6 ucmopuu gpu-
A0cogpuu, packpuibaemcs UMeHHO KaK passicHeHue chel-
ugpunecku pusocogpckoeo dokazamesvcmba. Cuauara s
usaaearo uderw mparcyeHoeHmarvHou dedykyuu Kanma
6 «Kpumuxke uucmoeo pasyma», ee eezesebckoe npoume-
Hue 8 «Hayxe r02uxu» u nepepopmyrupobry 6 xauecmbe
cobcmBenno memooa pusocogpuu 6 «Dusocodpuu npa-
6a». A noxasvibato, umo 6 kanmobcko apeymenmayuu
NOCAYKUAO 0CHOBOTL 045 2eeeneBCKoTl UHMepnpemayun
u mpancgpopmayuu. Ilpu smom 1 BviaBaA0 «KpacHyio
HUMb», CoeOuHAIOUsY0 0Be udeu MmpaHcyeHOeHMaIbHOU
Oedykyuu. B sakaiouenue a npedazaro gpopmarvHoe u3-
n0xxerue udett Kanma u I'eeens u pestomupyio ocHoBHble
Memagpusocogpckue 6160061, KOMOpble Mbl MOXKEM cOe-
samv u3 udeu Kanma u ee eeceseBekoil unmepnpemayuu.

KatoueBuie caoBa: cpurocogcroe dokasamervcmbo,
memagpunocogpus, Kanm, Tecenv, mpancuyendenmarsrasn
Oedykyus
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THE TRANSCENDENTAL
DEDUCTION OF CATEGORIES
AS PHILOSOPHICAL PROOF

E. Ficara®

My aim is to reconstruct the basic steps and the
fundamental idea of Kant’s transcendental deduction
of categories as well as Hegel’s interpretation and re-
framing of Kant’s idea. Hegel's reading is crucial
for two reasons: first, for fixing the basic form of the
Kantian arqument and secondly, for understanding
its metaphilosophical relevance. For Hegel, philosoph-
ical proof has a specific nature, which distinguishes it
from scientific proof and brings it closer to a juridical
one. In this perspective the transcendental deduction,
which is universally considered one of the most diffi-
cult chapters in the history of philosophy, reveals itself
as the genuine clarification of specifically philosophical
proof. I first present the idea of Kant’s transcendental
deduction in the Critique of Pure Reason as well as its
Hegelian reading in the Science of Logic and reformu-
lation as the very method of philosophy in the Philo-
sophy of Right. I show what in the Kantian argumen-
tation constituted the basis for Hegel’s own interpre-
tation and transformation. In so doing, I highlight a
‘red thread’ between the two ideas of the transcendental
deduction. I conclude by proposing a formal account of
Kant’s and Hegel's ideas and by summing up the main
metaphilosophical insights we can gain from Kant’s
idea and its Hegelian interpretation.
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BBemenmne

Borpoc o npupore, macirrabe, messix u ¢op-
Me TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV AeTyKIIUM aKTUBHO 00-
cyXXgaeTcs B McTopuu pustocodpnm HaumHasi C ITy-
GrmKkarym repsoro msgaHus «KpuTukm gmcroro
pasyMa» ¥ 10 CUX IIOp SBJISieTCsl IIPeIMEeTOM CIIO-
poB cpemu mHTepHperatopos’. Hacrosimas cra-
Tb pPacKpbIBaeT 3Ty Mpo0JIeMy C IBYX CTOPOH.
Bo-niepBbiX, mopHMMaeTcst Borrpoc 00 oOrient dpop-
Me JIeTyKIINW, TO eCTh 00 OIlpefiesieHn TOro, Ka-
KOe paccy’X/eHle CKJIaflbIBaeTcsl B TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJILHOV JIeyKIIMM ¥ KOIZla MbI TaKoe paccyle-
HUe IpaKTuKyeM. Bo-BTOpeIX, yepes oOpariieHe
K nee KaHTa 0 TpaHCIIeHIeHTa/IbHOV JeyKIIVM
KaTeropuii IIpeficTaBJIeHO COOCTBEHHOe ITpouTe-
Hue JeresieM 3TOVI KaHTOBCKOV Mlen. IIpouTtenne
T'eresist 1103BOJIIET HAM OT/IEINUTH BOIIPOC O JIeAyK-
UM OT TOVI TEXHMYECKOV YCTaHOBKM, B KOTOPOW
ero rpezcrasisgeT KaHT, 11 BbIIeIUTh ee yHUBep-
caJIbHYIO PYHKIIMIO 1 0011yIo dpopmy. CTaThst co-
CTOUT M3 TPeX YvacTev: B IIePBOV 5 PEe3FOMUPYIO
KaHTOBCKYIO M€l TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM JIeyK-
LI1Y, BO BTOPOVI IIPeICTaBIIsA0 MHTepIIpeTalio 1
VICTIOJIb30BaHMe 3Tovi uaen leresiem, B mocsieiHent
IIepexoXy K 37IeMeHTapHbBIM BOIIpocaM o popme 1
collep>KaHmM AeTy KLV

1. ines1 KaHTOBCKOV Jedy KLU

Bo Bropoit miase mepsont kHuru «I'paHcren-
JleHTaJIbHasl aHaJIMTUKa» KaHT HaroMuHaeT o
IOPMAMYECKOM pas3IMumMi MeXIy BOIIPOCOM O
npase (quid juris) v BompocoM o daxTe (quid facti)
(B 117; KanT, 2006, c. 185). loka3aTesIbCTBO IIepBO-
ro, TO €CTh YCTaHOBJIEHVIE JISTUTVMHOCTY IIpaBa,

2 Cpemn wiaccaecknx pabor cm.: (Erdmann, 1878; De
Vleeschauwer, 1934 —1937; Chiodi, 1961; Henrich, 1976;
Baum, 1986), a n3 Hemasumx cm.: (Kitcher, 2011; Allais,
2013; Allison, 2015; Laywine, 2020; Moeller, 2020; West-
phal, 2021). ITpuBemeHMe IIOJIHOTO CIIMCKAa MOHYMeEH-
TaJIbHBIX PabOT IO TpaHCHEHOEHTAIBHON OeyKINn
KaTeropmit ¢ aHAJIUTUYECKOV TOYKN 3PeHVIS 3a I10CIIeNl-
Hute 50 j1eT, HaumHasg co CTpocoHa M 3aKaH4YMBasd AVICKYC-
CVSIMU O TPaHCLIEHIEHTAIBHBIX apTyMeHTaX, BBIIUIO OBl
3a paMKM CTaTb.
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Introduction

The question about the nature, scope, aims
and form of the transcendental deduction has
been dealt with intensively in the history of
philosophy, starting from the publication of
the Critique of Pure Reason’s first edition, and
is still the topic of debate among interpreters.?
The specificity of the present paper is, in this
respect, twofold. First, the paper is interested
in the question about the general form of the
deduction, i.e. in assessing what kind of rea-
soning is enfolded in the transcendental de-
duction, and when we practice such kind of
reasoning. Second, in addressing Kant’s idea
of a transcendental deduction of categories,
the paper also encompasses Hegel’s own read-
ing of Kant’s idea. Hegel’s reading allows us to
detach the question of the deduction from the
technical setting in which Kant presents it, and
to highlight its universal function and gener-
al form. The paper has three parts: in the first
I summarise Kant’s idea of the transcendental
deduction, in the second I present Hegel’s in-
terpretation and use of this idea. In the last I
turn to the elementary questions about the de-
duction’s form and content.

1. The Idea of Kant’s Deduction

In the second chapter of the First Book of the
“Transcendental Analytic” Kant recalls the ju-
ridical distinction between the question of right
(quid juris) and the question of fact (quid facti)
(KrV, A 85 / B 117; Kant, 1998, pp. 219-220).

2 See among the classical works Erdmann (1878), De
Vleeschauwer (1934-1937), Chiodi (1961), Henrich
(1976), Baum (1986) and, among the recent ones, Kitcher
(2011), Allais (2013), Allison (2015), Laywine (2020),
Moeller (2020), Westphal (2021). Giving a complete list
of the monumental works on the transcendental deduc-
tion of categories from the analytical perspective in the
past 50 years, starting with Strawson and through to the
discussions on transcendental arguments, would ex-
ceed the scope of the paper.



3. Guxapa

HasbIBaeTcs fenyKitverr. OOImas uies JeayKumum
Kanra BocxomomuT mMMeHHO K 3TOM OpUAMYeCcKOm
TepMMHOJIOTMN. B wacTHOCTM, 3amava JIeayKIUn
COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI yCTAaHOBUTBH 3aKOHHOCTBH
IIpaBa KaTeropui allpyOpHO IPUMEHSThCS K 00b-
eKTaM, JJaHHBIM B OmbITe. [Ij1g aTOoro Tpebyercs
IIpekJie BCero OTBeTUTh Ha BOIIPocC «YTo Takoe Ka-
TEroOpum?».

KaHT 00BsicHSsIeT, UTO CYIIECTBYIOT pa3/INuHble
BUJIBI IIOHSATUI — OH Ha3blBaeT MX «3MIIMpUUe-
CKVMM HOHATUAMM», «y3ypPHUPOBaHHBIMI IIOHS-
TUSAMI» Y «IVICTBIMY allPVOPHBIMYL ITIOHSTUSIMV».
Korga Hac mpocsT oOBACHWUTH 3HaYeHMe SMIIN-
PpVYecKOro IMOHATUA — CKaXkeM, «KeJITOro», — y
Hac HeT HMKaKMX 3aTPyIHEeHWI. 210 OO PYYHBIVI
OITBIT, I MBI MOXKEM JIETKO COCJIaThCsI Ha HEro, uTo-
ObI IIPOSICHUTD 3HaueHMe 1 Hallle MCIIOIb30BaHe
HNOHATHUS. «Y3ypHMpoBaHHBIe» MOHATUS — 3TO,
HarpumMep, «popTyHa» Win «cyAapda». MbI gacTo
VICTIIOJIb3yeM MX ¥, KaXKeTcsl, 3HaeM, YTO OHM O3Ha-
varoT. OgHaKO MBI CTaJIKMBaeMcs C TPYIHOCTS-
MM, KOIJla Hac IIPOCST AaTh MM OIlpesiesleHe VIn
OOBACHUTH, KaKMM 00pPa30M MBI VX VCIIOIBb3YeM.
B sTOM cityyae MBI BcTaeM mepes, BOIpocoM «quid
juris?», HO Ha Hero TPyAHO OTBETUTH, «TaK Kak
SMIIVpUYecKNe JIoKas3aTejIbCTBa ITPaBOMEPHOCTU
TaKOro yToTpeOsieHMs HemoCTaTo4HBL.» (B 117;
Kanrt, 2006, c. 185). HakoHel1, y Hac eCTb UMCThIe
VI alIpyOpHBble IOHATNS, TO ecTh KaTteropun. KaHt
TOBOPUT, UTO OHW «COBEPIIIEHHO HEe3aBUCVIMBI OT
OITBITa» WM YTO, OMHAKO, «HEeOOXOOMMO 3HaTh, Ka-
KM 00pa3oM 3TV MOHSATMS MOTYT OTHOCUTBCS K
obwexTam» (B 117; KanT, 2006, c. 185—187).

VIHTepecHO, 4YTO KaTeropmm JOJDKHBI OBITh
TTOJTHOCTBIO HE3aBVICUMBI OT OITbITa V1 BMECTe C TeM
IO/DKHBI OBITH K HeMmy IpuMmeHMMBL Kak Takoe
MoxeT ObITh? TpaHClleHIIeHTasIbHasl AelyKIIvs
KaTeropuyi IIpy3BaHa OTBETUTb MMEHHO Ha 3TOT
BOIIPOC.

TpaHCcieHIeHTaTPHOE 3HaHVe, KaK OOBSICHSIET
KanT B nyskTax B 26 (KaaT, 2006, c. 79—80) 1 B 80
(Tam xe, c. 143), uncTO M ANIPMOPHO (HE3ABUICVIMO
OT OIBITA) M JIeJlaeT OIBIT BO3MOXHBIM. 10 ecThb

* DrecTsinyro peKOHCTPYKIINIO IOPVINIECKOT OCHOBBI

TpaHCOeHOeHTabHON Hemykomm cM.: (Moeller, 2020,
p. 52—66 (11 3)).
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The proof of the former, i.e. the establishment
of a right’s legitimacy, is called deduction.?
Kant’s general idea of deduction is to be traced
back precisely to this juridical terminology.
More specifically, the deduction’s task is to es-
tablish the legitimacy of the categories’ right
to apply a priori to objects given in experience.
This demands, first of all, an answer to the
question: “What are categories?’

Kant explains that there are various kinds
of concepts: what he calls ‘empirical concepts’,
“usurped concepts’, and “pure a priori concepts’.
When we are asked to explain the meaning
of an empirical concept, say ‘yellow’, we do
not have any difficulty: experience is at hand,
and we can easily refer to it in order to make
the meaning and our use of the concept clear.
‘Usurped” concepts are, for example, ‘fortune’
or ‘fate’. We often use them and seem to know
what they mean. However, we face difficulties
when we are asked to define them or to explain
on what grounds we use them. In these cases,
we are challenged by the question ‘quid juris?’,
but it is difficult to answer it “because one can
adduce no clear legal ground for an entitlement
to their use either from experience or from rea-
son” (KrV A 85 / B 117; Kant, 1998, p. 220). Fi-
nally, we have pure and a priori concepts, the
categories. Kant says that they are “completely
independent from experience” and that, how-
ever, “one must know how these concepts can
be related to objects” (ibid.).

Interestingly, the categories are said to be
completely independent of experience — and at
the same time to apply to experience. How can
this be? The transcendental deduction of cate-
gories is meant to answer precisely this ques-
tion.

Transcendental knowledge — as Kant ex-
plains in A 12 / B 26 and A 56 / B 80 — is
pure and a priori (independent of experience)

* For a brilliant reconstruction of the juridical back-

ground of the transcendental deduction see Moeller
(2020, pp. 52-66 (ch. 3)).



TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHasl epCIeKTVBa He SIBJISeTCs
IIOJTHOCTBIO OIBITHO-TPAHCIIEHIEHTHOV, OHa CKO-
pee TpaHCIeHOVpPYyeT (BBIXOAUT 3a) OMHBIT «B CTO-
POHY» OIBITA, TO €CTh TPAHCIEHAMPYET ero It
TOTO, YTOOBI CIeJIaTh OIBIT (OOBEKTMBHOE 3HAHVIE)
Bo3MOXXHBIM'. OTBeT Ha Borpoc «Kakum obpasom
aIrpyropHBIe U YCThIE, TO €CTh OIBITHO-aBTOHOM-
Hble, CTPYKTYPbl MOT'YT IIPUMEHSITHCS K OIBITY?»
MOXXeT OBITh [IaH B CBeTe TOV )Ke IIPUpPOJIbl KaTe-
TOPWUIL, UYTO ¥ TpaHCIIeH/eHTaIbHble CTPYKTYPBL
OHM «He3aBUCHMBI OT» OIIbITa U «IIPUMEHUMBD K
HeMy B TOVI Mepe, B KaKOVl OHU /IeJIaf0T BO3MOX-
HBIM 3TOT OIIBIT (0OBeKTMBHOe 3HaHMe). CooTBeT-
crBeHHO, KaHT ompenerseT TpaHCIeHIeHTaIb-
HYIO IeyKIMIO KaTeropui KakK «0OBbsiCHeHe
TOT0, KaKMM 0Opa3oM TIOHSITUSI MOTYT a4 priori OT-
HOCUTbCA K IpeaMeTaM» (B 117, KanrT, 2006, c. 187).
DTo OOBSICHEHNME PacKpbIBaeTCsl B OTPBIBKax OT
A 85 / B 118 mo B 137 (s cienmyro marmHaumm Bo
BTOpOM M3AaHmM «KpUTMKI 4MCTOro pasyMar, KO-
TOpasi OTKJIOHSETCS OT MarvHauuy A, HadMHaro-
mievicst ¢ B 129) 1 coctout B ciremyrorem.

KanT ropoput mpexie Bcero o Ipupope Io-
HATUV (2 TaKXKe YMCTBIX M allpMOPHBIX cO3epIia-
HU) KaK (pOpM, a O UyBCTBEHHBIX BIIeYaTIIEHNISIX
(sinnliche Eindriicke) — xax o maTepum 11 cjtydarni-
o niprunHe (Gelegenheitsursache) BosHmkHOBe-
Hus popM. YncTble co3epliaHms 1 UMCTasl MBICIIb
KaK (POpMBI, YHOpPsI0UMBarolIe MaTepuio, Wc-
nomnb3ytoTest «no cayuarw» (Gelegenheitsursache —
cjIyuariHasl (OKKasMOHaJIbHasl) IIpUUMHA), KOTO-
PBITI TaeT MaTepus (TO eCTh YyBCTBEHHBIe BIleUuaT-
JIeHUs1) M «IpousBonsT IoHsaTus» (B 118; Kawnr,
2006, c. 187, xypcus Mont. — 3.@)). 3mech BaKeH BO-
IIPOC O reHesyice TIOHSTUM 13 OIBITHOM O0JIacTL.
[pyrvmMu cjioBamMy, OIIBIT — TO, YTO JIJaHO B OITBITE
1 BO3/IeVICTBYeT Ha Halllll UyBCTBa, — €CThb 1 MaTe-

4 TIpumeuatesrbHO, yTOo KaHT MCHOIB3yeT «OIIBIT» S
4 HJL

00o3HaueHMsT Kak 00BeKTUBHOIO 3HAHVS, TaK VI TOIO, UTO
HaM JIaHO, BO3[EVICTBMs peaIbHOCTM Ha Halllyl 4yBCTBa.
DTO IBOVIHOE 3Ha4YeHVe BaXKHO, IIOTOMY YTO OHO IT03BOJIS-
€T HaM IIOHSTH CIeIUUecKylo KPyroByIo CTPYKTYpY,
TUIWYHYIO IS TPaHCLeHAeHTaIbHOVI AeAyKLINY, HeKoe
OBVDKEHNME, KOTOPpOoe JIEXKUT B CaMOVI CYTU Te€reJIeBCKOVI
VIHTepIIpeTaly TPaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHOW JIedyKIIUM Kak
o pasyMeBaroIen AValleKTUKy Mexay Vorstellungen v
Begriffe (mpencTaBiieHVsIMY U HOHATHUAMM). S paccKaxy
00 2TOM B OCJIETHEV YaCTU CTaThA.

E. Ficara

and makes experience possible. That is, a tran-
scendental perspective is not fully experi-
ence-transcendent, it rather transcends (goes
beyond) experience “in the direction of” expe-
rience, i.e. it transcends it in order to make ex-
perience (objective knowledge) possible.* The
answer to the question: ‘how can a priori and
pure, ie. experience-autonomous, structures
apply to experience?’ can be given in the light
of the same nature of categories as transcenden-
tal structures. They are “independent from”
and “apply to” experience insofar as they make
experience (objective knowledge) possible.
Kant defines the transcendental deduction of
categories accordingly, as “explanation of the
way in which concepts can relate to objects a
priori” (KrV, A 85 / B 117; Kant, 1998, p. 220).
This explanation is deployed in the passages
from A 85 / B 118 to B 137 (I am following the
deduction in the second edition of the KrV,
which deviates from the A deduction beginning
at B 129) and runs as follows.

Kant refers first to the nature of concepts
(and of pure and a priori intuitions) as forms
and to the impressions of sense (sinnliche Ein-
driicke) as matter and as the occasional cause (Ge-
legenheitsursache) of the emergence of forms:
Pure intuitions and pure thought as forms that
order matter are called into use “on the occasion”
(Gelegenheitsursache — the occasional cause) giv-
en by matter (i.e. the sensible impressions) and
“bring forth concepts” (KrV, A 86 / B 118; Kant,
1998, p. 221; my emphasis — E.F.). The impor-
tant point here is the question about the genesis
of concepts from the experiential field. In oth-
er words: experience — what is given in experi-
ence and affects our senses — is both the matter

* Notably, Kant uses ‘experience’ to refer to both, ob-
jective knowledge and what is given to us, reality’s af-
fection on our senses. This double meaning is important
because it allows us to understand the specific circu-
lar structure typical of the transcendental deduction, a
movement which is at the very core of Hegel’s account
of the transcendental deduction as implying a dialectic
between Vorstellungen and Begriffe (representations and
concepts). I will address this in the last part of the paper.
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3. Guxapa

Py, KOTopasi Jo/KHa ObITh 0popMITeHa 1 yIIOpsi-
JI0YeHa KaTeropusMy, M IIPUYVHA 3apOXKIeHS U
yrnoTrpe0OiteHns Kateropuit. OOBeKTMBHOe 3HaHVe
BO3HMKAET M3 B3aVIMOEVICTBVISL MeXIy MaTepyiert
v opMovL. 311ech KaTeropuy OIpeeIsioTcs KakK
dopmBl OOBEKTMBHOrO 3HAHMS ¥, MOXHO J00a-
BUTH, KaK (POPMBI VICTUHBI.

Kax yrBepxxnaer Kanr B § 14, Korma Mb1 paccma-
TpVIBaeM OTHOITIEHVIe MeXITy MBICIIBIO / TIperiCTaB-
neavieM (Vorstellung) 1 oobexkrom (Gegenstand),
BO3HMKAIOT JIB€ BO3MOKHOCTH: JIMOO OOBEKT re-
JIaeT MBICJIb BO3MOXKHO, JINOO caMa MBICJTb CTaHO-
BUTCS 00beKTOM. Tak BBOAWTCS IIOHSTVIE YCIIOBVAS
BO3MOXHOCTM. HopMaTviBHasI cocTaBIIsIONIas MaeT
PyKa 00 pyKy ¢ IIpeficTaBIeHVeM O KaTeropusx He
TOJIBKO KaK 0 popMax 0OBEeKTMBHOIO 3HaHVIS, HO U
KaK 00 yCJIOBMSIX €0 BO3MOXKHOCTH. BMecTe ¢ 3TMM
PacKpeIBaeTCs IIPUPOJIA KaTerOpuit He TOIIBKO Kak
dopM, HO 1 KaK HOPM OOBEKTVBHOTO 3HAHWSI.

Harmre oObekTmBHOe (MCTMHHOE) IIO3HaHVE,
yTBepxaeT KaHT, cOmepXinT, TOMMMO HaIIMX CO-
3epIlaHMy, ITOCPEACTBOM KOTOPBIX OOBEKT IIaH,
emte roHsATHe (Begriff) (i mpiciie — Gedanke)
00 00bekTe, manHoM B onbiTe. COOTBETCTBEHHO,
HeOOXOIIVIMO, UTOOBI CYIIIeCTBOBAIN IOHSATMS 00
o0BeKTax BOODIIIe KaK 00 YCJIOBMSAX BO3SMOXKHOCTM
KaXk/IOVI e[IMHMIIBI OIBITHOro rosHanwms (B 126;
KanT, 2006, c. 196—197). D10 3HAYMUT, UTO XOTH
OITBIT KaK YyBCTBEHHBIV OIBIT (MaTepsl) sIBJISET-
cs ciyvanHon npuumHont (Gelegenheitsursache)
BO3HVMKHOBEHS KaTeropuy, KaTeropum — 3TO TO,
4TO JleJlaeT OIBIT (KaK 0ObeKTMBHOe 3HaHe) BO3-
MOYKHBIM.

> @aKT TOro, 4TO TpaHCIIEH/IeHTaIbHAS JIeTyKIINS SB-
JIeTcsl JIETUTMMAIIVEVT TIOHSTVS MCTWHBL Kak adaequa-
tio, — 9TO OTKPBITHE, KOTOPBIM MBI 00s3aHbL XWIBTIIEPY
(Hiltscher, 1993). Cm. Taxke 13 HemasHero bayaspa (Bau-
er, 2021, S. 172 —240 (1. 5)). 51 B 3HAUNTEJILHOV CTETIeHN
pasfersIro 3TO IIOHMMAaHWe, YYUTBIBas, YTO OOBEKTMUB-
HOe 3HaHVe MOXeT OBbITh BBIPa)XeHO B TepMMHaX (CBOETO
poma KOppecIoHIeHTHOV) MCTUHBL. O posm MCTUHBI KaK
COOTBETCTBVISL B TpaHCLleHAeHTalIbHOM jtormKe cM.: (Fic-
ara, 2006, S. 70—74); o IOBOAY TereJIeBCKOrO IIpoyTe-
Hua Kanara cm.: (Ficara, 2021, S. 61 —63). Takon momxor
K TpaHCIeHAeHTaJIbHON AeIyKIVV HaXOOUT IOATBePXK-
JleHVie B KaHTOBCKOM IIOHSITUV SMIIVPWYECKOV VICTVIHBI
II0 OTHOIIIEHMIO K TpaHCIleHeHTaIbHOM ncTrHe (B 185;
Kant, 2006, c. 265), K KOTOpoMy s 00pallaoch HIDKE, B
pasnerte 2.1.

that is to be shaped and ordered by the cate-
gories, and the cause of the categories” birth and
use. Objective knowledge emerges from the
interplay between matter and form. Here cat-
egories are defined as forms of objective knowl-
edge and, we could add, as forms of truth.

As Kant argues in § 14, when we consider
the relation between thought/representation
(Vorstellung) and object (Gegenstand), there are
two possibilities: either the object makes the
thought possible or the thought the object. The
notion of possibility condition is hereby intro-
duced. A normative component goes hand in
hand with the idea of categories not only as
the forms of objective knowledge but also as its
possibility conditions. With it, the nature of cate-
gories not only as forms but also as norms of objec-
tive knowledge can be highlighted.

Our objective (true) knowledge, Kant claims,
contains, besides our intuitions through which
the object is given, also a concept (Begriff) (or
a thought, Gedanke) of an object given in expe-
rience. Accordingly, it is necessary that there
are concepts of objects in general as possibility
conditions of every item of experiential knowl-
edge (KrV, A 93 / B 126; Kant, 1998, p. 224).
This means that while experience as sensible
experience (matter) is the occasional cause (Ge-
legenheitsursache) of the categories” genesis, the
categories are what makes experience (as objec-
tive knowledge) possible.

Hence categories can be forms of objec-
tive knowledge because, first, there is objective

> That the transcendental deduction is a legitimation
of a notion of truth as adaequatio is an insight we owe
to Hiltsher (1993). See also, more recently, Bauer (2021,
pp- 172-240 (ch. 5)). In highlighting that objective knowl-
edge can be spelled out in terms of (some sort of cor-
respondentistic) truth, I substantially share this insight.
For the role of truth as correspondence in transcendental
logic see Ficara (2006, pp. 70-74) and, in relation to the
Hegelian reading of Kant, Ficara (2021, pp. 61-63). This
approach to the transcendental deduction finds confir-
mation in Kant’s notion of empirical truth in relation
to transcendental truth (KrV, A 146 / B 185; Kant, 1998,
p- 276), to which I return in section 2.1. below.
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CrieoBaTesIbHO, KaTeropuu MOryT ObITh ¢op-
MaMV O0BeKTMBHOI'O 3HaHMs, IIOTOMY YTO, BO-TIep-
BBIX, OOBEKTVBHOE 3HaHWe (VI OOBEKT, VJIV TaK-
JKe «OITBIT») CYIIIeCTBYeT ¥, BO-BTOPBIX, KaTeropumn
SBJIAIOTCS YCJIOBUSIMYL BO3MOXKHOCTY 3TOTO O0BEK-
TVMBHOTO 3HaHWSI, MBI MOIJIV OBbI CKa3aTh, HOpMaMU
¥ KpuTepusiMy, 0e3 KOTOpbIX He ObUIO ObI 0OBEK-
TUBHOCTM. DTO IPUBOAUT K MBICJIV O TOM, UTO Ka-
TEropum HeOOXOIVIMBL.

B §14 Kant dopmynupyeT «[IpvHIMII TpaH-
CLIeH/IeHTaIbHOVI JeIyKIIU», OH IIUIIIeT, YTO
alpuoOpHBbIe TOHATHUS «CJleflyeT IIPU3HaTh YCJIo-
BUSIMU 4 priori BOSMOXXHOCTM OIBbITa... IloHsATNS,
CITy’Kalye OOBEKTMBHBIMM OCHOBAHMSMM BO3-
MOXHOCTM OIIbITa, VIMEHHO II03TOMY HeoOXOomu-
MbD» (B 126; Kant, 2006, c. 197). 3neck KanT cBS3BI-
BaeT IIOHSATVIe YCJIOBUIL BO3MOXXHOCTV C IIOHATVEM
HeoOxommmMocTi. OH SCHO IaeT IOHSTH, B KaKOM
CMBICJIE 3TU TIOHSATVS HeOOXOOMMBL 0e3 TakKoro
pora noHsATN He ObUIO OBl HMKAKOTO OIIBITA, HU-
KaKOro 0ObeKTMBHOro 3HaHMs. [10CKOIIBKY OITBIT-
HOoe / OOBeKTMBHOe 3HaHVe CYIIeCTBYeT, TO CY-
IIIeCTBYIOT VI TaKyie YMCThle allpMOpHble OHATU.
Kant BbIpakaeT TO, YTO MBI MOI/IM OBI Ha3BaTh
OrpaHMYEeHHOV HeOOXOOVIMOCTBIO, KOTopas Tu-
IVYHA 19 KaTerOpui VIV YMCTBIX allpYOPHBIX
noaaTuir’. Ee 0coO0eHHOCTh COCTOUT, Kak CIipa-
Be[yIMBO nomdepkHysl Maptun Ilymep, «B ToM,
YTO OHa He IIpefiCTaBjleHa IIO3UTMBHO, a CKOpee
OTpUIlaeTCs OTpuIlaTelTbHas JacTuiia “He™ (Pu-
der, 1974, S. 43). B tBopuectBe KanTa ecTp MHOTO
IIPVIMEPOB TaKOTO poja OTpaHMYEHHOV HeoOXo-
IVIMOCT: «...0H OOBSICHSIET HEOOXOIVMMOCTb CUH-
Te3a TAHHOIO B CO3€pIlaHMM MHOrooOpas3HOro, a
0e3 3TOro CMHTe3a HeJIb3S MBICIIUTD IIOJTHOE TOX-
ZecTBO camocosHaHms» (B 135; Kant, 2006, c. 207);
JIOTVIKa «COOEpPXXUT Oe3ycJIOBHO HeoOXonyMble
IIpaBWJIa MBIIUIEHVs, 0e3 KOTOPBIX HEBO3MOXXHO
HMKaKoe yrioTpebieHne paccypka...» (B 77; Kanr,
2006, c. 139). KaHT 00bscHseT, KaK KaTeropuiu je-
JIafOT BO3MOXXHBIM OOBEKTVBHOE IIO3HaHVeE, CChbI-
JlasiCh Ha TIOHATMSA a) eIVHCTBAa MHOIOOOpa3HOro,
JIAaHHOTO B OIIBITE; O) CMHTe3a KaK [IeVICTBIS CIIOH-
TAHHOCTVI MBICJIV; B) €IVHCTBA CO3HAHMS B CUHTe-

® OO6 orpaHMYEHHOV HEOOXOIMMOCTV KAaTErOPWUI CM.:

(Chiodi, 1961, p. 263).
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knowledge (or the object or also ‘experience’)
and, second, the categories are the possibili-
ty conditions of this objective knowledge, we
could say the norms and criteria without which
there would not be objectivity. This introduces
the idea that categories are necessary.

In § 14 Kant formulates the “principle of the
transcendental deduction”, namely that a prio-
ri concepts “must be recognized as a priori con-
ditions of the possibility of experiences [...].
Concepts that supply the objective ground of
the possibility of experience are necessary just
for that reason” (KrV, A 94 / B 126; Kant, 1998,
p- 225). Kant connects here the notion of possi-
bility conditions with the notion of necessity.
He makes the sense in which these concepts are
necessary explicit: they are that without which
there would not be any experience, any objec-
tive knowledge. Since there is experience/ob-
jective knowledge, there are such pure a priori
concepts. Kant gives voice to what we could
call a restricted kind of necessity, which is typ-
ical of categories or pure a priori concepts.® Its
peculiarity is, as Martin Puder (1974, p. 43)
rightly stressed, “that it is not presented posi-
tively, but rather that the negative preposition
‘not” is denied”. There are many examples of
this restricted kind of necessity in Kant’'s work:
“[This] declares as necessary a synthesis of the
manifold [...], without which that thoroughgo-
ing identity of self-consciousness could not be
thought” (KrV, B 135; Kant, 1998, p. 248); log-
ic “contains the absolutely necessary rules of
thinking, without which no use whatsoever of
the understanding takes place” (KrV, A 53 /
B 77; Kant, 1998, p. 194). Kant explains how
categories make objective knowledge possible,
referring to the concepts of a) the unity of the
manifold given in experience; b) the synthesis
as the operation of thought’s spontaneity; c) the
unity of the consciousness in the synthesis of

¢ On the categories’ restricted kind of necessity see
Chiodi (1961, p. 263).



3. Guxapa

3e MHOrooOpa3HOro KakK yCJIOBYs 3TOTO CMHTe3a 1,
CJIefIoBaTeIIbHO, YCJIOBVS OOBbeKTVBHON 3HAUMIMO-
ctu 3HaHuA. B B 137 Kant dpopmynmpyet csovi ap-
T'YMeHT CJIeAyFOIIM 00pa3oM:

Obsexm ecTb TO, B IIOHSATUM Y€TO 0060UHEHO
MHOT000pa3HOe, OXBaThbIBaeMoe JaHHBIM CO3ep-
maameM. Ho Bcgkoe oObenmHeHMe mIpercTaBIie-
HUI TpeOyeT eIMHCTBa CO3HAHNMA B CUHTe3e UX.
Taxvim 06pa3oM, eVHCTBO CO3HAHVIS €CTh TO, UTO
COCTaBJIsIeT OIHO JIVIIIb OTHOIIIeHWe IIpeJIcTaBIle-
HU K IIPeIMeTY, CTaJIO OBITh, X OOBEKTUBHYIO
3Ha4YMMOCTb, CJlefloBaTe/IbHO ITpeBpallieHne WX
B IIO3HAHN; Ha 3TOM €AMHCTBE, CTaJIO OBITH, OC-
HOBBIBAeTCs caMa BO3MOXKHOCTb paccyrika (B 137;
Kanr, 2006, c. 209).

EnamHCcTBO CO3HAHMS — 3TO BbICIIIee BO3MOXKHOe
ycjioBMe OOBeKTMBHOTO IIO3HaHMs. «S1 MBICITION,
VWJIV anreprieniins, Ui eIVHCTBO CO3HaHWs, —
3TO «TO, Ha YeM OCHOBBIBAeTCsI BO3MOXKHOCTB pac-
cyKar».

B 11e510M, pestomupyst ocHoBHYIO neto Kanra
O TpaHClLieHJeHTaJIbHO AeaykKuuu B B 116—137,
g TIo[TUepKMBalo cjlefiytomie MoMmeHThL: (1) ropu-
AVMYeCKUil CMBIC]T TPaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOM JIeTyK-
LIV, KOTOPBIV 3aKJII0UaeTcsl B YCTaHOBJIEHWN Jie-
TUTUMHOCTY ITpaBa (0ojlee KOHKPeTHO — B yCTa-
HOBJIEHMM ITpaBa Ha KaTeropuu [JIsi alpyOpPHO-
ro IIpUMeHeHMs K OOBbeKTaM OIIBITa); (2) TIOHSITIE
Kareropmum Kak ¢opM OOBeKTMBHOIO (MCTMHHO-
ro) 3HaHwus; (3) HOHATHEe KaTeropui Kak YCJIOBU
BO3MOXKHOCTY OOBEKTVBHOIO (MICTVHHOIO) ITO3Ha-
HsL; (4) HOHSTYE KaTeropii KaK HeOOXOIVIMBIX 1,
CJIefI0BaTeIIbHO, OCOOBIX HOPMATMBHBIX 3HAUEHNTA,
0e3 KOTOpPBIX He OBIJIO OBI HMKAKOIO 0ObeKTVBHO-
ro (MCTMHHOI0) 3HaHWs1; HaKoHell, (5) HOHATe Ka-
TEropum Kak (PYHKIIUIT «sI MBICIIIO», VIV €IVIH-
CTBa CO3HAHMSL.

2. Vlpes reresjieBCKOM OeayKIMN
2.1. T'eceaw 0 kaumoBcxoi udee
B cBoeit mMHTepripeTanuy TpaHCIEH/IEHTaIb-
Hom nenyknuy Kanra B «Hayke jtorvkm» Ieresb

oOCyXX/JaeT MMEHHO IIPOLUTVPOBAHHBIV BBIIIIE
orpbiBoK — B 137. 1 I'eresna nemykums Karero-

the manifold as condition of this synthesis and
therefore as the condition of knowledge’s objec-
tive validity. In B 137 Kant resumes the argu-
ment as follows:

An object, however, is that in the concept of
which the manifold of a given intuition is unit-
ed. Now, however, all unification of represen-
tations requires unity of consciousness in the
synthesis of them. Consequently the unity of
consciousness is that which alone constitutes
the relation of representations to an object, thus
their objective validity, and consequently is
that which makes them into cognitions and on
which even the possibility of the understanding
rests (KrV, B 137; Kant, 1998, p. 249).

The unity of consciousness is the supreme
possibility condition of objective knowledge.
The I-think or apperception or unity of con-
sciousness is what grounds “the possibility of
the understanding’.

In sum, in recapitulating Kant’s basic idea
of the transcendental deduction in B 116-137, 1
have stressed the following points: (1) the juridi-
cal meaning of the transcendental deduction is
the establishing of a right’s legitimacy (more
specifically: establishing the right of the cate-
gories to apply a priori to objects of experience);
(2) the notion of categories as forms of objective
(true) knowledge; (3) the notion of categories as
possibility conditions of objective (true) knowl-
edge; (4) the notion of categories as necessary
and hence their special normative meaning as
that without which there would not be any ob-
jective (true) knowledge; finally, (5) the notion
of categories as functions of the I-think or unity
of consciousness.

2. The Idea of Hegel’s Deduction

2.1. Hegel on Kant’s Idea

In his interpretation of Kant’s transcendental
deduction in the Science of Logic Hegel discuss-
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PWVI ABJISI€TCSI (’pyHnaMeHTaHbHor?[, IIOCKOJIBKY IIO-
3BOJIIET HaM YBUOETH IIPUPOAY VIV CYLIHOCTH
«rioHgTUs» (der Begriff g Obl mepeBesia Kak «KOH-
1lenTyasIbHast MBICIIb»).

l'erenp mmmer:

OnyH 13 caMbIX IyOOKMX U CaMbIX ITPaBWIb-
HBIX B3ITIAI0B, MMeromyxcs B «Kpurtuke [dncro-
ro] pasyma», — 3TO B3IVIAM, COIJIACHO KOTOPOMY
eduxcmbo, COCTABJISIONIEE CYUHOCHL NOHAMUS,
eCcTb  nepBoHAUANbHO-CUHIemUYeckoe — eIVIHCTBO
annepyenyuu, eqUHCTBO «s MBICJIIO», VIV CaMO-
CO3HAHMSI. — ODTO IIOJIOKEeHVe COCTABJISIeT TakK
Ha3bIBAEMYIO MPAHCYEHOCHMAALHYI0 TeTyKIINIO
KaTeropuv; HO 3Ta OeOyKIMs VM3gaBHaA CYnMTa-
JIach OJIHOWI M3 CaMBIX TPYAHBIX YacTell KaHTOB-
CKOM cpvmococpvm, — TOXaJIy¥, TOJIBKO II0 TOV
IpUYVHe, YTO OHA TpedyeT BO3BBICUTHCS Hafl
IIPOCTBIM npedcmabierlieM 00 OTHOIIEHWN, B KO-
TOpOM S ¥ paccydok VIV NOHAMUSA HaAXOOATCI K
BeIlIl 11 ee CBOVICTBAM WJIV aKIVIEHIIVSM, U I1e-
pentit Xk moicau (Ierens, 1972, c. 17).

T'eresib moTYepKMBaeT, UTO B AeAYKIIUN PasiIv-
YaloT [Ba BuIa MbIMUeHUI — M1 u M2. M1 —
3TO CyOBeKTMBHOe pellpe3eHTaTBHOe MBbIIIIe-
HVe, OCYILIEeCTBJIsieMOe pacCyIKOM, B KOTOPOM
MBI MBICJIVIM S MJ1V1 TIOHSITMSL C OITHOVI CTOPOHBI 1
Belllb 1 ee CBOVICTBa — c Agpyron. M2 — 3To TO,
uro [erenrs HaswiBaeT der Gedanke, TO ecTh TpaHC-
IIeH/IeHTaJIbHOe / AajieKTideckoe / palyioHaIb-
HO€ MBIIIIEHVIE, MBIIIIIeHVIE 00 OTHOIIIEHAVI MEX-
Iy «Sl», VIV paccyZIKOM, U BeIpio, KOTopas fesia-
eT BO3MOXXHBIM 3TO caMoe oTHolreHue. [eress ro-
BOPUT, UYTO TpaHCIeHJeHTaJIbHasl JIeTyKIIMs Ka-
TEropuil HaCTOJIBKO TPYAHA, YTO 3acTaBJIsieT Hac
orcTtynnTh oT M1 Kk M2. CoOcTBeHHO TOBOPS, ap-
rymeHTanus KaHTa B TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV fe-
IyKIIUW TIpeIiosaraeT BbIXO/, 3a IIpefiesIbl OTHO-
mIeHus: Mexy S / paccykoM M BelIbio (paccy-
IIoK Kak Verstand — 3To HepedJieKCMBHOE MBIIII-
nenne) k Mpiciin (der Gedanke), To ecTb K TOMY,
YTO [ejlaeT BO3MOXHBIM 3TO CaMO€ OTHOIIIEHUE.
CrnenoBaTesibHO, MbI MMeeM M1: oTHOIIIeHMe co-
oTBeTcTBUA MeXy S, i paccynkom (Verstand),
u Berbio, 1 M2: Bup mbiciu (Gedanke), KoTopeint
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es precisely the last quoted passage: B 137. For
Hegel the deduction of categories is fundamen-
tal insofar as it lets us see the nature or essence
of ‘the concept’ (der Begriff — I would translate
it as ‘conceptual thought’).

Hegel (2010 p. 515) writes:

It is one of the profoundest and truest in-
sights to be found in the Critique of Reason that
the unity which constitutes the essence of the con-
cept is recognised as the original synthetic unity
of apperception, the unity of the “I think,” or of
self-consciousness. — This proposition is all
that there is to the so-called transcendental de-
duction of categories, which, from the begin-
ning, has however been regarded as the most
difficult piece of Kantian philosophy — no
doubt only because it demands that we should
transcend the mere representation [Vorstellung]
of the relation of the “I” and the understanding
[Ich und der Verstand], or of the concepts [die Be-
griffe], to a thing and its properties or accidents,
and advance to the thought [Gedanke] of it.

Hegel highlights that, in the deduction, two
kinds of thought, T1 and T2, are distinguished.
T1 is the subjective representational thought
practiced by the understanding, in which we
have thought or the I or the concepts on one
side, and the thing and its properties on the
other; T2 is what Hegel calls der Gedanke, i.e.
transcendental / dialectical / rational thought,
the thought about the relation between the I or
understanding and the thing, which makes this
very relation possible. Hegel says that the tran-
scendental deduction of categories is so diffi-
cult because it forces us to step back from T1
to T2. As a matter of fact, Kant’s argumentation
in the transcendental deduction implies going
beyond the relation between the I/the under-
standing and the thing (the understanding as
Verstand is non-reflexive thought) towards the
thought (der Gedanke), i.e. towards what makes
this very relation possible. Hence we have T1:
the correspondence relation between the I or
the understanding/ Verstand and thing, and



3. Guxapa

IesTaeT BO3MOXKHOV MICTMHY KaK COOTBeTCTBIe. Be-
Jgariiiee mpospeHvie Kanra, mo mueHmto lerers,
COCTOUT B CJIEAYIOIIEM: TO, YTO JieJIaeT BO3MOX-
HOVI MICTVMHY KaK COOTBETCTBIE (OTHOIIIEHVIe MeX-
Iy «SI» 11 BeIbIO), — 3TO camopedrekcubroe Moiui-
/eHue, KOTopoe, B TepMmHax KaHTa, ecTh TO e
camMoe, U4TO U «IepBOHa4Ya/IbHOe CUHTEeTUYecKoe
eIVHCTBO alIeplLelnn», WIN caMOCO3HaHMe, a
B TepMuHax leresrsi — nongrue (der Begriff v
smeck: der Gedankey’.

CrrenoBaresibHO, AemyKIyst KaTteropuii 11 T'e-
reJjist eCTh IIPOsIBJIIEHVIE CAMOVI IPUPOIbI IIOHATUVI-
Horo MbinuteHus (der Gedanke vy der Begriff).
Terens oroxnmectsisger der Gedanke wmm der
Begriff ¢ McxomHBIM CMHTETMYECKUM eIMHCTBOM
amnreprenimyl — CHeKYJISTUBHOM CTPYKTY POV,
KOTOpas BKJIIOYaeT B ceOst pedprieKcuio 1 pedriek-
cuto o pedpirekcumn. IenmanbHas unes Kanra, o
Tl'eresto, cocTOUT B TOM, YTO MBIC/ISAIIAS caMa ceOs
MBICJIb (CAaMOCO3HaHMe, IlepBOHaYaIbHOe CUHTe-
TUYeCcKoe eIMHCTBO alllleplieniini) odpasyeT TOT
CaMBIVI TOPU30HT, Oe3 KOTOpOro He ObLIO ObI HMKA-
KOT'O COOTBETCTBUS MBIC/IV C AeVICTBUTEIBHOCTHIO
(BO3MOYKHOE YCJIOBVIE VICTVHBI KaK COOTBETCTBIIA)®.

T'erertp Tak>Ke IIMIIIET, YTO KAHTOBCKOE M3JIOXKeE-
Hue B «IpaHCIieHIeHTaIbHON OelyKIIUW» IIpel-
[oJjIaraeT, u4To «IIOHSATHE eCTh TO, YTO 00sexmub-
HO B TIO3HAHWM, CTaJIO OBITH, ecTb ucmuna» (le-
resib, 1972, c. 19). dpyrumm cjioBamu, TO, YTO KOH-
LIeNITya/IbHOE CIIeKYJISITUBHOe caMopedIeKCHB-

7 VlHTeprperanms «51 MBICIIIO» KaK «IIOHATMS» B rereieB-
CKMUX TepMMHaX SBJII€TCS CHOPHOW. AHaIW3 pas3iIinduil
MeXy TeM, uTo ['eresib meraeT M3 KaHTOBCKOW TEOPUN
aTImeprieny, 1 Teopuent camoro Kanra cM. B pabore
rosuura: (Diising, 2013, S. 143 —180).

8 OO0 acmextax B Teopum KanTa, KacaroIuxcs CBS3M
AQHAINTIYECKOTO ¥ CHHTETMYECKOrO eIVHCTBa aIlep-
LIV, KOTOPbIe TaKXKe IPeIBOCXMIIAIOT I'ereIeBCKYIO
KoHermmro mousaTms, cM.: y lledepa (Schifer, 2011,
S. 267). O npourtenum Jioruku I'eresisi Kak peaymsarm
TpaHCHeHIeHTalIbHOM (ruiocodckon mporpaMMbl Kan-
Ta ¥ MOYIMHHOV KpuTtndeckont dpvtocodpum cm.: (Steke-
ler-Weithofer, 1992). O TpancuenagenTansMe 'ererrs cm.:
(Horstmann, 2006; Pippin, 2015; Houlgate, 2015). I'aga-
Mep (Gadamer, 1971) mtokasbiBaetr, 4to 1IpoekT [erens B
«Hayxke sormkm» obwvenmaser muero driocodpum Kanra
n Duxre KakK TpaHCLeHOeHTaIbHOV druiocodnn ¢ aH-
TUYHOW Vzieent 1iepBon prrocodm Kak MeTadm3MKIA.
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T2: the kind of thought (Gedanke) that makes
truth as correspondence possible. Kant’s great
insight is, for Hegel, that what makes truth as
correspondence (the relation between the I and
the thing) possible is self-reflexive thought, which
is one and the same as, in Kantian terms: ‘the
original synthetic unity of apperception” or
self-consciousness, and, in Hegelian terms: the
concept (der Begriff or here: der Gedanke).”

Hence the deduction of categories for Hegel
is the manifestation of the very nature of con-
ceptual thought (der Gedanke or der Begriff). He-
gel identifies der Gedanke or der Begriff with the
original synthetic unity of apperception — a
speculative structure, which involves reflection
and reflection about reflection. Kant’s inge-
nious idea is, for Hegel, that the thought that
thinks itself (self-consciousness, the original
synthetic unity of apperception) constitutes the
very horizon without which there would not
be any correspondence of thought with reality
(the possibility condition of truth as correspon-
dence).?

Hegel (2010, p. 516) also writes that the
Kantian exposition in the “Transcendental De-
duction” entails that “the concept is given as
the objective element of cognition, consequently
as the truth”. In other words: that conceptual
speculative self-reflexive thought is “the truth’

7 The interpretation of the I-think as “the concept” in
Hegel’s terms is controversial. For an analysis of the
differences between what Hegel makes of Kant’s theory
of the apperception and Kant’s own theory see Diising
(2013, pp. 143-180).

8 On the aspects in Kant’s theory of the connection be-
tween analytical and synthetic unity of apperception
that anticipate Hegel’s concept of concept see Schiifer
(2011, p. 267). For a reading of Hegel’s logic as ac-
complishment of Kant’s transcendental philosophical
programme and genuine critical philosophy see Ste-
keler-Weithofer (1992). On Hegel’s transcendentalism
see Horstmann (2006, pp. 9-50), Pippin (2015, pp. 159-
172) and Houlgate (2015, pp. 173-194). Gadamer (1971,
pp- 49-70) shows that Hegel’s project in the Wissenschaft
der Logik is uniting Kant’s and Fichte’s idea of philoso-
phy as transcendental philosophy with the ancient idea
of first philosophy as metaphysics.



HOe MBIIIIJIEHVIE eCTh «MCTUHAa», O3HaYaeT, YTO OHO
eCcThb yCJIOBMe BO3MOXXHOCTY, HOpMa 1 dpopmMa ¥c-
TUHBL. TO, YTO MOHSTHE eCTh WCTWHA, O3HadaerT,
YTO 3TO TO, uTO caM KaHT HasbIBajI «TpaHCIlIeH-
OEHTAJIBHOV VICTVIHOVI», IIOHpa3syMeBasi IIOH Hevi
yCJIOBVIE BO3MOXKHOCTY MCTVHBI KaK COOTBETCTBUSA
(«Die transzendentale Wahrheit, die vor aller
empirischen vorhergeht, und siemoglichmacht»)’.

2.2. Tezenebckasn udes dedyxyuu

Obparumcs Teriepb K camom mpee lerens o
TpaHCLeHIeHTaJIbHOM  JenyKimn. B «Puioco-
vt mpaBa» leresrs nuimet, yTo B HayKax (Hedu-
JI0cOPCKMIX) TIEPBBIM 1pobesoM, KOmopsiil Heobxo-
OuUMO B0CNOAHUMD, SIBIISIETCS TIOVICK I HAXOXKJIEHVIE
orpenenenui. B dumocodnn, HanpoTns, Hayd-
Hasi IIpolielypa MHasl 1 CKopee IIoxoXa Ha Ty, KO-
TOpasi paclpocTpaHeHa B IOPUIMYECKMX HayKax.
IOpuamueckme HayKy JOJDKHBI OIIpeesIsaTh, YTO
IIPaBWIIBHO, a YTO 3aKOHHO U 3a7aBaThCs BOIIPO-
COM, IIPVMMEHVMBI JIV IIpeiyIaraeMble OITperiesie-
HMs (3aKOHBI) K KOHKPeTHBIM CJIydasM. DTO Co-
NpsDKeHO ¢ psaoM TpyaHocTen. [lostomy ropu-
CTBI 3HAIOT, YTO K OOIIen IIpolieype oIrpemesie-
HMA CJIeAyeT HOOXOOUTE C OCTOPOXKHOCTBIO; «...TTO-
3TOMY ¥ OBUIO IIpefocTeperalolle CKa3aHo: omnis
definitio in jure civili periculosa. V1 B camom fieste,
ueM OeccBsI3Hee ¥ CaMOIIPOTHMBOpeunBee OIpe-
ZlelleHNs IIpaBa, TeM MeHee BO3MOXXHBL B HeM [ie-
duaMIMN..» (lererts, 1990, c. 60). leress Hameka-
€T 37Iecb Ha TPYAHOCTD TOBeNeHNsI KOHKPeTHOM
IOpUAMYecKort cutyaumnu (paxToB fAesta) Hof 00-
Iyt 3aKoH. HOPHCTBI XOPOITIO TIOHMMAIOT, YTO
KOHKPETHBIV aHa/IVM3VUPYEMBbIVI CJIy4an 3a4acTyro
oIrpoBepraet od1riee onpenereHe. OnpeneneHns,
KaK IToJuepKrBaeT [eresib, «IOJDKHBI COIep>KaThb
o0rTite orrperiesieHVIs], a B OOIIVIX OITpeIesIeHNsIX

9 Cwm.: (B 185; Kanut, 2006, c. 265), rme Kaut mmirrer, uro
TpaHCLeHIeHTaJIbHas VICTMHA COCTOUT B OOIIeM OTHO-
IIEHMV K TOTAJIGHOCTY HAIIero OIIBITa, VI YTOYHSET, YTO
OHa IIPEJIIIECTBYeT BCSKOV SMITMPITIECKOlt (KOHKPETHOTI)
VICTUHE U1 JIejiaeT ee Bo3MOKHOM. s 'ererst camopedp-
JIEKCUBHOCTB IIOHSTUS — 3TO TOTaJIbHOE 3HaHMe, TOUHee,
IIYTb K HEMY.

E. Ficara

means that it is the possibility condition, the
norm and form of truth. That the concept is
truth means that it is what Kant himself called
‘transcendental truth’, intending it as the pos-
sibility condition of truth as correspondence
(“Die transzendentale Wahrheit, die vor aller em-
pirischen vorhergeht, und sie moglich macht”).?

2.2. Hegel’s Idea of the Deduction

Let us now turn to Hegel’s own idea of the
transcendental deduction. In the Philosophy of
Right Hegel writes that in the (non-philosoph-
ical) sciences the first desideratum is to look for
and find definitions. In philosophy, by con-
trast, the scientific procedure is different, and
rather similar to the one common in the juridi-
cal sciences. The juridical sciences have to de-
termine what is right and what is just, and to
ask whether the determinations (the laws) they
propose hold for the particular cases. This in-
volves a series of difficulties. Therefore jurists
know that the common definition procedure
is to be handled with care. “For this reason it
has been said as a warning, omnis definitio in
jure civili periculosa and in fact the more discon-
nected and contradictory the determinations
of a right are, the less possible is a definition
of it” (Hegel, 2001, p. 22). Hegel hints here at
the difficulty of subsuming a particular jurid-
ical situation (the facts of a case) under a gen-
eral law. The legal experts are well aware that
the specific case under analysis often refutes
the general definition. A definition, as Hegel
stresses, “should contain only universal fea-
tures; but these forthwith bring to light contra-
dictions, which in the case of law are injustice,

% See KrV, A 146 / B 185 (Kant, 1998, p. 276), where
Kant writes that transcendental truth consists in the
general relation to the totality of our experience and
specifies that it precedes all empirical (particular) truth
and makes it possible. For Hegel the self-reflexivity of
the concept is (the path towards) total knowledge.

83



3. Guxapa

HeIIOCPeZICTBeHHO OOHapy XMBaeTCs IPOTUBOpe-
4MBOe, 37IeCh — HeITpaBOBOE BO BCEV €r0 OYeBU/I-
HocTi. Tak, HamipuMep, B pUMCKOM IIpaBe HeBO3-
MOXHa AedpmHMINS uesoBeka, nOO paba Heb3s
OBLIO OIBECTM TIOf], 3TO IIOHSTHE, KOTOpOe CKopee
HapyIIaeTcs ero MoJIoKeHVeM; CTOJIb JKe OITacHO
OKasaJiach ObI BO MHOTMIX OTHOIIEHMSIX AepVHM-
1y coOCTBEHHOCTM M coOcTBeHHMKa» (Tam xe).
To ecTb pyMCKIe IOPUCTHI ITPEKPACHO OCO3HABAIN,
YTO, KOIJIa MBI OIIpefiesisieM JIIofieVl KaK HOCUTesIen
IpaB 11 00s3aHHOCTEVI, caMO CyIIleCTBOBaHMe pa-
00B IPOTMBOPEUNT HallleMy OIlpefieJIeHIIO U 3a-
CTaBJIsIeT HaC IIepecMOTPeTh ero WUIM IIPWU3HAaTh
HeCIIpaBe/JIMBOCTh HaIIleV IIPaBOBOVI M COILMasIb-
HOV CHICTEMBI.

Yro KacaeTcs IIpenesioB OOBIYHOro, Hedwmto-
codCcKoro MeTofia «BbIBe[IeH Vs OIlpesiesleHn I, [e-
reJIb TOBOPUT CIIeyIoIIlee:

Henynupyercs xe medvHMINMS OOBIYHO U3
STUMOJIOTUY, ITPEVMYIIECTBEHHO ITOCPEe/ICTBOM
abcTparmpoBaHus OT OCOOBIX CITydaes, IIpudeM
OCHOBOVI CJTy>KaT UyBCTBa ¥ TIpesICTaB/IeHIs JIIO-
ment. ITpaBWwIbHOCTE JTePUHUITNY OIpeJIeIsSIoT
3aTeM B 3aBVICIMOCTV OT e COOTBETCTBY CyIlle-
CTBYIOILMM HpefcTaBieHnsM. [Ipu sTom meToe
OTOIBUTAETCS Ha 3aJHWMI IUIaH TO, UTO €IMH-
CTBEHHO CYIIeCTBEHHO B Hay4YHOM OTHOIIIEHWU,
B OTHOIIEHUM COTEPKaHWMs, — Heobxo0umocns
npeomema B cebe m I cebs (37ech Ipasa), B
OTHOIIIEeHMI Xe qDOpMBI — IIpupoda ITOHATVIA
(Tam xe).

Oronpuraercsi, BO-IIepBbIX, Ujes O HeoOXomu-
MOCTY HOHSATUV, C KOTOPBIMM CTaJIKMBaeTcs u-
socodms (1 ropuUCHpyaeHIns) (CM. IIyHKTHI (3) U
(4) BBIIIIE O HEOOXOMMMOCTM YMCTBIX M arIpuop-
HbIX NOoHATHUV KaHTa Kak BO3MOXHBIX YCJIOBU
O0BEKTMBHOI'O MO3HAHWS), TO €CTh OHW SIBJISIIOTCS
dopmamyt 1 HOpMaMM HaIllero MCTMHHOIO MBbIIII-
JIeHMsl, ¥, BO-BTOPBIX, M/iesd O TOM, 4TO TaKue IIO-
HATUS IMEIOT caMopedIeKCHMBHYIO IIPUPOLY (CM.
IYHKT (5) 0 camopedsIeKCVBHOV IIPUpOfIe CUHTe-
TMUYECKOTO e/IHCTBA allllepleninn KaK yCIoBus
BBICIIIEVI BO3MOXKHOCTV M KaK OCHOBHOWV (POPMBI
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in all their nakedness. Thus in Roman law, for
instance, no definition of man was possible,
because it excluded the slave. The conception
of man was destroyed by the fact of slavery”
(ibid.). That is, the Roman jurists were well
aware that, when we define human beings as
bearers of rights and duties, the very existence
of slaves clashes against our definition, and
forces us to revise it, or to recognise the injus-
tice of our legal and social system.

As to the limits of the normal, non-philo-
sophical method of ‘deducing definitions’
Hegel (2001, p. 22; cf. 1969, p. 31) has this to
say:

The deduction of a definition is usually
traced back to the following: the definition
is intended as procedure through which we
abstract from the particular cases, and, in doing
so, we have our feelings and representation
[Vorstellung] about the matter at stake as our
basis. The correctness of the definition would
thus consist in its agreement with our present
representations. By such a method everything
essentially scientific is cast aside. As regards
the content what is cast aside is the necessity
of the object (here: the law), and, as regards the
form, the nature of the concept.’

What is cast aside is first the idea that the
concepts philosophy (and jurisprudence) deal
with are necessary (see points (3) and (4) above,
about the necessity of Kant’s pure and a prio-
ri concepts as possibility conditions of objec-
tive knowledge), i.e. they are forms and norms
of our true thought and, second, that such con-
cepts have a self-reflexive nature (see point (5)
about the self-reflexive nature of the synthetic
unity of apperception as the highest possibil-
ity condition, and as the basic form of every
pure a priori concept). By contrast, “In philo-

1 Here and in the following quotations from Hegel

(1969) I have diverged slightly from the published
translations in the interests of greater clarity.



BCSIKOT'O UVICTOTO allpropHOro moHsTus). Hampo-
TUB, «B (PMIIOCOPCKOM ITO3HAHWMM IJIaBHBIM SIB-
JISIETCST HeoOX00UMOCHb TIOHSTUS, a JIBVDKEHVE, B
XofIe KOTOPOIr'o OHO CTaHOBUTCH pe3YyAbmaniom, co-
CTaBJIgeT ero J0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO 1 AeflyKiyio» (Tam
xe). Dutocodpckas OenyKIys, VI MeTor, JeyK-
M (VI JeMOHCTpanmm) B pviocodnm, TaKuM
00pa3oM, 3aBUICUT OT HEOOXOIVIMOVI IIPUPOLIBI ee
IIpeIMeTa (IBOVIHOVI HETaTVBHBIV CMBICTT HEOOXO-
OVMOCTY KaXKIIOV TPaHCIeHIEHTAIBHON CTPYK-
Typel KakK Toro, Oe3 yero To, 4To cyuecrsyer /
BO3MOXXHO, He CyIIlecTBOBajio / He ObIIO ObI BO3-
MOYKHBIM) I COCTOUT B PaCKPBITVIM CMBIC/Ia TaKMX
TpaHCILIeHIeHTaJIbHBIX CTPYKTYp. «[IBVDKeHUE, B
XofIe KOTOPOTr'O OHO CTAaHOBUTCS pe3yAbianiom, co-
CTaBJIgeT ero JoKa3aTesIbCTBO U IeAyKIIMIOo» O3Ha-
YaeT, UTO JeyKIINs VIMeeT IeCKPUIITUBHYIO CTO-
POHY: 3TO aHa/IN3 IIPUPOIBI KATETOPUI KaK TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIBHBIX CTPYKTYP (YCIIOBU BO3MOXHO-
¢t ¥ PopM OOBEKTMBHOIO 3HaHMS / VICTVHBI).
Cam KanTt nmmer B «[Iporeromenax» (AA 04,
S. 324; Kanr, 1994, c. 85), uTo AenyKIIus ecThb IOo-
HVIMaHVe CAaMOVI ITPUPOIIBI YMCTHIX IIOHSITUN (CM.:
Puder, 1974, S. 41)°. Terernp 1IporoyKaeT KOHKpe-
TU3MPOBaTh PVIIOCOPCKMTI Hay UHBI METOJ;

ITocKOIBKY TakuM 0OpasoM ero codeparie
st cebsi HeOOXOMMMO, TOIIBPKO 3aTeM CilelyeT
o0paTnTh BHMMaHME Ha TO, YTO COOTBETCTBYET
€My B IIpe€ICTaBJ/IEHVISAX 1 A3bIKE. OHHaKO ITOH-

10 Tounee, KaHT mmImeT O IIOCTVOKEHUNM IIPUPOLIBI
KaTeropuil d4epe3 IIOCTVDKEHME WX IMIPUPOIOBI KakK
dyukouir. OHM «CIyXaT TOJIBKO I TOTO, YTOOBI
ompenessATh B OTHOIIEHMM BceX (PYHKUMUI Cy>KAeHVIs
SMIMPUYECKIe IIOJIOKEHMS... COODIIaTh WM TeM
CaMbIM OOIIe3HAYMMOCTh W IIOCPEIACTBOM HWX [ejlaTb
BO3MOXXHBIMU ClokOeHUsA onbima BooOrre» (AA 04, S. 324;
KanT, 1994, c. 85). baym nomuepkuBaeT, 94TO AeTyKIINS
Kanra mpencrasisier cobort ocoObIt BUI OLpenesIeHys
(Baum, 1986). Mnes Kaxra, nogTBep x/ieHe KOTOPOVI MbI
yBUIAMM Yy ['eresisi, COCTOUT B TOM, UTO eCIIV OIIpeJieIIeHvie
HOHMMAaTh CTaHHAPTHO, KaK IOMBITKY «M3HadaJIbHO
J1aBaTh II0POOHO-00CTOSITEIIPHOE W3JIOXKEHNe IIOHSTIE
Bemy B ee rpanumax» (B 755; Kamt, 2006, c. 921),
TO oOIpefesleHVe TaKMX alpVOPHBIX IOHSTUI, KakK
«cybcTaHIys», «IIpUYrHa» U «IipaBo» (B 756; Kant, 2006,
c. 923), HeBO3MOXHO (CM. OJIECTHINYI0 PEKOHCTPYKIIVIO
noaxona KaHTa K ompepesieHnsIM B CjIydae arpUIOPHBIX
HIOHSTIIL 1 nent pasyMma: Jlesun, 2021, c. 103 —104).
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sophic knowledge the necessity of a concept
is the main thing, and the process, by which it,
as a result, has come into being is its proof and
deduction” (Hegel, 2001, pp. 22-23; cf. 1969,
pp. 31-32). The philosophical deduction, or
the method of deduction (or demonstration) in
philosophy thus depends on the necessary na-
ture of its subject matter (the double negative
meaning of the necessity of every transcenden-
tal structure as that without which something
that exists/is possible would not exist/be pos-
sible) and consists in unfolding the meaning of
such transcendental structures. “The process by
which the transcendental structure has come
into being is its deduction” means that the de-
duction has a descriptive side: it is the analy-
sis of the nature of categories as transcendental
structures (possibility conditions and forms
of objective knowledge/truth). Kant himself
writes in the Prolegomena (AA 04, p. 324; Kant,
2004, p. 76) that the deduction is the insight
into pure concepts’ very nature (cf. Puder, 1974,
p. 41)." Hegel (2001, pp. 22-23; cf. 1969, p. 32)
goes on specifying the philosophical scientific
method:

After the content is seen to be necessary
independently, the second point is to look about
for that which corresponds to it in existing

" More specifically, Kant is writing about the insight
into the nature of the categories in terms of an insight
into their nature as functions. They “serve only to de-
termine empirical judgments [...] with respect to those
functions [of judging], so as to procure universal valid-
ity for these judgments, and thereby to make judgments
of experience possible in general” (Prol, AA 04, p. 324;
Kant, 2004, p. 76). That Kant’s deduction is a specific
kind of definition is stressed by Baum (1986). Kant's
idea, which we will see confirmed in Hegel, is that, if
the definition is understood standardly as an attempt
“to exhibit originally the exhaustive concept of a thing
within its boundaries” (KrV, A 727 / B 755; Kant, 1998,
p. 637) then a definition of a priori concepts such as “sub-
stance”, “cause” and “right” (KrV, A 728 / B 756; Kant,
1998, p. 638) is not possible (see Lewin, 2021, pp. 103-
104 for a brilliant reconstruction of Kant’s approach to
definitions in the case of a priori concepts and ideas of
reason).



3. Guxapa

Tve T ce0si B CBOeW UCHIUHe VI 3TO Xe TIOHSTIE
B npedcmabenul He TOJIBKO MOTYT, HO VI TOJDKHBI
OT/IMYAThCS APYT OT Apyra 1mo ¢opme n obpa-
3y. Ecrin, ogHako, mpepcrasiieHe He JIOXKHO U
II0 CBOEMY COHEP>KaHMIO, TO MOXKHO IIOKa3aThb,
YTO IIOHATVE U II0 CBOeV CYIIHOCTVY HaJIM4HO B
HeM, T.e. IIpefiCTaB/IeHie MOXKeT OBITh BO3BEIEHO
B dopmy nonsATHA. OFHAKO TaKoe IpescTaBIe-
HIle HaCTOJIBKO He eCTb MepWIO M KPUTePUIL I
caMmoro cebs HeoOXOIMMOro ¥ MCTMHHOTO TTOHS-
TV, 9YTO OHO, HAIIPOTWMB, JOJDKHO OpaTh M3 Hero
CBOIO WICTVMHHOCTB, IIOIIPaB/ISITh ¥ IIO3HABaTh
ce0s, mexoms n3 Hero (I'erestw, 1990, c. 60—61).

B dwtocodckoM mosHaHUM «HEOOXOIVMOCTD
TIOHSTHUS eCTh ITIaBHOe»: 371ech [erenb yTBepKia-
€T, UTO CTPYKTYPBI, M€ 1 T.1., C KOTOPBIMU VIMe-
eT 11es10 prtocodris, He SMIVIPUUHEI («KeJIThIe»),
a HeoOXoMMBL. VI Mx JeyKIns viIn JeMOHCTpa-
LIVsl eCTh OIlpaBlaHue 3To HeobxommmocTu. VIx
AeIyKIus IIpefiosaraeT IIpexie Bcero paccMo-
TpeHue OIbITa, KOTOpbIN 1y lereis sBiisgercs
JIVHTBUCTUYECKM apTUKYJIMPOBaHHO 00JIacThbiO
HaIyX OOIIVX ITpeICTaB/IeHNI 00 3TUX IIOHATH-
sx. [Tpencrasienns Bcerga HelIpaBMJIbHBI 110 POp-
Me (OHV SIBJISIOTCS BhIpakeHVieM ITIOHVIMaH s VI
HepedIIeKCYBHOV MBICIIM), a 3HAa4WUT, BCerjaa Ofl-
HocTopoHHM. HO 0HM MOryT OBITh ITpaBVJIBHBIMY,
TO eCTh BbIpakaTb 4YTO-TO MCTMHHOe (XOTd ¥ Ya-
CTUYHOE) OTHOCUTEJILHO pacCMaTprBaeMbIX ITOHSI-
TV, Y1 €CJI OHY BepHBI, TO MOXKHO I10Ka3aTh, YTO
B HVX COAEPXKUTCS MOHATHE, VI X MOXXHO ITpVBe-
CTU K (camopedeperTHOM) popme moHATIS. [Tpn
3TOM JIOJDKHO OBITH SICHO, YTO KPUTEPVIeM VCTVIHBI
gBJIsieTCs IIOHSATe, a He IIpeJicTaB/IeHe.

Taxum oGpasom, Teresrr momuepkmuBaeT OTIIN-
uye JieyKInMy Kak MeTofia prtocodmm oT oObId-
HOW Hay4HOVI IIpouefypbl QOpMyIMpOBaHs
orpesiesIeHNsl U JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBa ero IIpaBUJIbHO-
ctut. B Hedpmtocodckort mporiey pe Mbl orpeesis-
eM TIOHSTHS (CKakeM, IIOHSITIe CIIpaBe[lJIBOCTH),
paccMaTpvBasi Hally OOBIYHBIE IIOBCETHEBHBIE
TpeJicTaBJleHNs (HalpyMep, Hallle MHeHIe O TOM,
YTO CIIPaBeJIMBOCTh — 3TO IIpaBo OoJIee CYIILHO-
TO, WIV YTO 3aKOH CIIOCOOCTBYeT PaBeHCTBY, VIV
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representations [Vorstellungen] and modes of
speech. But the way in which a concept [Begriff]
exists in its truth, and the way it presents itself
in random representations not only is but
must be different in form and structure. If a
representation [ Vorstellung] is not in its content
false, the concept [Begriff] can be shown to be
contained in it and the representation may
thus be raised to the form of the concept. But
so little is any representation the measure and
criterion of an independently necessary and
true concept, that it must derive its truth from
the concept, be rectified and known through it.

In philosophical knowledge ‘the necessity
of the concept is the main thing”: Hegel is here
claiming that the structures, ideas etc. philoso-
phy deals with are not empirical (“yellow”) but
necessary. And their deduction or demonstra-
tion is the justification of this necessity. Their
deduction involves first of all the considera-
tion of experience, which for Hegel is the lin-
guistically articulated field of our common
representations about these concepts. Rep-
resentations are always wrong as to their form
(they are expression of the understanding or
non-reflexive thought), which means that they
are always one-sided. But they can be correct,
i.e. they can express something true (though
partial) about the concepts at stake, and if they
are correct then it is possible to show that the
concept is contained in them, and they can be
brought to the (self-referential) form of the con-
cept. Hereby it must be clear that the concept,
and not the representation, is the criterion of
truth.

Thus Hegel highlights the difference be-
tween the deduction as the method of philos-
ophy and the normal scientific procedure of
giving a definition and demonstrating its cor-
rectness. In the non-philosophical procedure
we define concepts (say, the concept of jus-
tice) by considering our normal everyday rep-



YTO CIPaBeJIMBOCTD BJIeYeT 3a coOOVI CBOOOMY 1
T.7J1.), abcTparupysch OT KOHKPeTHBIX ITpeJiCTaB-
JIHUT M COCPeIoTOuMBasACh Ha OOIIMX IIOBTOPS-
IOIIMXCS YepTax IOHATHU. JloKa3aTesIbcTBO KOp-
PEKTHOCTM OIpefiesIeH sl COCTOUT B IIPOBEPKe ero
COOTBETCTBYS HaIlIVIM IIpeZICTaBJIeHsIM. DTOT Me-
TOI, HeV30eXXHO COMEePXKUT 3JIeMeHT YNCTOV IIpo-
M3BOJIBHOCTY, IIOCKOJIBKY KpUTepieM IIpaBIbHO-
CTU OIlpefiesieHNsi CTAaHOBUTCS Hallle JIMYHOe MHe-
Hue. Harmpotus, dpuitocodckast aemyKiins mogpa-
3yMeBaeT, 4YTO IIOHSTMe KaK camopedrieKcrBHas
MBICJIb (TO €CTh TaK)ke KaK KpPUTMUYeCcKoe pasMblIl-
JIeHVie 0 HOpMaJIbHOM pellpe3eHTaTBHOM 3Haue-
HUM pacCMaTpMBaeMOro IIOHATWS) IIPM3HAeTCs
KaK BO3MOYKHO€ YCJIOBME VICTMHHOCTW ITpeJiCcTaB-
nenus. [Tpeacrasienyis, TnyHble MHEHVS paccMa-
TPUBAIOTCA C TOYKM 3peHUs] «[IOHATWSA», TO eCTb
camMopedIeKCBHOV ¥ CKeIITUYeCKOV MBICIN, a
3TO O3HayaeT, YTO OHM MofjieXaT KPUTUKe U OT-
putanmio. TakmuM obpasom, mporeaypa «ompe-
JleJyleHVs M JIeNyKIUY OIpefieleHNs» 3aMeHseT-
Csl TPaHCIeH/IeHTAJIBHBIM U IVaJIeKTIYeCcKM fie-
IOyKTUBHBIM MeTofoM. IToHsTHe mIpeBpaliiaeTcs B
KPUTUYECKYI0 pedJleKCrIo Hajl IpescTaBIeHNs-
MU ¥ JIMYHBIMY MHEHUSIMY, B CKeIITYeCKyIO MH-
CTaHIIVIO, OTPUIIAIONIYIO IIpesicTaBleHle, U B TO
e BpeMsi B 000CHOBBIBAIOITYIO MHCTAHIINIO, ai0-
ITYI0 IIPeICTaBIIeH s B VIX MICTVHHOCTA

OnunM crtoBoM, Ajist [ereris TpaHCIIeHIeHTa Ib-
Hasl JIeyKIVsl KaTeropuii sIBJIsieTcsl MeToIoM -
nococpun. Terens nuitet: «B uem cocTrouT Hayu-
HBII MeTOq1, pvtocodum, IIpeArioaraeTcs 3ech
M3BECTHBIM 13 rtocodckont jtornkm» (leress,
1990, c. 61). Otcrona cienyer, uto y leress ctaHo-
BUTCSI OYeBUIIHON nyes AelyKIMM KaK VcciIeioBa-
HUS VICTUHBI (ee POpM 1 yCITOBUT BO3MOXKHOCTM).
IlepBoHavaIbHOE €MHCTBO aMIlepLeNIINy CTaHO-
BUTCS CIIEKYJISSTMBHBIM, TO eCTh caMopedIeKCHB-
HBIM, CKeITWYeCKMM MBIIUIeHeM KakK dyHa-
MeHTaJIbHOM (POPMOVI ¥ HOPMOV MCTMHHOIO IO-
3HaHUSL.

E. Ficara

resentations (for example our view that justice
is the right of the stronger, or that to be just
means to promote equality, or that justice en-
tails freedom etc.) and by abstracting from the
specific representations, focusing on the gener-
al recurrent traits of the concept. The proof of
the definition’s correctness consists in checking
whether it corresponds to our representations.
This method inevitably contains an element of
pure arbitrariness, insofar as our personal opin-
ions become the criterion of the definition’s
correctness. In contrast, the philosophical de-
duction implies that the concept as self-reflex-
ive thought (i.e. also as critical reflection about
the normal representational meaning of the
concept at stake) is recognised as the possibil-
ity condition of the truth of the representation.
Representations, personal opinions are con-
sidered from the perspective of ‘the concept’,
i.e. of self-reflexive and sceptical thought, and
this means that they are to be criticised and
negated. Thus the procedure of the “definition
and deduction of the definition” is replaced by
the transcendental and dialectical deductive
method. The concept turns into a critical re-
flection on representations and personal opin-
ions, into a sceptical instance, which negates
the representation, and at the same time into
a grounding instance, which places the rep-
resentations in their truth.

In sum, for Hegel the transcendental de-
duction of categories is the method of philos-
ophy. Hegel (2001, p. 23; cf. 1969, p. 32) writes
“This is the scientific method of philosophy,
which we derive from the philosophical logic”.
This implies that, in Hegel, the idea of the de-
duction as an inquiry into truth (its forms and
possibility conditions) becomes evident. The
original unity of apperception becomes specu-
lative — i.e. self-reflexive, sceptical thought as
the fundamental form and norm of true knowl-
edge.
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3. Guxapa

3. @opma TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHOM AeyKIIMN

Kant n I'erenb cBsI3BpIBAIOT 3a/4a4y TpaHCIIeH-
IeHTaJIbHOV TeAyKLIMM C 3azadell OObsICHEeHVIS
0COOBIX TIOHATWI, IPUpPOAa KOTOPBIX TPaHCIEH-
IleHTaJIbHa, TO eCThb OHM SBJISIOTCS YCIIOBUSIMU
BO3MOXXHOCTY OOBEKTMBHOIO IO3HaHMS, POpM U
HOPM WMCTMHBL [leIyKIns mMeeT IOpUANYecKU
CMBICJI, TO €CTh KaTerOpu IIPeJICTaB/ISIOT COO0
BO3MOXHBIE YCJIOBMS OOBEeKTMBHOIO IIO3HAHMS
(MCTMHBI), OHM IIpeTeHAYIOT Ha poJIb TaKUX HOP-
MaTMBHBIX 11 HeOOXOAMMBIX CTPYKTYyp. VI 1x mpe-
TeH3MV HYXXIAIoTcs B obocHoBaHMM. VIX memyk-
g Heobxommma'l.

ITo mueHuio XeHpuxa, TOT paKT, YTO JIeAyK-
LVs YIMeeT IopuandecKkoe 3HadeHwe, IofpasyMe-
BaeT, uyTo OHa HeyornmyHa (Henrich, 1989, p. 46).
Harmpotus, Ha Mo B3IJIsiA, (M s coriacHa ¢ Més-
sepom (Moeller, 2020, p. 59)), To, 4TO HmemyKLMA
IOpUAMYHA, He O3Ha4YaeT, YTO OHa HeslornmyHa. [la-
BaliTe PacCMOTPUM CTPYKTYpy HAeOyKIIMM, Kak
oHa onmcata Karnrom u ['eresrem. Kak Mu1 Bumesnv,
B oTpeiBKe B 137 maerca xparTkoe msjiokeHMe OC-
HOBHBIX IIaroB JIeAYKIIVIM, KOTOpble HaxOO4dTCsd B
neHTpe nHTeprperanuu leresrss. KanT HaunHaeT
C paccMOTpeHVIs 00beKTa ITOJIMHHOTO (MCTMHHO-
ro, 0OBEKTVBHOIO) IIO3HAHMS ¥ II0Ka3bIBAET, YTO
(ITOCKOJIBKY OOBEKT ITO3HAHMS eIVH, HO TIO3HaHVIe
Ha4lHaeTCs ¢ YyBCTBEHHOI'O OITBITa, a Yyepe3 UyB-
CTBEHHBIVI OIBIT MBI IOJIy4aeM MHOXXeCTBeHHBIe
BIleYaT/IeHNs) Oe3 CMHTe3a MHOrooOpasHOro He
6bU10 OBI OOBEKTa. [ToaToMy, ecrn

B moeM anamse mpen nepykoum Kanrta m Terers

s TIIOKasblBalo, 4YTO B KAHTOBCKON apryMeHTalluu
COCTaBJISUIO OCHOBY ISl COOCTBEHHOVI VHTepIIpeTallni
u TpaHcopmarnum leremrss. Ilpm sToM s Takke
IIOIUEePKMBAIO, YTO SABJISETCS «KPACHOV HUTBIO» MEXIY
IBYMS MIII€SIMU TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO fAeny K. OmHaKo
9TO He O3HAYaeT, YTO MCXOIHOE eIMHCTBO aIlllepLeIIiA
KaHTa HOCKT CITeKyJISTMBHBIN XapaKTep (IIPY IIPOYTeHNN
rerejieBCKOTO vyieaansMa Kak abCOTIOTHOTO Miean3Ma).
Ckopee, peub MIET O TOM, YTOOBI II0Ka3aTh KaHTOBCKIE
MOTWVBBI C TOUKM 3peHus l'eresis, To ecTb rereieBCKOro
TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIN3Ma, U POjIb, KOTOPYIO UTPaeT OIIBIT,
IJAHHBIV B VaJIeKTIYeCKOM U CIIEKYJISTVBHOM ITOIIXOIIE.
O nomo6HOM IIpOUYTEHMM VI IIPOLOJDKEHNVL FereIeBCKOTo
rpoekra cM.: (Gadamer, 1976; Lukacs, 1973).
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3. The Form
of the Transcendental Deduction

Both Kant and Hegel connect the task of
the transcendental deduction to that of giving
an account of special concepts, whose nature is
transcendental, i.e. they are: possibility condi-
tions of objective knowledge, forms and norms
of truth. The deduction has a juridical meaning,
i.e. the categories present themselves as possibil-
ity conditions of objective knowledge (truth),
they make the claim to be such normative and
necessary structures. And their claim needs jus-
tification. Their deduction is needed."

For Henrich (1989, 46) that the deduction has
a juridical meaning implies that it is not logi-
cal. In contrast, in my view (and I agree with
Moeller (2020, pp. 59) that the deduction is ju-
ridical does not mean that it is not logical. Let
us consider the structure of the deduction as
it is described by Kant and Hegel. As we have
seen, the passage B 137 gives us a summary of
the deduction’s basic steps that are at the cen-
tre of Hegel’s interpretation. Kant starts by con-
sidering the object of genuine (true, objective)
knowledge and shows that (since the object of
knowledge is unitary, but knowledge starts
with sense experience and through sense expe-
rience we receive multiple impressions) with-
out a synthesis of the manifold there would not
be an object. Thus, if

2 In my analysis of Kant’s and Hegel’s idea of the de-
duction I show what, in the Kantian argumentation,
constituted the basis for Hegel's own interpretation
and transformation. In so doing, I also highlight what
is a ‘red thread” between the two ideas of the transcen-
dental deduction. However, this does not imply taking
Kant’s original unity of apperception to be speculative
(on a reading of Hegelian idealism as absolute ideal-
ism). Rather, it implies showing the Kantian motives in
Hegel's view, i.e. the Hegelian transcendentalism and
the role played by the experiential given in the dialecti-
cal and speculative approach. On a similar reading and
continuation of the Hegelian project see Gadamer (1976)
and Lukacs (1973).



O = uMeroTcst OOBEKTHI OIIBITa,

S = nmeeTcs cMHTe3 MHOrOOOpa3HOTO,

TOoIIa

ecJIM y Hac HeT CUHTe3a, TO HeT M OOBbeKTa
OIIBITHOI'O II03HaHMS = ecyin He-S, To He-O.

Ho ectb 00BexT = O.

CremoBaTesIbHO, €CTh CMHTEe3 = S.

3areM, paccmaTpuBasg cuHTe3, KaHT yTBepX/ia-
eT, yTo 0e3 eamMHCTBa B OCHOBe CHMHTe3a He ObLIO
ObI HUKakoro cuHTesa. CiieoBaTe/IbHO, HAHO, YTO
U = cymiecTByeT eIMHCTBO B cHTe3e. MBI MeeM
cIleyoIee:

Ecim Obl He ObUIO eamHCTBa, TO He ObLIO OBl
cmHTe3a = eciiv He-U, To He-S.

Ho cymectsyet cuaTe3 = O.

CrrenoBaTesIbHO, CyIecTByeT enHcTBo = U.

Haxowner, nccrrenys envHcTBo, KaHT mokasbl-
BaeT, UTO He ObUIO OBI HMKAKOI'O eIMHCTBA, eCiIn
Ob1 y Hac He ObUIO «f MBICITIO». TakuM oOpasoMm,
IIpU yCJIOBUM, UTO I = cylllecTByeT caMoco3HaHMe,
y Hac TI0JTy 9aeTcs:

Ecm Obl He OBUIO caMOCO3HAHMS, TO He OBLIO
Obl enuHcTBa = ecsiv He-1, To He-U.

Ho cymectsyet enuncTBo = U.

CrienoBaTeIbHO, CYIIeCTBYeT «5l MbICiTIO» / ca-
Moco3HaHue = I.

TakM oOpa3zoM, MOXHO cKas3aTb, YTO apry-
MeHTalys KaHTa B JeIyKIMM COCTOUT M3 11eTI0U-
K yMO3aK/IIOUeHWV, MOguMHLIonxcs modus
tollens, a Tounee:

1. °S—~=0O,0FS (mym ~S—~0,~~OF=75).

2. “U—--S, SFU (i ~U——S, ==Sk——-U).

3. “I->-U, UH (wm —I-~U, ~~Ur—-"I).

OpHako 171 3aBepIIieHNs BbIBOIa CJIeAyeT J10-
0GaBUTH ellle OIMH IIIar, a UMEHHO: aKT «S MBICITIO»
i1 KaHTa siBJIsleTcsl He TOJIBKO YCJIOBMEM BBIC-
ey BO3MOXXHOCTV OOBEKTMBHOIO IIO3HAHWUS W
00BbeKTa OIIBITHOTO IIO3HAHWMS, HO, B CBOIO OYe-
penb, YKOpeHeHHBIM B TOM e oOBbeKTe (cM.: B 118;
Kanr, 2006, c. 999—1001, rme roBopuTcs, 4TO 4m-
CTasi MBICJIb BBI3bIBaeTCA K yIIpaKHEHMIO B CJIy4ae,
ITAaHHOM MaTepyer, a TaKXXe 3aKJTF0UnTeTbHbIe al-
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O = there are objects of experience

S = there is synthesis of the manifold

Then we have

If there was not synthesis there would not be
an object of experiential knowledge = If not-S
then not-O

But there is the object = O

Therefore, there is synthesis =S

Then, by considering the synthesis, Kant
states that without a unity at the basis of the
synthesis there would not be any synthesis.
Hence, given that U = there is unity in the syn-
thesis. We have

If there was not unity there would not be
synthesis = if not-U then not-S

But there is synthesis=S

Therefore, there is unity=U

Finally, by examining the unity, Kant
shows that there would not be any unity had
we not the I-think. Thus, given that I = there is
self-consciousness. We have

If there was not self-consciousness there
would not be unity = if not-I then not-U

But there is unity = U

Therefore, there is the I-think / self-con-
sciousness = |

Thus, we can say that Kant’s argument in
the deduction consists of a chain of inferences
that are ruled by modus tollens, more specifi-
cally:

1. 75—-=0,0+S (or “S—~0,~~OF=7S)

2. 7U—--S, SFU (or "U—"S, ==Sk~—U)

3. 7I-=U, UHI (or ~I->~U, =~Ur—"I)

Yet there is a further step to be added for
the completion of the deduction, namely: the
I-think is, for Kant, not only the highest possi-
bility condition of objective knowledge and of
the object of experiential knowledge, but, in
turn, rooted in the same object (see KrV, B 118,
where pure thought is said to be called into ex-
ercise on occasion given by matter, as well as
the final paragraphs of the deduction about the



3. Guxapa

3anbl «/lemyKium» 00 orpaHUYeHUN KaTeropui
TeM, UTO JIaHO B OITbITe). TakmMm oOpasom,

4. ~O—-"L IFO (wm ~O—~1, ~~I=0).

Y Teresnst MbI MMeeM HOHSITHE =(KOTOpOe eCThb
MBICJIb, MBICIISAIIAS O cebe, 1 paccMaTpuBaeTcs le-
rejieM KaK 3KBMBaJIEHT KaHTOBCKOTO «SI MBICITIO»)
KaK HOPMY WJIM KpPUTepuil WCTMHHOCTU IIpe-
CTaBJIeHUTL. B TO e BpeMms IIpeCTaBIIeHIs SIBIIS-
IOTCSL TeMV o0pasiiaMi, KOTOpbIe 3aCTaBJIsIOT Hac
IIepecMOTpeTh PpaboTy MOHSTHUS (TOJIBKO B CBe-
Te IIpe/ICTaBJIeHN Mbl MOXKeM OLIeHUTh a/ieKBaT-
HOCTb IOHATNSA). VITaK, MBI IMeeM CUTYalLVIo, ITie
MBICJIb O MBIC/IV (ITIOHSATVM) MCTVMHHA TOJIBKO B TOM
cjIydae, ecjIvi OHa COOTBETCTBYET MBIC/IV O peasib-
HOCTU (IIpeficTaB/IeHMM), a MBICJIb O PeayIbHOCTU
VICTVIHHA TOJIBKO B TOM CJly4ae, ecjIii OHa COOTBeT-
cTByeT MbIc/IM O MbIciIN. Kopode rosops, ¢ yueTom
Toro, uro C — 3TO HOHSATHe (KaK MBICIIb O MBICJIV,
camopedepeHTHas MBICITb), a R — 3To mpericTas-
JleHVe (KaK MBICJIb O peasIbHOCTH), Y Hac eCTb OT-
HOIIleHVie B3aMHOV nMIUIiKarmm Mexay C n R,
KOTOPO€e MBI MOIJIVI OBbI BBIPA3UTh TaK:

CoR.

B obomnx ciryuasix (kak B KaHTOBCKOVI, TaK U B
rereJIeBCKOVI Mjiee IeMyKIIVV) IeIyKIINs IIPerIo-
JaraeT NUKIMYHOCTh. OHaKo, KakK IIoT9epKiBa-
7M. MHOTMe MHTepIIpeTaTophl (cpeay HUX baywm
(Baum, 1986) un I'pyraman (Grundmann, 2003)),
3TO He MOPOYHAs IIUKINYIHOCTE. [Iporre roBops,
€ro 3ajladya COCTOUT B TOM, UTOOBI VICCIIE[IOBATh yC-
JIOBVISI BO3MOKHOCTVI HaIIlero viccylerioBaHms. Ecim
MBI TIOIBITaEMCSI BBIPA3UTh 3Ty OCHOBHYIO dep-
Ty TPaHCIEHJIeHTAJIBHON HeIyKIuy ¢opMalb-
HO, HaM TI0TpelyeTcs cBoero pora camopedepeH-
LIVISL VI IVIKJIMYHOCTB, KOTOPbIe, BOSMOXKHO, OyzieT
TPYAHO JONYCTUTH B KJIACCHYECKOV JIOTMTYeCKOV
CTpyKType. Bo3MOXXHO, MEHHO 0 3TOVI IPUYM-
He XeHpUX yTBepXXIaeT, YTO 00OCHOBAaHHOCTH ap-
ryMeHTa J0JKHA OLIeHMBAThCS B COOTBETCTBUM CO
CTaHJAPTaMM IOPUINYECKOTO PacCyXAeHs, a He
dopmabHBIX JIOrMYecKMX JI0KasaTesabcTB (Hen-
rich, 1989, S. 46) 1 uTO nIpyrue MHTEPIIPETaTOPH,
Takne Kak baym (Baum, 1986), ckjioHHBEI MHTep-
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categories’ restriction to what is given in expe-
rience). Thus

4. ~O—"L IFO (or ~O—~1, = I-=0)

In Hegel we have the concept (which is
thought thinking about itself and seen by He-
gel as the equivalent of the Kantian I-think) as
the norm or criterion of the truth of representa-
tions. At the same time, the representations are
the instance that forces us to revise the work
of the concept (it is only in the light of the rep-
resentations that we can assess whether the
concept is adequate). So we have the situation
that thought about thought (the concept) is
true only if it conforms to thought about real-
ity (the representation), and thought about re-
ality is true only if it conforms to thought about
thought. In short, given that C is the concept (as
thought about thought, self-referential thought)
and R is the representation (as thought about
reality), we have a relation of reciprocal impli-
cation between C and R, which we could ex-
press as:

CoR

In both cases (in the Kantian as well as in
the Hegelian idea of deduction) the deduction
involves circularity. Yet it is a non-vicious cir-
cularity, as many interpreters have stressed
(among them Baum (1986) and Grundmann
(2003)). To put it in very elementary terms, its
task is to examine the possibility conditions of
our examination. If we try to express this basic
trait of the transcendental deduction formally,
we will require some sort of self-referentiality
and circularity, which might be difficult to ad-
mit in a classical logical framework. It is per-
haps for this reason that Henrich (1989, p. 46)
claims that the validity of the argument should
be evaluated according to the standards of legal
reasoning rather than according to the stand-
ards of formal logical proofs, and that other
interpreters, such as Baum (1986), tend to in-
terpret the transcendental deduction as an ex-
ercise in conceptual analysis rather than as a



IIpeTUpPOoBaTh TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHYIO JIeyKIIVIO
KaK yIIpaXHeHMe B KOHIeNTyaJIbHOM aHaJIl3e,
a He Kak dopMasibHOe JIorMYeckoe JoKasaTellb-
crBo'?. TeM He MeHee HaumHas ¢ 1970-x IT. ObUIN
pa3paboTaHbl KOHKpeTHBIe (POpMaIbHO-JIOrIIUe-
CKVe WMHCTPYMEHTHI IjIg OOpBOBI C IIMKJINIHO-
CTBIO 1 caMOopedepeHIaIbHOCTBIO, KOTOpPbIe TH-
IIWYHBI 171 MHOTUX POPM pacCy XaeHWs, IIpexie
BCETO U151 pacCyKaeHuit B pvtocodpmm™.

Mnes KaHTa 0 TOM, 4TO Kareropmm orpaHmide-
HBI OITBITOM, UTO VX VICIIOJTB30BaHE JI0JKHO OBITH
OorpaHNYeHO YyYBCTBEHHO JIaHHBIM V1 4YTO OHU B TO
JKe BpeMs SIBJISIOTCS. HOPMOVL 11 (POPMOVI OIIBITa, Y
T'eresist cTaHOBUTCS BOSMOXXHOCTBIO PACCMOTPEHS
nvanekTuky Mexay Vorstellung v Begriff. Katero-
pUM — 3TO HOPMBI, POPMBI, YCIIOBUS BO3MOXHO-
CTU OIIbITa, 3aJI0)KeHHbIe B onbiTe. 1o I'eresto, yc-
JIOBVSL BO3MOXKHOCTM 3aJIOKEHBI B SI3bIKe U VCTO-
pUM, B HAIIIMX B3IJIsFax Ha BCE (IIpecTaBiIeHNS:
Vorstellungen). 11t KanTa onu onmparores (B ca-
MOM CBOEM IIPOVICXOXIIEHWM) Ha MHorooOpasue,

2 Cornacuo baymy, nuxmmunocts penmykumm Kaxrta

He 4BJIIeTCA MPOOJIEMOVI, IIOCKOJIBKY [JIS Hero AemdyK-
LMl — 3TO He JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO, a OCOOBIN B, KOHIIEII-
TyasbHOTO aHaym3a (Baum, 1986). IlITekenep-Bentrodep
(Stekeler-Weithofer, 1992, cm., Hatp., S. 8, 40) uuTepHIpe-
TUpyeT JIOTUKY ['eresid Kak KOHIIENITYaIbHBIN aHaIN3 U
KaK peayM3alyio TPaHCLIEHAEHTaIbHOIO (PrIocodcKo-
ro mmpoekTa KanTa. Mos 11e1b B HacTodIen ctaTbe — He
9K3ereTmdecKkasl, TO eCTb He COCTOUT B TOM, UYTOOBI ITOKa-
3aTh BEPHOCTb WIV HEBEPHOCTH I'eTeJIeBCKOVI MHTepIIpe-
tarym. CKopee s CTpeMIIOCh IIPOAEMOHCTPUPOBATD, UTO,
BO-TIEPBbIX, B MHTepIpeTaliuu ['ereyiss HeKOTOpbIe MeTa-
dwtocodckme acrieKTbl KAHTOBCKOV MM TPaHCLIeHIeH-
TaJIBHOV OeAyKIMM IIOAYEepPKMBAIOTCSI TaKUM OOpasoM,
YTO JeIyKIIVs CTAaHOBITCS CAMMM METOOM VIV JIOT KOV
dwtocodun B rereJIeBCKOM CMBICIIE. BO-BTOPBIX, 5 IIOA-
YepKMBalo, UTO 3Ta MHTeplpeTamyst / TpaHchopMalys
IpeIaraeT IIPOCTOV OTBET Ha BOIIPOC O TOM, KaKOBa 3Ha-
YMMOCTh TPAHCLIEH/IEHTAJIPHOW [OeNyKIUM KaTeropuit
IIJISL HaC CETOMIHS.

B s Havama cm.: (Priest, 1979). Ouesnzro, Bompoc o
dopmarM3an TpaHCLeHIEHTIBHOM AeIyKIIUI KaTe-
TOpUV 3aciIyXXvBaeT OoJiee [eTalbHOIO PacCMOTPEHVIS.
Hacrosimast paboTta mpofyKToBaHa MBICIIBIO O TOM, UTO
HeoOxomyMa orrepais CyIIecTBEHHOTO O0OOIIeHms u
YIIPOLIEHNMS, €CII MBI XOTVM IIOHSTH VI OLIeHUTh 3HA4l-
MOCTh TpaHCIIeH[IeHTaIbHOV HeyKIN KaTeropum (om-
HOVI M3 caMBbIX TPYAHBIX IJIaB B MicTopum dvotocodmm).
DTO O3HayYaeT, YTO HEKOTOpPble MOMEHTHI JIMIIb CJIeTKa
00o03HaYeHBI B XOJIe VX Pa3sBUTI B apryMeHTallIA.
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formal logical proof.”® Yet, specific formal log-
ical tools have been developed, starting from
the 1970s, for dealing with the circularity and
self-referentiality that is typical for many forms
of reasoning, first of all: for reasoning in philos-
ophy.*

Kant’s idea that the categories are bounded
by experience, that their use is to be restricted
to the sensible given, and that they are, at the
same time, the norm and form of experience,
becomes, in Hegel, the view about the dialec-
tic between Vorstellung and Begriff. The catego-
ries are norms, forms, possibility conditions of
experience, which are deposited in experience.
The possibility conditions are for Hegel de-
posited in language and history, in our views
about everything (the representations: Vorstel-
lungen). For Kant they are reliant (for their very
genesis) on the manifold given in the forms
of sensibility. For Kant all knowledge — also
pure knowledge — starts from experience, even
if not all knowledge depends on experience.

 According to Baum (1986) the circularity of Kant's
deduction is not a problem because the deduction, for
him, is not a proof but a special kind of conceptual
analysis. Stekeler-Weithofer (1992, e.g. p. 8 and p. 40)
interprets Hegel’s logic as conceptual analysis, and
as the fulfilment of Kant’s transcendental philosoph-
ical project. My aim in the present paper is not pri-
marily exegetical, i.e. it is not to show that Hegel was
right or that he was wrong in his interpretation. Rather,
my aim is to show, first, that in Hegel’s interpretation
some metaphilosophical aspects of the Kantian idea of
the transcendental deduction are emphasised in a way
that makes of the deduction the very method or logic of
philosophy in the Hegelian sense. Secondly, I stress that
this interpretation/transformation is useful for propos-
ing a simple answer to the question: what is the rele-
vance of the transcendental deduction of categories for
us, today?

* For a first approach see Priest (1979). Evidently, the
question about the formalisation of the transcendental
deduction of categories would deserve a more detailed
consideration. The present paper is motivated by the in-
sight that an operation of great generalisation and sim-
plification is needed if we wish to understand and assess
the relevance for us of the transcendental deduction of
categories (one of the most difficult chapters in the his-
tory of philosophy). This implies that some points are
merely hinted at in their lines of development in the ar-
gument.



3. Guxapa

HmaHHOe B (popMax uyBCcTBeHHOCTH. Bce mosHaHme,
ro Mpicau KaHTa, B TOM 4riciie M 4ucTOe TIO03Ha-
HVle, Ha4MHaeTCs C OITBITa, [Jake eciIy He Bce IOo-
3HaHVe 3aBUCUT OT OIbITa. TakmM oOpa3oM, TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaIbHOe pacCy’KIIeHWe, eCyIn CJIeoBaTh
rerejleBCKOVI VIHTepIIpeTalyiy KaHTOBCKOV Ve
HemyKIINK, XapaKTepu3yeTcs JBOVIHBIM JBVDKeH V-
eM: OT OIbITa K TOMY, UTO JeJIaeT OIBIT BO3MOX-
HBIM, V1 OT TOTO, YTO JieJIaeT OIIBIT BO3MOXXHBIM, 00-
PaTHO K OIBITY. YCIIOBVISI BOSMOXKHOCTY SIBJISIFOTCS
KpUTepreM 3MIIVIPUYECKOrO ITO3HAHMS, OIBIT —
3TO TOT oOpasell, KOTOPBIN 3acTaB/IsgeT Hac Iepe-
CMOTPeTb U YJIYYIINTh HAIll B3IJISAL, Ha YCIOBUS /
HOPMBI / (POPMBI BOSMOKHOCTI™.

Haxoner1, mpupona 3Tux ¢opM TakoBa, 4TO
OHM CITIOCOOHBI cfiejlaTh OOBeKTMBHOe IO3HaHUe
BO3MOYKHBIM JIUIIIb TIOCTOJIBKY, TIOCKOJIBKY OHU SIB-
JIAIOTCS (PYHKYUAMYU CUuHmMe3a «5 MblcA10», CKITOH-
HocTell camMopedIeKCUBHOV, CaMOKPUTUYECKO
HesiTeJIbHOCTY MBIIIUIeHNs. B cBoro odepens, ca-
MopedteKcrBHas eI TeJIBHOCTb MBICJIVI CTIOCOOHA
cllesiaTh BOSMOXKHBIM VICTMIHHOE TIO3HaHWe JINIIIb
IIOCTOJIBKY, IIOCKOJIBKY OHO OTHECEHO K OITBITY.

CoOTBeTCTBEHHO, TpaHCIIeHIeHTa/IbHas  le-
OyKIVIS VIMeeT IBOVIHYIO CKeIITUYeCKYIo 3a1aqy’.

14 KaHT [ercTBuUTe/IbHO corviaceH ¢ ['eresileM B TOM, 4TO
OIBIT «IIOPOXIaeT» JIEVICTBME KaTeropmi, HO KauT He
CYMTaeT, 9YTO MBI IlepecMaTpvBaeM WJIM yJIydlllaeM Harll
B3IVIAZ] Ha KaTeropun (Kak allpMOPHO BO3MOYKHBIE yCJIO-
BVIS1 OIIBITA) B CBETE TOTO, KAKOVI OIIBIT (KOTOPBIV SIBJISIETCS
arroctepropm) mokasbeiBaeTcst Ham (B 147, a Taxoke B 165;
Kanrt, 2006, c. 221, a Taxxe c. 241 —243). 3a 310 3aMevaHMe
s Oy1arojlapHa aHOHVIMHOMY pelleH3eHTY.

» Cramwidopa crpaBeIMBo IOgYepKMUBaeT, 9To Aeba-
TBI O TPaHCIEeHIEeHTAJIbHBIX apryMeHTaX He II03BOJILIOT
YIJIOBUTDH VICXOIHYIO KaHTOBCKYIO MIIEI0 TpaHCIIeHIeHTa-
JM3Ma 1 KpUTudeckon gpwiocodpnn KaKk HaydHOM pop-
™Mbl ckerrrmrmsMma (Stapleford, 2008, p. 16, 25, 130). Cm. 06
stoMm Takxke: (Ferrari, 2013, p. 255). B A 761/B 789 Kant
TOBOPWUT, YTO «B BOIIPOCAaX YMCTOTO pasyMa» IIePBBIV
Iar — JOrMaTHUYeCcKI, BTOPOM IIIar — CKEIITUYeCKU, a
3aTeM TPeTWII IIar, KOTOPBIV V1 BOIUIOIIAET B ceOe rrepBast
«KpT/ITT/IKa», — JTO «KpUTHUKa pasyMa». Xotst TpeTT/IT7I Imar
y>Ke He gBJISIeTCsl CKeNTUYeCKM B TaKOM JKe CMBICIIe, KaK
¥ BTOPOVI IIIar, KOTOPBIV 311ech oocyxmaer Kant, — cMm.,
Harp. paboty Marikima ®opcrepa o auckyccusim Kan-
ta 1 'erens o ckenrrmimsme (Forster, 2008), a Taxxe 110-
ste3HyI0 cTaThio Popcrepa «Ckentnimsm» (Forster, 2021);
MOXXHO yTBepXXHaTbh, UYTO KaHTOBCKMV IIOIXOM, IIOBJIV-
sUI Ha BKJIFOYeHMe cKenTuimsMa B dwtocodmro I'ererrst
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Transcendental reasoning, if we are prepared to
follow Hegel’s interpretation of Kant’s idea of
the deduction, is thus characterised by a dou-
ble movement: from experience towards what
makes experience possible, and from what
makes experience possible back to experience.
The possibility conditions are the criterion of
experiential knowledge, experience is the in-
stance that forces us to revise and improve our
view about the possibility conditions/norms/
forms.

Finally, the nature of these forms is such
that they are able to make objective knowledge
possible only insofar as they are functions of the
synthesis of the I-think, declinations of the self-re-
flexive, self-critical activity of thought. In turn,
the self-reflexive activity of thought is able to
make true knowledge possible only insofar as it
is referred to experience.

Accordingly, the transcendental deduction
has a double sceptical task.' First, it is scepti-
cal towards experience insofar as the catego-

> Kant does agree with Hegel that experience “gives
rise to” the operation of the categories, but Kant does
not hold that we revise or improve our view of the cate-
gories (as a priori possibility conditions of experience) in
the light of what experience (which is a posteriori) shows
us (KrV, B 147 as well as B 165; Kant, 1998, p. 254 as well
as pp. 263-264). I am grateful to an anonymous referee
for this remark.

16 Stapleford (2008, pp. 16, 25, 130) rightly stresses that
the debates on transcendental arguments fail to grasp
the original Kantian idea of transcendentalism and crit-
ical philosophy as a scientific form of scepticism. See on
this also Ferrari (2013, p. 255). In A 761 / B 789 Kant
says that “in matters of pure reason”, the first step is
dogmatic, the second step is sceptical, and then the
third step, which the first Critique itself embodies, is
“the criticism of reason”. Although the third step is no
longer sceptical in the second-step sense that Kant is
here discussing — see e.g. Michael Forster’s work on
Kant’s and Hegel’s discussions of scepticism (Forster,
2008) as well as Forster’s helpful article “Skepticism”
(Forster, 2021) — it can be argued that the Kantian ap-
proach influenced Hegel’s incorporation of scepticism
into philosophy (which, in Hegel, becomes dialectical
and speculative philosophy and, as such, departs from
Kant’s original idea). See on this Ficara (2012; 2013). I
thank an anonymous referee for the insights on the dif-
ference between the Kantian and the Hegelian approach
to scepticism.



Bo-miepBbIX, meayKims CKenTWYecKr OTHOCUTCS
K OHBITy, HOCKOJ'IBKy KaTeFOpVIV[ KakK CPYHKLIT/H/[
S-MBICJTIO Pa3/INYaioT M KPUTUYECKI YIIOPSI0oUVI-
BalOT MHOroo0Opasue, JaHHOe YyBCTBaM. Bo-BTO-
PBIX, OHa CKeIITUMYeCKM OTHOCUTCS K caMMM Ka-
TEropusIM, IOCKOJIBKY CBSI3bIBaeT X YIIOTpeOIte-
HIe C TeM, YTO JaHO B ombiTe. HepasmenpHOCTD
CKeNTuLM3Ma 1 PyHIaMeHTaIn3Ma, y>ke IIPUCyT-
cTByIomas B geaykuyy KaHra, crTaHOBUTCA Cylle-
CTBEHHOV YepTOW pPeleriny JeAyKIIUM B HeMell-
KOM WJIeasl3Me 11 oOHapyX1BaeTcd B mpee [eresis
O [IMaJIeKTMKe KaK Hay4YHOM CKenTuimsMe. Vimes
KaHTa 0 OBOVIHOV HEraTMBHOV HEOOXOOVMMOCTM
YCJIOBUV BO3MOXXHOCTM ITpeoOpasyetcst y leres
B IMaJIEKTIYeCKOe JJBOVIHOe OTpUIlaHMe KaK co0-
CTBEHHO MeToJ1, prI0codCKOro J10KasaTesIbCTha.

Bbaazodapnocmu. B smoii cmamve paccmampu-
Batomces 3HAUUMblE POpMAbHbLE U Memagduaocogp-
ckue MomeHmul 00KkAa0a, npedcmaBieHHo20 MHOTL
Ha koHgpeperyuu no meme «Jedykyus kameeopui
6 nemeyxoi Kaaccuueckoil gpusocopuu» 6 bonne 6
2017 e. 3a noae3wvie 3ameuanus s baaeodapra Kaa-
yey Hiwsuney, Mapxycy Tabpusato, Jlapcy Xexenpo-
my, Paiunxapdy Xuavmuepy, Upen Ileaxa, Patiine-
py Llegpepy u yuacmuuxam xonpepernyuu. 5 max-
e eayboxo npusnamesvna Muxauay JleGuny, Hune
Jmumpueboii u aHOHUMHOMY peyeH3eHmy 3a ux
upe3BuiuaiiHo nosesHbvle KOMMEHMAPUU K 1peosloy-
wetl Gepcui 3mMoi CMamvi.
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E. Ficara

ries as functions of the I-think distinguish and
critically order the manifold given to the sens-
es. Second, it is sceptical towards the categories
themselves, insofar as it binds their use back to
what is given in experience. The inseparability
of scepticism and foundationalism, which is al-
ready present in Kant’s deduction, becomes an
essential trait of the deduction’s reception in
German idealism and can be found in Hegel’s
idea of dialectics as scientific scepticism. Kant’s
idea of the double negative necessity of the
possibility conditions becomes, in Hegel, dia-
lectical double negation as the very method of
philosophical proof.
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KAHT — CTOPOHHUK
METADOUIIOCOPCKOI'O CKEIITULIVN3MA?

. Munkun®

Ha npomsxenuu Bcei ucmopuu uesobevecmba xax
¢husococpvl, max u Hegpusocogpv comneBarucy 6 0bocHo-
Bannocmu pusocogpcxux 6324008 Ha camy pusocogpuro
u 6 mom, umo ¢pusocopus — Mo payuoHaIvHoe Abae-
Hue. Ce200HA maxie COMHeHUs 00beOUHEeHbL MePMUHOM
«memadgpuaocopexuil ckenmuyusm». Huxorac Pewiep 6
cboeii knuee «Cmoaknobenue cucmem» omuocum Kanma
K CIOpOHHUKAM 3111020 Bu0a ckenmuyusma. 5 doxasvibaro,
umo Peuwiep owubaemcs, xoms Kanm dedcmbumenvro
Buec cBott Bxaad 6 hopmupobarue HoBotl Modeau maKoeo
ckenmuyusma. Ha nepbom smane a bosee nodpobro xa-
paxmepusyio 0cHoOBHY10 udero Memagu.10copcKo2o cxen-
muyusma u BuiuieHaw 00uH u3 éapuanmob smoiu udeu,
HA36aHHBIL MHOI0 «CKeNmMuyusmom 6mopoeo ypobHa»,
Ha Komopom u ocmanobaubatocs. B credyroueil uacmu s
pexoHcmpyupyio peulepobekyio mpakmobKy ckenmuyus-
ma 6mopoeo ypobra, a makxe NpuHUNbL, 10 KOMOPbIM
on cuumaem Kanma npubepxenyem 3moeo bapuarma.
Moe 2na6roe ymbBepixderue 6 smoil uacmu 3axaouaen-
cs 6 mom, umo He cyuecmbyem kaxoi-1ubo unmepnpe-
mayuu YynomaHymotu ocHoBHOU udeu, Komopas Oeiald
0vr mouky 3penus Pewepa obocrobannoi. Ha mpemovem
smane s npedcmabasw HoBylo opmy memaghusocog-
CK020 CKeNMUYU3MA — «CKeNMUUUM mpeniveeo ypob-
HA» — U hOpMYAUPYI0 NPednosoKerie, 4o OHA MOXKen
paccmampubamucs kak nopoxoennas mvicavio Kanma o
¢usocopckom mHo2000pasuu. B saxarouenue 4 npuboxy
cnocob onpobBepikerus 3moti HoBOU PopMbL.

KatoueBuie caoBa: memagpusocogpus, pasroesacue,
ckenmuyusm, payuonasusm, Kanm, Kyain, Bummeen-
wmeuH

Brammasd ciioBy myznpelna,
KuBdg 1o MyJIpoCTH peueHbM,
BoriHbI HaBeK BO3MOXKHO M30€XKaTh,
Bce sronm OyzmyT Mup BceM ceptieM
yTBEpKIaTh,
W mvmms drocodsl COCTaBAT MCKITIOUEHbe.
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KANT ALS
METAPHILOSOPHISCHER SKEPTIZIST?

D. Minkin'

Throughout history, both philosophers and non-phi-
losophers have doubted that philosophical positions qua
philosophical positions are justified and that philosophy
is a rational enterprise. Today, such doubts are grouped
under the term “Metaphilosophical Skepticism”. Nicho-
las Rescher, in his book Strife of Systems, includes Kant
among the proponents of this kind of skepticism. I want
to arque that while Rescher is wrong, Kant has con-
tributed to a new version of such skepticism. In the first
step, I characterize the basic idea of metaphilosophical
skepticism in more detail and identify a version of this
idea, which I call “Second-Stage-Skepticism” and on
which I will focus. In the following part, 1 reconstruct
Rescher’s reading of Second-Stage-Skepticism as well
as his reasons for considering Kant to represent this
version. My main claim in this part will be that there is
no reading of the mentioned basic idea that makes Re-
scher’s view reasonable. In the third step, I introduce a
newer form of metaphilosophical skepticism — “Third-
Stage Skepticism” — and conjecture that this form can
be seen as inspired by Kant’s thought on philosophical
diversity. Finally, I point out a way to reject this newer
form.

Keywords: Metaphilosophy, Disagreement, Skep-
ticism, Rationality, Kant, Quine, Wittgenstein

Auf ewig ist der Krieg vermieden,
Befolgt man, was der Weise spricht;
Dann halten alle Menschen Frieden,
Allein die Philosophen nicht.
A.G. Kistner (zit. n. VNAEF,
AA 08, S.417)

! University of Wuppertal.

Gaufsstrasse 20, Wuppertal, 42119, Germany.
Received: 02.01.2023.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2023-3-5

KanmoBexuir cooprux. 2023. T. 42, Ne 3. C. 97 —129.

Kantian Journal, 2023, vol. 42, no. 3, pp. 97-129.



J. Munkuu

1. Beegeume

ITporntuposanHoe KaHTOM CTUXOTBOpeHVe
Aspaama KecTHepa cBujeTesIbCcTByeT O IIpM3Ha-
BaeMOM OOJIBIIMHCTBOM (rstocodpoB daxTe, UTO
durocodpckme pasHoIIacusl OTIMYAIOTCS 0cOO0T
HIPOIOJDKUTEIBHOCTEIO. B oTimiune, Hanipymep, ot
eCcTeCTBeHHBIX HayK, TPYAHO HalTHU Cjlydau, KOr-
ma OoiIpIIMHCTBO (PrtocodpOB IIPUIEPKMBAIIOCH
Ob1 efrHON TOUKM 3peHns. OgHaKo cpenn duio-
codpoB HabJTIOAaeTCs yAMBUTEIbHOE eIVIHOAY e
B TOM, 4TO IOFIO0OHBIE Pa3HOITIaCKs MMEIOT MeCTO
He TOJIPKO MeXX/1y TOUYKaMU 3peHMs Ha Kylaccuye-
ckme putocodckre TeMbl, TaKye KaK «3HaHVe»,
«VCTVHa» WIN «MOpaIb», HO M MeXy MOIXofa-
MU, HeIOCPeICTBEHHO pacCMaTpPUBAaIOIIIMM OC-
HOBaHMs caMom1 pvtocodpum. 51 xorest Obl Ha3BaTh
TaKyie TOUYKM 3peHMs «MeTadpryIOCOPCKMMM TOU-
KaMV 3peHVs», IIprdeM II0f] TEPMIHOM «MeTadu-
710cOPCKMII» TIOPa3yMeBaeTcs BCE TO (Te3ChL, ap-
TYMEeHTBHI, 1e0aThl U T.11.), K 4eMy HeIloCpeICTBeH-
HO oOpartraeTcs pvTocods.

Kak 3T0 HUI mapa/ioKcaIbHO Ha IIepBbIVi B3IJIsA,
Cpeny YIIOMSIHYTBIX IIO[IXOIOB €CTh U TaKye, KOTO-
Ppble BOCIPMHMMAIOT PaKT PryIocodpCKOro pasHo-
I71acyisi KaK IOBOJ] YCOMHUTBCS B OOOCHOBAaHHOCTY
drtocodcKmx B3IISAA0B 6 1e10M VI TEM CaMbIM I10-
CTaBUTh O]l COMHEHWe pallVIOHaJIbHOCTh PUIIO-
codpckoro mccenoBaHms. B cOBOKyITHOCTM TaKvie
TOUYKV 3peHMs VIMEHYIOTCS «MeTadriocodcKmM
ckenTuI3MoM» (Tastee — MC) (cm., Hamp.: Ribeiro,
2011). XoTs B ucTopmm pnyiocoprmy MOXKHO HaTH
XapaKTepHbIe IIpVIMepPbl ITOA0OHBIX CKeTITIYeCKIIX
YCTaHOBOK, B OTHOIIIEHMV MHOTMX 3 HUX OCTaeT-
s HeSICHBIM, IIPeZICTaBJIAIOT JIV OHV COOOVI pa3Ho-
BUIHOCTh TaKOrO CKeNTUIVM3Ma. B TaHHOM KOH-
TeKCTe, OJTHAKO, PelIaolIM sBJIseTcs TOT akT,
UTO HEKOTOpbIe aBTOPBI TPAKTYIOT 1 KaHTOBCKOE
noHMMaHMe dustocodunt Kak pasHoBuaHOCTs MC
(cm. cpenm ipoumx: Rescher, 1985).

ITociie Gosee nmompobHOro paccmorpenns MC
BO BTOPOM pasfiesie IaHHOIO TeKCTa s Obl XOTell B
TpeTheM pasziesie TIOIBEPTHYTh TaKylO TPaKTOBKY
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1. Einleitung

Der von Kant zitierte Reim Abraham Kast-
ners spricht den von den meisten Philosophen?
anerkannten Umstand an, dass philosophische
Dissense auf eine besondere Weise langatmig
sind. Anders als etwa in den Naturwissenschaf-
ten lie3en sich nur schwerlich Fille finden, in de-
nen sich die Mehrheit der Philosophen auf eine
Position geeinigt hitte. Trotz dieses Umstandes
herrscht unter Philosophen die tiberraschende
Einigkeit, dass solche Dissense nicht blofi zwi-
schen Positionen zu klassischen Themen der
Philosophie wie etwa ,Wissen”, ,Wahrheit” oder
~Moral” stattfinden, sondern auch zwischen je-
nen, die explizit die Grundlagen der Philosophie
selbst thematisieren. Solche Positionen moch-
te ich ,,metaphilosophische Positionen” nennen,
wobei sich der Ausdruck , metaphilosophisch”
auf alles (Positionen, Argumente, Debatten etc.)
beziehen soll, was die Philosophie explizit the-
matisiert.

Obwohl es auf den ersten Blick paradox er-
scheint, finden sich unter den besagten Positio-
nen auch solche, die die Tatsache des philosophi-
schen Dissenses zum Anlass nehmen, die Recht-
fertigung philosophischer Ansichten im Allge-
meinen in Zweifel zu ziehen und damit die Rati-
onalitdt der philosophischen Forschung zur Di-
sposition zu stellen. In ihrer Gesamtheit werden
solche Positionen als , Metaphilosophischer Skep-
tizismus” (im Folgenden: ,MS”) bezeichnet (vgl.
z.B. Ribeiro, 2011). Obwohl paradigmatische Fal-
le solcher skeptischen Positionen in der Philo-
sophiegeschichte vorgefunden werden konnen,
bleibt es bei vielen unklar, ob sie eine Variante
eines solchen Skeptizismus bilden. Fiir den hie-
sigen Kontext ist aber entscheidend, dass eini-
ge Autoren auch das kantische Philosophiever-
standnis als eine Spielart des MS gedeutet haben
(vgl. u.a. Rescher, 1985).

2 Ménnliche Formen im Plural und weibliche im
Singular stehen stellvertretend fiir alle geschlechtlichen
Orientierungen.



KpuTHKe. BHUMaTeIbHOE M3ydeHMe pas3IMIHbIX
raccaykevi B Hacjleriuyu KaHTa rokasbIBaeT, 4To ero
HeJIb3s OTHECTM K TaKMM CKellTukaM. BmecTe ¢ Tem
B €r0 TeKCTaxX eCTh MecTa, KOTOpble MOI'yT HaBeCTU
Ha MBICJIb O IO CMX IIOp He ONVMCAHHOV pa3HOBU/I-
HOCTM TaKOT'O CKeIITUIIVI3Ma, YTO I U IOIIBITAal0Ch
PasbACHUTH B YeTBepTOM pasferte. B sakmoduenne
OyIeT mpemIo)keH BapMaHT IIPEOMIOJIEHNS] 3TOrO
CKeIITUIIV3MA.

2. Yto Takoe
MeTadpMII0cOPCKMII CKEITUIIM3M?

Ha mpotsokennm Bcet mcropum dpuiocodpum
CKeITTMYecKre TOYKV 3PEeHMs BBIABUTAIIVICH He
TOJIBKO B OTHOIIEHUVI pa3/IMYHbIX (PeHOMEHOB, Ta-
KVX KaK 3HaHMe, 3Ha4eHVe VI Mopaslb, HO 1 Ha
Ppa3IMYHBIX yPOBHSIX abcTpakumm. B mepsom mpu-
OrIvDKeHUM MOXHO BBIAEJIUTDH CIIeAyIolIye [Ba
yposHs. K ckenmuueckum moukam spenus nepbo-
20 YpoBHs OTHOCSTCS TaKyie M3BeCTHbIe TIOJIXOMIbI,
KaK CKeITUIIV3M B OTHOIIEHNY BHEIITHero MUpa,
CeMaHTVIKM SI3bIKOBBIX BBIPaXeHWI M T.J. A BOT
ckenmuueckue mouku 3perus doaee Bvicokoeo ypob-
HA MOTYT OBITh C HEKOTOPBIM OCHOBaHVeEM IIOfiBe-
TIeHBbI 11071, TIOHSATIEe MeTadpnI0cOPCKOro CKerT-
Iy3Ma. DTV IIOAXOABI He CTaBsT IIOf] COMHeHUe
VHTYUTUBHBIE IIPeNICTaB/IeHNs O TOM VUIV MHOM
deHOMeHe, a cKopee TO/IBePraloT COMHEHMIO 3N-
cTeMmdeckoe 0OOCHOBaHe bcex (hu10cogcKuX TIo-
JIO>KEHUTI.

Tax, HampuMmep, ecyiv CKENTUIIM3M IIO OTHO-
IIEHNIO K BHEIITHEMY MWpPY CTaBUT IIOf, COMHe-
HVie Hallly VMHTYWIIVIO OTHOCUTEeIBHO SMIIpIYe-
CKV JIaHHOTrO BHelllHero mmpa, To MC orpuiiaer
000CHOBaHHOCTH CKEIITUIIM3Ma 10 OTHOIIEHMIO K
BHEIIIHeMY MUpY 6 moii mepe, 6 kakotl OH JOJDKeH
BOCITPUMHMMATbCS KaK ¢pusocopexas nosvumst. Of-
HaKO TO e camMoe JIOJDKHO OTHOCUTBCS U K (pu.10-
cogpckomy OTBETY Ha CKEIITUIIV3M IIPUMeHUTe b~
HO K BHEIITHEMY MUDY.
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Nach einer genaueren Charakterisierung des
MS im zweiten Abschnitt dieses Textes, mochte ich
im dritten eine solche Deutung kritisieren. Eine
nédhere Betrachtung diverser Stellen in Kants Ge-
samtwerk zeigt, dass dieser nicht als ein solcher
Skeptizist behandelt werden kann. Gleichwohl
finden sich Stellen in diesem Werk, die eine bis-
lang nicht vertretene Version des besagten Skep-
tizismus inspirieren konnen, was ich im vierten
Abschnitt deutlich machen werde. Zum Schluss
soll ein moglicher Weg zum Umgang mit diesem
Skeptizismus angedeutet werden.

2. Was ist der Metaphilosophische
Skeptizismus?

Durch die gesamte Philosophiegeschichte
hindurch wurden skeptische Positionen nicht
nur zu verschiedenen Phinomenen wie Wissen,
Bedeutung oder Moral vertreten, sondern auch
auf verschiedenen Abstraktionsstufen. In einer
ersten Anndherung lassen sich folgende zwei
Stufen unterscheiden:

Unter skeptischen Positionen erster Stufe fin-
den sich die bekannten Positionen wie bspw. der
Auflenweltskeptizismus, der Skeptizismus hin-
sichtlich der Semantik sprachlicher Ausdriicke
usw.

Skeptische Positionen hoherer Stufe lassen sich
dagegen mit einigem Recht unter das Dach des
MS subsumieren. Diese Positionen zweifeln
nicht die Intuitionen hinsichtlich eines bestimm-
ten Phdanomens an, sondern ziehen die epistemi-
sche Rechtfertigung simtlicher philosophischen Po-
sitionen in Zweifel.

Wihrend also etwa der Aufienweltskeptizis-
mus unsere Intuitionen tiber die empirisch gege-
bene Auflenwelt in Frage stellt, bestreitet der MS,
dass der Aufienweltskeptizismus gerechtfertigt
ist, insofern dieser als philosophische Position auf-
gefasst werden muss. Dasselbe soll allerdings
auch fiir die philosophische Antwort auf den Au-
lenweltskeptizismus gelten.
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B tensax masbaerviten apryMeHTaluu rpuBe-
IOy KpaTKuit 0030p Hambosree BIIVSATEIIBHBIX TIOMI-
xomoB MC. SI Oynmy mcronp30BaTh TEPMUH «CKell-
TUIIVI3M» U CBSI3aHHBIE C HVIM BbIPakeHW s TOJIBKO
B cMmbIciie MC.

Hanbostee BimsTeIbHBIE CKEOITUMYECKME TOU-
KV 3peHMs MOTYT OBITb CBelleHbl K [IBYM apry-
MEHTaTMBHBIM MOIXOIAM. Dnucmemuneckas apey-
MeHmayusA yTBepXKaaeT, uTo dpriocodckue mo3u-
MV SIVICTEMUYECcKy He0OOOCHOBAHHEI, TO €CTh He
umerom xopouteeo obocrHoBanus. IlosTomy, cormac-
HO TaKOW apryMeHTalluV, He cjleflyeT 3aHMMaTb
dutocodpckyto mosuimro. ITockonbky  dwstoco-
Bl Bce XXe Tak IMOCTYIaIM, OHU HeVICTBOBaIN M-
pauvoHasibHO. [Ipaemamuueckas apeymenmayus,
HAIIpOTWB, YTBepXXIaeT, uTo dpniocodckme ycu-
JIVisl, HallpaBJIeHHbIe, HaIIpyIMep, Ha HaKOIUIeHVe
3HaHWUW W/VWUIM PpelleHNe IOIUTIKO-COLVaIb-
HBIX IIpo0ITeM, becnosestst (cM., Hamp.: Hawking,
Mlodinow, 2010). DTu gBa moIXOMA MOXHO OTCTa-
MBaTh HE3aBUCUMO ApPYT OT Apyra, o yeM Oymer
CKa3aHO HILKe.

Bripouem, 1miparmaTmueckas —apryMeHTallVs
He Hallla cpeau wIocopoB IIIMPOKOro pac-
IIPOCTPAaHEHMs 10 HeCKOJIBKMM IIPUYMHAM (CM.:
Overgaard et al,, 2013, p. 45). 3aro 6puM cdop-
MYJIVIPOBaHBI Pa3/IMYHble BapMaHThI SMVICTEMVI-
4JecKoy aprymeHTanum. B manHoM TekcTe s Oymy
paccMaTpmBaTh B OCHOBHOM BapMaHT, KOTOPBIN
HAa30By «CKENTHUIM3MOM BTOPOrO YPOBHs» (Ha-
see — CBY) 1 KOTOPBIVI M3BJIeKaeT CBOVI CKEIITH-
YEeCKUVI BBIBOIL 113 OCOOBIX CBOVICTB (PUA0COGCK020
pasuoesacus. VI xorsa cemerictBo MC MoxeT OBITH
OXapaKTepu30BaHO Oojlee IOAPOOHO, IS [ailb-
HEVIIIIeTO VI3JIOKEeHMS JOCTAaTOYHO IIPVBENEeHHO-
ro npubIM3nTeNIbHOrO onvcanms. [laee s xoTen
OBl ITpOaHaAIM3MPOBaTh, KaKov BKiIaj BHec KaHT B
paccmarpusaembiv CBY 1 MoxxHO 1v1 BooO111e cum-
TaTh €ro IIpeficCTaBUTeIeM 3TOrO BapMaHTa CKell-
TUIIM3MA. Sl HauHy C mocsiefHero Borpoca. Ilpu
3TOM OCHOBHas Mies JaHHOIO BapuaHTa OyeT
paccMoTpeHa rofpoOHee.
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Zwecks meiner weiteren Argumentation
soll nun eine kurze Ubersicht iiber die einfluss-
reichsten Positionen des MS gegeben werden.
Den Ausdruck ,Skeptizismus” sowie verwand-
te Ausdriicke werde ich dabei ausschliefslich im
Sinne des MS verwenden.

Die einflussreichsten skeptischen Positionen
lassen sich zwei argumentativen Stofsrichtun-
gen zuordnen: Eine epistemische Arqumentation
behauptet, dass philosophische Positionen epis-
temisch nicht gerechtfertigt sind, sie ermangeln
also einer guten Begriindung. Daher solle man ei-
ner solchen Argumentation zufolge keine philo-
sophische Position einnehmen. Da Philosophen
dies dennoch tidten, handelten sie irrational. Eine
pragmatische Argumentation dagegen besagt, dass
philosophische Bemiithungen etwa mit Blick auf
die Akkumulation von Erkenntnis und/oder Lo-
sung politisch-gesellschaftlicher Probleme kei-
nen Nutzen haben (vgl. etwa Hawking und Mlo-
dinow, 2010). Diese beiden Stofirichtungen kon-
nen unabhdngig voneinander vertreten werden,
was unten relevant werden wird.

Unter Philosophen sind pragmatische Ar-
gumentationen aus mehreren Griinden jedoch
nicht verbreitet (vgl. Overgaard, et al., 2013, S. 45).
Stattdessen wurden diverse Varianten der epis-
temischen Argumentation entwickelt. In diesem
Text wird es mir hauptsédchlich um eine Varian-
te gehen, die ich als ,Skeptizismus zweiter Stu-
fe” (im Folgenden ,,5z5") bezeichnen werde und
die aus speziellen Eigenschaften des philosophi-
schen Dissenses ihre skeptische Konklusion ab-
leitet. Obwohl die Familie des MS noch genau-
er charakterisiert werden kann, ist der gegebe-
ne grobe Umriss fiir meine weitere Darstellung
hinreichend. Im Folgenden mochte ich priifen,
welchen Beitrag Kant zu dem angesprochenen
SzS geleistet hat und ob er sogar als ein Vertreter
dieser skeptischen Variante angesehen werden
kann. Ich beginne mit der letztgenannten Frage.
Dabei wird die Grundidee dieser Variante ndher
qualifiziert.



3. bein sin KaHT cTopoHHMKOM
MeTadMI0c0PCKOro ckenTuIimma?

3.1. Ocmvicaenue Kanma Hukoracom Peurepom

Cpenn paboT, paccMaTpMBaroNINX OCHOBHYIO
ugero MC, ecTb HeCKOJIBKO, B KOTOPBIX MeTadu-
nocodpckast mosuing KaHra Takke MHTepripeTu-
pyeTcs Kak peasmsaliyis 3Tov mzieu (CM., HaIlp.:
McGinn, 1993, p. 151; Spiegel, 2021, p. 14). Han0o-
Jlee pa3BepHYTYIO 3 TaKMX VHTepIIpeTaIiniz MOX-
HO HalITV B OCHOBHOW MeTadniocodpckort padoTte
Hwuxkosaca Pemepa «CTosikHOBeHMe cucTeM: Dcce
00 ocHOBaHMAX M pe3yJbTaTax (GUIOCOPCKOro
pasHom1acusi» (Rescher, 1985). I'lo mpuunne orpa-
HIYEHHOCTV 00beMa CTAThV Sl OCTAHOBIIIOCH TOJIb-
KO Ha 3TOV MHTepIpeTaliuin. B aToMm paszesie ona
OyzeT cHauajla peKOHCTPyMpoOBaHa, a 3aTeM IIOfI-
BEprHyTa KPUTHKe.

B cootBeTcTByromen yacTi cBoent KHuUrn® Pe-
IIep HaYMHaeT ¢ obrent xapakrepuctnkn MC, Ko-
Topas OoJlee IeTaIbHO KOHKPETM3MPYeT OCHOB-
HYIO VJIEI0 TOJIBKO uTO ynomsinytoro CBY — cha-
yajla B BecbMa MeTadopuueckon dopme: «Cker-
TUK VICXOOWT W3 TOTO... YTO B KOHEYHOM UTOTe HU
ofHa 13 [KOHKypupytommx dniocodckmx] mo-
3UILNI, YYacTBYIOIINX B CIIOpe, He OCTaHeTCs B
KVIBBIX I He CMOXeT IIpeTeHIIOBaTh Ha I00emy»
(Ibid., S. 305). ITpu sTOM Osaromapst 3TOV OCHOB-
HOVI Mjee CKeNTWIIM3Ma OH BO3BpalllaeTcsi — B
COOTBETCTBUN C ITOIXOIOM JIPYTIMX aBTOPOB (CM.,
Hamp.: Ribeiro, 2011, p. 10) — K OMPPOHOBCKOMY
CKeNITUIIN3MY W VHTepPIpeTUpyeT BhIIBUHYTOE B
CKeNTUIIM3Me ITIpeJicTaBieHre 00 «3roxe» Cilefy-
IOIIMM 00pasoM: «[JOKTpUHBI, KOTOpble OOPIOTCS
IPYT C IPYTroM, CBOIST APYT Apyra Ha HeT. [ToaTo-
MY €IVHCTBEHHBIVI parilMOHaJIBHBIVI ITyTh — TIOJI-
HOCTBIO BO3/Iep>XKaTbcs OT cyxpeHUm» (Rescher,
1985, S. 306). Kax OymeT mokasaHO B CJle[IyIolIeM
pasfiesie, IMEHHO 3TO YTBEPXKIeHVIe SIBIJISIETCS BbI-
BooM 1 coppemeHHoro CBY.

3 3pmech s CChUIAIOCh Ha BTOPOW pasment 13- riaBel
(Rescher, 1985, S. 305—2313). I';1aBa 14 Taxke IOCBsIIeHa
ckenTmmysMy. OmHAKO IIpenriosaraeMblll CKeITHIIN3M
Kanra B Hel1 yXxe He paccMaTpVBaeTCs.
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3. War Kant ein metaphilosophischer
Skeptizist?

3.1. Nicholas Reschers Kant-Lektiire

Unter den Arbeiten, die die Grundidee des
MS thematisieren, finden sich einige weni-
ge, die auch Kants metaphilosophische Positi-
on als eine Realisierung dieser Idee deuten (vgl.
z.B. McGinn, 1993, S. 151; Spiegel, 2021, S. 14). Die
detaillierteste solcher Deutungen findet sich in
Nicholas Reschers metaphilosophischem Haupt-
werk The Strife of Systems: An Essay on the Grounds
and Implications of Philosophical Diversity (Rescher,
1985). Aus Platzgriinden werde ich mich allein
auf diese Deutung konzentrieren. In diesem Ab-
schnitt soll sie zundchst rekonstruiert und im
darauffolgenden kritisiert werden.

In dem betreffenden Teil seines Buches® be-
ginnt Rescher (1985, S. 305) mit einer allgemei-
nen Charakterisierung des MS, die die soeben
genannte Grundidee des SzS — zunéchst in re-
lativ metaphorischer Weise — ndher spezifi-
ziert: ,Der Skeptiker vertritt die Ansicht, [...]
dafs am Ende keine der [rivalisierenden philo-
sophischen] Positionen, die an der Kontroverse
beteiligt sind, am Leben bleibt und den Sieg fiir
sich in Anspruch nehmen kann.” Dabei fiihrt er
diese skeptische Grundidee — in Ubereinstim-
mung mit anderen Autoren (vgl. z.B. Ribeiro,
2011, S. 10) — auf die pyrrhonische Skepsis zu-
rick und deutet die durch sie begriindete Vor-
stellung der epoché folgendermafien: ,Sich ge-
genseitig bekdmpfende Doktrinen machen sich
gegenseitig zunichte. Und der einzige rationale
Weg sei deshalb, sich mit einem Urteil vollkom-
men zuriickzuhalten” (Rescher, 1985, S. 306). Wie
ich im néchsten Abschnitt noch deutlicher ma-
chen werde, ist genau diese Aussage die Konklu-
sion auch des modernen SzS.

* Ich beziehe mich hier auf den zweiten Abschnitt des
13. Kapitels (Rescher, 1985, S. 305-313). Das 14. Kapitel
ist ebenfalls dem Skeptizismus gewidmet. Allerdings
wird Kants vermeintlicher Skeptizismus dort nicht mehr
angesprochen.
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[Hasiee Perrep BbIOesiseT [aBe BepCUM OIVICAH-
HOTO CKeNTUIIM3MAa. A2HOCMUYecKUil cCKenmuyusm
BOCXOAUT K TPaKTyeMOMY VM IIOHSTUIO «3II0Xe»,
COITIaCHO KOTOPOMY pelieHms (procodCcKmx CIIo-
POB «HaxoH4ATCd 3a IpeeaMy OrpaHMYeHHBIX
BO3MOXKHOCTeVI uejiopeueckoro pasyma» (Ibid.).
Bropasi Bepcus ckenTuiinsma, KOTOPYIO paccMa-
TpuBaeT Perttep, — 3T0 Hueu ucmuveckui ckenmu-
yusm. ITpn sTom KaHTa OH OTHOCUT K HOC/IeTHe
dopme*. O mpuumHax TakKo¥ aTTecTallu s pac-
CKaxy B CjlefyrolieM pasfesie. 3/1ech KJII0YeBbIM
gBJIsieTCs JIVIIB O0Illee MHeHVe, KOTOpOoe OH IIpH-
HMChIBaeT HUTWIINCTUYECKOMY CKeNTUIIV3MY, a
sHaunt, n Kanry: «Cam dakt, uro dpmtocodpckme
Ipo0sieMbl He [IOMYCKaOT OOBeKTMBHOrO 1 Oec-
IPUCTPACTHOIO pellleHNs], paccMaTpuBaeTcs Kak
IpV3HaK MX HaJyMaHHOCTM — OykBasibHO Oec-
cMplIcnibl. OHM JOJDKHBI OBITH TIOJTHOCTBIO OT-
KJIOHEHBI KaK TICeBI0IIpo0JIeMBl, a 3HaUUT, PuIo-
coduisi B ee TpaJMIIVIOHHOM IOHVIMaHWIM HECOCTO-
gaTesibHa U vppaimonaisHa» (Ibid., S. 308).

IIpexxpe wem paccMoTpeTh MHeHUe Perrepa o
ToM, 4To KaHT ObUI HUTVIIMCTUYECKUM CKelTH-
KOM, HeOOXOIMMO cJiesIaTh iBa 3aMedaHus I10 T10-
BOJly IIpeJICTaBJIeHHOV MHTepIIpeTaiy KaHTOB-
CKOVI HO3VLIVIN C YYETOM JaJIbHEVIIErO XOaa MOen
apryMeHTallN:

1. Pemmep sBisteTcs yOeXIIeHHBIM ITPOTVBHU-
koM MC. OpHako ero KpwTUIKY 37lech CjiefyeT
OITyCTUTB’, TIOCKOJIBKY B ITOCJIEAYIOIIVIX Pa3fieriax
s OyIly 3aHMMAaTbhCS VICKITIOUNTEIIBHO BOIIPOCOM O
TOM, OBUI JI KaHT mipeficTaBuTesIeM 3TOro CKell-
TUIIM3Ma U B KaKOVI CTelleHM BbIcKasbiBaHMs KaH-
Ta MOTYT BHECTM BKJIafl B TAKOVI CKEIITUIIV3M.

2. B paccyxpennsax Pemepa B KOHeUHOM cyeTe
OCTaeTCs HEesICHBIM, B YeM MIMEHHO COCTOUT CKeTIl-
THUJecKas aprymeHTanys. CTporo ropopsi, OH Ipo-
CTO IPUBOAUT ¥ yTOUYHSET BbIBOA. [jIs TOro urto-
ObI BBISICHUTB, HACKOJIBKO BbICKasblBaHMs KaHTa
CHIOCOOCTBYIOT TaKOV apryMeHTaIuy VIV Haxke

* MakruHH e, HallpoTuB, cunTaeT KaHTa arHOCTVMKOM-
ckenrrrkoM (McGinn, 1993, p. 151).

> VicyepmbIBafollyio KpWTMKY To3uwmmm Perepa cM.:
(Minkin, 2021, S. 247 —274).
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Rescher fiahrt fort, indem er zwei Versionen
des beschriebenen Skeptizismus unterscheidet:
Der Agnostische Skeptizismus leitet aus der von
Rescher gedeuteten epoché-Vorstellung die An-
sicht ab, dass die Losungen von philosophischen
Streitigkeiten ,jenseits der begrenzten Vermo-
gen menschlicher Vernunft angesiedelt” (ebd.)
sind. Die zweite skeptische Version, die Rescher
bespricht, ist der Nihilistische Skeptizismus. Dabei
gehore Kant dieser letztgenannten Form an.* Sei-
ne Griinde fiir eine solche Zuordnung werde ich
im n&chsten Abschnitt behandeln. Hier ist nur
die allgemeine Haltung zentral, die er dem ni-
hilistischen Skeptizismus und damit auch Kant
zuschreibt: ,Die blofse Tatsache, dafs philosophi-
sche Probleme keine objektive und standpunkt-
freie Losung zulassen, gilt als Zeichen dafiir,
daf’ sie unecht sind — buchstéblich unsinnig. Sie
miissen als blofie Pseudoprobleme in Bausch und
Bogen abgewiesen werden, so daf$ also die Phi-
losophie, so wie sie traditionell betrieben wird,
unangemessen und irrational ist” (ebd., S. 308).

Bevor ich Reschers Ansicht, dass Kant ein ni-
hilistischer Skeptizist war, tiberpriife, miissen
mit Blick auf den weiteren Verlauf meiner Argu-
mentation zwei Anmerkungen zu der vorgestell-
ten Deutung der kantischen Position gemacht
werden:

a) Rescher ist ein entschiedener Gegner des
MS. Seine Kritik an diesem soll hier jedoch aus-
geblendet werden,” da es mir in den folgenden
Abschnitten allein um die Frage gehen wird, ob
Kant ein Vertreter dieses Skeptizismus war bzw.
inwiefern Kants Ausfithrungen zu einem sol-
chen Skeptizismus beitragen konnen.

b) Schliefilich bleibt in Reschers Darstellung
unklar, worin genau die skeptische Argumenta-
tion besteht. Strenggenommen fiithrt er ndmlich
blofs die Konklusion auf und erldutert sie. Um zu
priifen, ob bzw. in welcher Weise Kants Ausfiih-

* McGinn scheint Kant dagegen als agnostischen Skep-
tizisten zu behandeln (vgl. McGinn, 1993, S. 151).

> Fiir eine umfangreiche Kritik an Reschers Position vgl.
Minkin (2021, S. 247-274).



IIPEJICTABIIAIOT COOOTI ee Pa3sHOBUIHOCTE, HEOOXO-
AVIMO PacCMOTpPeTh U VHTepIpeTUpoBaTh OCHOB-
Hyto ugeto CBY. C aToro MoMeHTa $ yesisio yKa-
3aHHOVI 3aj1a4e Bce CBoe BHUMaHIe.

3.2. Kaum — npedcmaBumeav CBY?

CBY ssisiercss BapranTom MC, KoTopsiv Oe-
PeT CcBOe HavaJIo B HEKOTOPBIX 0COOeHHOCTsIX -
socodpckoro pasHoryacus. OgHako co BpeMeHeM
CBY Taxke paspernnicsd Ha MHOXKeCTBO pa3sHOBUII-
HocTer’. OHM He MOTyT OBITH PacCMOTPEHBI 371eCh
o po6Ho. 1o 3TON MpuYMHe 51 OrpaHUYYCh U3JI0-
JKeHneM OOImert mmen, K KOTOPOVI OHM CBOMISITCS,
¥ BOIIPOCOM O TOM, ObJT I KaHT mmpuBepkeH1IeM
STOV VIEN.

Ouenb cxaToe M3JIOXKEHVIe OCHOBHOVI WIEU, O
KOTOPOVI MJIeT pedb, MOXKHO HaWTy, HallpuMep, y
Tomaca I'pynamMana, ocTaronierocs, OHaKoO, SpbIM
IIPOTVBHVIKOM 3TOVI VIJIEeN:

(P,) «Ecym MbI cumTaeM, 4TO HaXOMMCSI B COCTOSI-
Hvm [1CD-pasHoracuit, To Mbl proopeTraeM
(moKcacTUUeckuit) OITpoBeprammmuii  pakTop
HeCOITIacysl Il TOTO, YTOOBI CYMTATh, YTO pP»
(Grundmann, 2013, p. 74).

«B  dwrocobun MpI He MOXeM M30eXaTh
yOeXxieHns, 4TO IIOYTH OTHOCWUTEIBHO BCETO
HaxonuMcs B coctosiHvm [1CD-pasHorTacuin»

(Ibid.).

«B dmrtocodrmt MeI He MOXXeM M30eXaTh HaJIu-
uysl OIIPOBEP)KeHWUV B OTHOIIEHMM HpaKTyye-
CKV BCETO, 1, CJIeJIOBATeJIbHO, Y Hac HeT 000CHO-
BaHMs KaK VICTVMHBI B IOCJIeIHEe MHCTaHIN
VTS TIOUTY BCeX HaIlmX pvitocodcKmx yoexie-
Hui» (Ibid.).

B cnenyromem pasgerte g paccMOTprO TPyH/-
MaHOBCKYIO KPUTMKY 3TOro aprymenra. Permaro-
Iee 3HAYeHVEe 371eCh VIMeeT TOJIBKO pa3baCHeHVe
€ro KJIIOYeBbIX IoHATWUI: [pyHIMaH IOHMMaeT
riofy, «[ICD-pasHorIacem» «1odAunHoe v IIpUoIv-
3UTEJIBHO CUMMeMputHoe PacXoXJeHve MHeHWN

® VIx MOXHO OOHapyXMTh Cpefy Ipouero B paborax:
(Brennan, 2010; Ribeiro, 2011; Kornblith, 2011; Plant,
2012; Frances, 2016; Bernath, Tozsér, 2021; Coliva, Doulas,
2022).
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rungen zu einer solchen Argumentation beitra-
gen oder gar eine Version dieser darstellen, muss
also die Grundidee des SzS betrachtet und gedeu-
tet werden. Dieser Aufgabe widme ich mich nun.

3.2. Kant als Vertreter des SzS?

Der SzS ist eine Variante des MS, der von be-
stimmten Merkmalen des philosophischen Dis-
senses ausgeht. Mittlerweile hat sich jedoch auch
der SzS in zahlreiche Spielarten aufgespalten.®
Diese Spielarten konnen hier nicht im Einzelnen
vorgestellt werden. Aus diesem Grund konzen-
triere ich mich blofS auf die allgemeine Idee, der
sie zugeordnet werden konnen, und auf die Fra-
ge, ob Kant ein Vertreter dieser Idee war.

Eine sehr konzise Darstellung der besagten
Grundidee findet sich etwa bei Thomas Grund-
mann, der jedoch ein entschiedener Gegner die-
ser Idee ist:

(P,) . If we believe that we are in a GSE-disagree-
ment, then we acquire a (doxastic) rebutting
defeater for believing that p” (Grundmann,
2013, S. 74).

»In philosophy, we cannot escape from be-
lieving that we are in GSE-disagreement
about almost everything” (ebd.).

,In philosophy, we cannot escape from ac-
quiring rebutting defeaters to almost every-
thing, and hence we lack ultima facie justifica-
tion for almost all our philosophical beliefs”

(ebd.).

Auf Grundmanns Kritik an diesem Argument
werde ich im nédchsten Abschnitt zu sprechen
kommen. Entscheidend ist hier nur die Erlauter-
ung seiner zentralen Ausdriicke: Unter ,GSE-dis-
agreement” versteht Grundmann (2013, S. 74)
“a genuine and roughly symmetric disagreement
among epistemic peers” . Genuin ist dabei ein Dis-
sens, der nicht allein durch sprachliche Kldrung

¢ Diese finden sich u.a. in Brennan (2010), Ribeiro (2011),
Kornblith (2011), Plant (2012), Frances (2016), Bernath
und Toézsér (2021) und Coliva und Doulas (2022).



J. Munkuu

skcnepmob» (Grundmann, 2013, p. 74). [TogmeHOe
pasHoITIacuie — TaKoe, KOTOpOoe He MOXeT OBITh
paspelieHo TOJIBKO IIyTeM JIMHIBUCTMYECKOrO
pasbsiCHeHMsI (MHOTO3HAYHOCTEV), a HYXXIaeTcs B
npviBIIedeHnM dokasamesscmb’. «CUMMeTPUIHOE»
O3HauaeT KOJIMYeCTBeHHYIO 3KBMBaJIeHTHOCTh CTO-
POH B COOTBETCTBYIOIIeM pasHortacum. Ilom skc-
nepraMu I'pyHIMaH nogpasyMeBaeT sMvicTeMiTde-
CKMe CyOBeKTbl, KOTOpbIe MMEIOT IOCTYII K OITHVIM
U TeM ke JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBaM ¥ OFMHAKOBO KOMIIe-
TEHTHBI B OLleHKe 3TMX JJoKa3aTesibeTs (Ibid., p. 73).
Ilon «ompoBepramoIIM AOKcaCTMYeCKM ¢aKTo-
poM Hecomacus» ['pyHIMaH B KOHEYHOM cUeTe I10-
HIMaeT KOHTPIOKa3aTeJIbCTBO, TO eCTh MH(POopMa-
LIVI0, KOTOpas JIMIIaeT 3IVCTeMITUECKOro cyobek-
Ta 0OOCHOBAHMS «P».

ITo moemy muenwo, aprymeHT CBY MoxHO
IPOVJUTIOCTPUPOBATh CJIEAYIOIINM MBICJIEHHBIM
skcriepuMeHToM. Kak dwtocod, g ponro pas-
MBIIUISUT HaJl TIOHSTUEM «3HaHVe» ¥ IIPUIIeN K
BBIBOJ1Y, YTO CTaHAapTHOeE OIlpefiesieHe, COrJIacCHO
KOTOPOMY 3HaHWe — 3TO MCTMHHOe 11 00OCHOBaH-
Hoe yOexxjieHMe, IpaBVIbHO. I yJacTByIO B KOH-
depeH1INM TI0 BOITpOCcaM KOHIIEIIIIMV 3HaHM, Ha
KOTOPOVI BBICTYIIaeT pryIocod I10 MMeHM DOMYH]
TerTnep. B cBoeM fioKyIa/ie OH OOBSACHSET, TOUEMY
00OCHOBaHHOe VCTMHHOe yOeXeHve He sBJIsSeT-
Csl IOCTaTOYHBIM 111 3HaHM. [lastee cireyeT Bo-
00pasuTh TOT HEIIPaBIOIOHOOHBIN (paKT, YTO MBI
¢ rocriogyHOM leTTriepoM — enMHCTBEHHBIE, KTO
paboTast HaJ KOHIlervelt 3HaHMs. Eciv Terieps s
IIPEeIIOIIONY, UTO rocriofuH eTTuep siBiseTcd Ta-
KVM >Ke TIOZIFOTOBJIEHHBIM pry1ocodoM, KaK U s, U
ecCJIN 1 TaK>Ke IIPEeIIIOJIONKY, UTO Hallle pa3Horlacye
SBJI€TCS NOJIVHHBIM, TO, COIJIaCHO BBIIIIEYIIOMs-
HYTOVI OCHOBHOVI UJI€€, ObUIO OBI paioHaIbHBIM,
4uTOOBI MBI 00a BO3ZIEpyKa/IMCh OT HAIINX IPOTH-
BOPEUMBBIX Cy>K[IeHUI. DTO O3Ha4daeT, uTo Hu [eT-
THep, HU 1 He JOJDKHBI IIPOHOoIDKaTh IIpUIepKi-
BaTbCS TeX B3IJIS/IOB, KOTOPBIX IIPUIIEPKIBAJIVICH
JI0 TOrO, KaK OOHAPY>XMJIV CBOe Hecorylacue.

7 BBupmy orpaHmMueHHOTo OOBEMa CTAaTBU S BBIHYXKIIEH

VICXOJTUITB I3 TOTO, UTO ITOHSATVIE TOKa3aTe/TbCTBa ITOHSITHO.
OnHako Takasl IIOCBUIKA IOJDKHA —COIIPOBOKIATHCS
yKasaHMeM Ha TO, UYTO B HACTOsIIee BpeMsl CYIIeCTBYIOT
pasMuHEIe TeopuM O TPUpofe foKaszaTermbcTs. O030p
cm.: (Mantel, 2019).
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(von Mehrdeutigkeiten) gelost werden kann, son-
dern durch das Heranziehen von Belegen.” ,Sym-
metrisch” bezeichnet die quantitative Gleich-
wertigkeit der Parteien, die sich in dem jeweili-
gen Dissens befinden. Peers sind fiir Grundmann
epistemische Subjekte, die Zugang zu denselben
Belegen besitzen und gleichermafien kompetent
sind, diese Belege zu beurteilen (vgl. ebd., S. 73).
Mit ,rebutting doxastic defeater” meint Grund-
mann schlieflich einen Gegenbeleg, d.h. eine In-
formation, die dem epistemischen Subjekt die
Rechtfertigung fiir ,p” entzieht.

Das SzS-Argument ldsst sich m.E. durch fol-
gendes Gedankenexperiment veranschaulichen:
Als Philosoph habe ich mir lange Gedanken
tiber den Wissensbegriff gemacht und bin zum
Schluss gekommen, dass die Standarddefiniti-
on, nach der Wissen wahre und gerechtfertig-
te Uberzeugung ist, richtig ist. Ich besuche eine
Konferenz zum Wissensbegriff, auf der ein Phi-
losoph namens ,Edmund Gettier” auftritt. In
seinem Vortrag erklirt er, weshalb gerechtfertig-
te wahre Uberzeugung nicht hinreichend ist fiir
Wissen. Weiterhin muss man sich den realitéts-
fernen Umstand denken, dass Mr. Gettier und
ich die einzigen sind, die tiber den Wissensbe-
griff gearbeitet haben. Wenn ich nun davon aus-
gehe, dass Mr. Gettier ein genauso gut geschul-
ter Philosoph ist wie ich und wenn ich zusétz-
lich davon ausgehe, dass unser Dissens genuin
ist, dann sei es der besagten Grundidee zufolge
rational geboten, dass ich aber auch Mr. Gettier
uns unserer inkompatiblen Urteile enthalten.
Hiermit ist gemeint, dass weder Gettier noch ich
die Positionen, die wir vor der Entdeckung unse-
res Dissenses vertreten haben, weiterhin vertre-
ten sollten.

7 Aufgrund des begrenzten Platzes muss ich voraus-
setzen, dass der Begriff des Belegs verstandlich ist. Eine
solche Voraussetzung muss jedoch mit dem Hinweis
einhergehen, dass zurzeit diverse Theorien zur Natur
von Belegen existieren. Zur Ubersicht vgl. Mantel (2019).



Ecriut Terepp 060OIINTE 3TOT pe3ysIbraT Ipu-
MEHWTeJIBHO KO BceM (PryT0coCKIM JIVICKYCCHAM,
TO MOYKHO IIPUTTH K CKEITUYIECKOMY YOeXXIeH IO,
4uT0 PrytocodpCKIe TTOIXOMBI VIV B3IJISIBI SIBIIS-
I0TCsI HeOOOCHOBaHHBIMI. Benb eciit Mbl npun-
YUNUaibHo cCauTaeM, 9To B prstocodnmt MbI Haxo-
nvMcst B onvcaHHbix [1CD-pasnoriacmsx, To Tor-
Jla TIpeICTaB/IgeTCs pallIOHAIbHBIM BO3[Iep>KaThb-
cst oT coberBeHHOro MHeHMs. OnHako CBY mcxo-
IWT Y3 TOTO, YTO OOJIBIIMHCTBO PrtocodoB IIpu-
TepP’KMBAIOTCS CBOVIX MHEHUVI, XOTs IMEIOT BecKuie
JIOKa3aTeJIbCTBa TOrO, UTO OHM HaXOISATCS B pas-
mvaabiX TICD-pasHOormacusix. TakuMm obpasom,
dwtocodckasi mpakTrKa OKas3blBaeTcs B 3HAUM-
TeJIBHOVI CTelleH! VppaliOHaJIbHOL.

Koneuno, 1o 1mososly /1aHHOW apryMeHTallViy
HeOOXOIVMO CKas3aThb ellle MHOTOe — HaIIpuMep,
HesICHO, TIpUIePXMUBAIOTCA JIT (PUII0COdBI CBOMX
MHEeHWVI, VI MHOTV€e JIV VI3 HUX IPUIep>X1BalOTCs
Jlake B CJIydae, ecIY COOTBETCTBYIOIIVe JI0Kas3a-
TeJILCTBA MM JOCTYITHBL. OIHAaKo 5 XOTes1 ObI OcTa-
BUTB 3T ITpO0JIeMBbl B CTOPOHE, TIOCKOJIbKY MeHsI
371eCh VHTepecyeT TOJIBKO BOIIPOC O TOM, ObUT JIn
Kanr — kak yTeepxaer Periep — cTOpOHHMKOM
STOVI JIMHUV apr'yMeHTalVA.

Kakne mpyauHBI MOTYT OBITB [1711 TAKOTO TOJI-
KoBaHI:1? B KauecTBe JOKa3aTeIbcTBa CBOErO IIpe]l-
nosioxkeHus: Pellep HpuBOOWT [Ba OTPBIBKA W3
«Kputukn umncroro pasyma». IlepBbii OTPBIBOK
(A 501 / B 529; Kant, 20064, c. 661):

KaxxeTcst coBepIIIeHHO SICHBIM, YTO €CJIV OIVH
yTBEpPXXHaeT: MUp uMeen HA4al0, a JPyrom — Mup
He uMeem Hauaid, a cyujecmByem Beuro, TO OIVIH
Y3 HUX JIOJDKeH ObITh IIpaB. Ho B Takom ciryuvae,
ITIOCKOJIBKY SICHOCTb apI'yMeHTalUu M TyT U TaM
OIVMHAaKOBa, HEBO3MOXXHO KOIZa-IN00 y3HaTh,
Ha 4beVi CTOPOHE IIpaB[ia, ¥ CIIOP IIPOAOIDKAeTCs
HIO-TIPEXKHEMY, XOTI CYI, pasyMa IIpu3BasI ooe CTo-
POHBI K CLIOKOVICTBUIO. VITaK, I OCHOBATEJIbHO-
TO 3aBepIIIeHNs CII0Opa, KOTOPOe yIOBJIETBOPIIIO
Ob1 00e CTOPOHBI, OCTAeTCs JINIITB OJTHO CPECTBO:
OKOHYATeJIbHO YOeIUTh MX, UTO, TIOCKOJIbKY 00e
OHVI TaK XOPOIIIO OIIPOBEPraroT APYT OApyTa, hpeo-
Mmem ux cnopa — Huumo (Kypcus mon. — JI.M.),
VI JIVIIIb HEKOTOPasl TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHas BUIIV-
MOCTb HapWCOBaJIa VIM [IEVICTBUTEIIBHOCTb TaM,
rre ee HeT (A 501 / B 529; Kant, 20064, c. 661).
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Verallgemeinert man nun dieses Ergebnis auf
alle philosophischen Debatten, gelangt man zu
der skeptischen Uberzeugung, dass philosophi-
sche Positionen oder Ansichten unbegriindet
sind. Denn wenn wir grundsitzlich in der Philo-
sophie glauben, dass wir uns in den beschriebe-
nen GSE-Dissensen befinden, dann scheint es
rational geboten zu sein, sich der eigenen Mei-
nung zu enthalten. Der SzS geht jedoch davon
aus, dass die meisten Philosophen an ihren Mei-
nungen festhalten, obwohl sie gute Belege ha-
ben, dass sie sich in diversen GSE-Dissensen be-
finden. Dementsprechend sei die philosophische
Praxis weitestgehend irrational.

Zu dieser Argumentation muss nattirlich
noch mehr gesagt werden — soist z.B. unklar, ob
bzw. wie viele Philosophen an ihren Meinungen
festhalten, obwohl ihnen die besagten Belege zur
Verfuigung stehen. Solche Probleme mochte ich
aber ausklammern, weil es mir hier nur um die
Frage geht, ob Kant — wie Rescher behauptet —
ein Vertreter dieser Argumentation war.

Welche Griinde konnte es fiir eine solche
Lesart geben? Zum Nachweis seiner Annahme
fithrt Rescher zwei Stellen aus der KrV auf. Zu-
néchst eine Stelle aus A 501 / B 529:

Es scheint doch nichts klidrer, als daff von
zweien, deren der eine behauptet: die Welt hat
einen Anfang, der andere: die Welt hat keinen
Anfang, sondern sie ist von Ewigkeit her, doch
einer Recht haben miisse. Ist aber dieses, so ist
es, weil die Klarheit auf beiden Seiten gleich
ist, doch unmoglich, jemals auszumitteln, auf
welcher Seite das Recht sei; und der Streit dau-
ert nach wie vor, wenn die Parteien gleich bei
dem Gerichtshofe der Vernunft zur Ruhe ver-
wiesen worden. Es bleibt also kein Mittel tibrig,
den Streit griindlich und zur Zufriedenheit bei-
der Theile zu endigen, als daf3, da sie einander
doch so schon widerlegen konnen, sie endlich
tiberfiihrt werden, daf§ sie um Nichts streiten, und
ein gewisser transscendentaler Schein ihnen da
eine Wirklichkeit vorgemalt habe, wo keine an-
zutreffen ist (meine Hvh. — D.M.).
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Bropont oTpbIBOK:

Taxum 00pa3om, BMeCTO TOTO 4TOOBI pa3Mma-
XVBaTh M€YOM, JIydIlle CIIOKOVHO IpVCMaTpu-
BayiTech 13 Oe3omacHOro ybexwmina KpUTUKM K
3TOMY CIIOPY, KOTOPBIVI [1si OOPIOIIVIXCS CTOPOH
yTOMUTEJIEH, a BaC pasBiieKaeT U PV HeCOMHEH-
HO 0eCKPOBHOM VICXOJI€ JIOJDKEeH OBITh IT0JIe3HBIM
VIS BalIvxX B3DIsAoB. V0o... pasyMm yxe camo-
IIPOM3BOJIBHO IO TaKOVI CTEIIeHV yKPOIaeTcs U
yaepXMBaeTCs B TPAHMIIAX CAMUM e Pa3yMOM. ..
B smou duasexmuxke He OviBaem nobed, komopsle 0a-
Baau Ovt Bam noBod becnokoumuces (KypcuB MOV, —
J.M.) (A 747 / B 775; Kanrt, 2006a, c. 945).

BeiBomyma sm mHTeprnipetanus Pemrepa wms
stx nurar? Ilpexne Bcero oOparmaer Ha ceOs
BHMMaHMe TOT dakKT, uTo KaHT, 110 KpariHen Mepe
B 3TUX OTPBIBKax, He TOBOPUT IIPAMO O ¢u10cog-
cxom criope. Pettiep passuBaeT mepBoe IIpefjioxe-
HVie TIepBOVI IIUTATHI CIIeAyIommM obpasom: «Ka-
JKeTCsl COBEpIIIeHHO SICHBIM, 4YTO, eCJIVl OIVH U3
06yx memacgpusuxob...» (Rescher, 1985, S. 308; xyp-
cuB Mon. — JI.M.). TlomoGHoe yTBepXeHMe He
BCTpeYaeTcs, II0 KpavHell Mepe B OivDKamineMm
TeKCTyaJIbHOM OKpy>keHmM oTpbiBKa A 501 / B 529
(KaaT, 20064, c. 661). Takm 00pa3oM, 3TO HOITOTI-
HeHVie 1T03BOJIsieT Pelllepy KOHKpeTU3MpoOBaTh MH-
TepIIpeTariio, COITIacHO KoTopon KaHT, oTBepras
MeTadu3gecKoe pasHorjlacye, TeM CaMbIM XOTeJl
TakK>ke ITPOJEMOHCTPUPOBATh OeCIUIONHOCTh u-
s1ocodpcKoro pasHoriacus. Takash TpaKTOBKa KaH-
TOBCKOV TIO3UITNM, Oe3yCJIOBHO, HeTpMBMaIbHA W
TpebyeT feTasibHOro obocHOBaHMs, KoToporo Pe-
1Iep, OfHaKO, He IIPUBOINT.

Tem He MeHee cpefyt KaHTOBEIIOB €CTh TaKle,
KTO 6 HACMOAWULl MOMeHM, KaK KaXkeTCsl Ha nep-
Buiti 632450, TIOIIePXXKMBaeT MHTepHpeTaruio Pe-
mepa. Postekep epxapaT, HarTpyIMep MUIIIET, YTO
nis Kanra dpwtocodnst — B cMbICITe McciIeoBa-
HUS MyOPOCTU — «[BCTaeT] B OOMH psf, ¢ MeTadu-
sukon» (Gerhardt, 2015, S. 1765; cm. Takxe: Baum,
2015, S. 1534). Ho, B omimume OT 3THX crielyasim-
cToB, Pertiep nrHopupyert ToT daxt, uTo KaHT BBO-
IOVJT ¥ VICTIONB30BaJI pa3jIMIHble IIOHSTHS MeTa-

Die zweite Stelle stammt aus A 747 / B 775:

Anstatt also mit dem Schwerte drein zu
schlagen, so sehet vielmehr von dem sicheren
Sitze der Kritik diesem Streite geruhig zu, der
fir die Kimpfenden miihsam, fiir euch unter-
haltend und bei einem gewifs unblutigen Aus-
gange fiir eure Einsichten erspriefSlich ausfallen
musf [...] [Denn die] Vernunft [wird] schon von
selbst durch Vernunft so wohl gebdndigt und in
Schranken gehalten [...] In dieser Dialektik gibts
keinen Sieg, tiber den ihr besorgt zu sein Ursache
hittet (meine Hvh. — D.M.).

Lasst sich aus diesen Zitaten Reschers Les-
art ableiten? Zunéchst ist es auffillig, dass Kant
an diesen Stellen zumindest nicht explizit von
philosophischem Streit spricht. Rescher erweitert
den ersten Satz des ersten Zitats auf folgende
Weise: ,,Es scheint doch nichts kl[4]rer, als dafs
von zwelilen [Metaphysikern], deren der eine...”
(Rescher, 1985, S. 308; meine Hvh. — D.M.). Eine
solche Aussage findet sich zumindest in der
ndheren Textumgebung der Stelle A 501/B 529
nicht. Diese Erweiterung spezifiziert Reschers
Interpretation somit dahingehend, dass ihr zu-
folge Kant mit der Zuriickweisung des meta-
physischen Dissenses eo ipso auch den philoso-
phischen als fruchtlos ausweisen wollte. Eine
solche Deutung der Kantischen Position ist si-
cherlich nicht trivial und erfordert eine aus-
fihrliche Begriindung, die Rescher allerdings
nicht offenlegt.

Prima facie finden sich unter Kant-Experten
aber Sichtweisen, die Reschers Deutung zundchst
zu stiitzen scheinen. So schreibt Volker Gerhardt
(2015, S. 1765) etwa, dass Philosophie — im Sin-
ne der Weisheitsforschung — ,fiir Kant mit der
Metaphysik in eins [fdllt]” (vgl. auch Baum, 2015,
S. 1534). Doch anders als diese Experten igno-
riert Rescher die Tatsache, dass Kant sowohl in
seinen verschiedenen Schaffensphasen als auch
in der KrV verschiedene Begriffe der Metaphy-
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PMBMKIM KaK Ha pas/IMYHBIX 3Tarlax CBOero TBOp-
4yecTBa, Tak ” B Iepont «Kpurnke»®. Paccmorpe-
HVIe BCeX 3TMX IMOHATU C 11eJIbI0 aHaJI3a MHTep-
nipetaryiy Pertiepa Ob110 ObI CIMIIIKOM OOBEMHBIM.
Permmatortiee 3HaueHMe MeeT TOT PAKT, YTO B IIPO-
msBereHMsIx KaHTa Je7ICTBUTEIIBHO IIPVICY TCTBYET
IOHATHE MeTadW3MKM, KOTOpoe, KaxeTcs, Periep
I VICTIOJIB3YeT /1151 0O0CHOBaHMs CBOeVI MHTepIIpe-
taimn. Tak, B «[Iponeromenax» Kanrt ropopur o
«IIKOJIbHOV MeTadmsuke» (AA 04, S. 366, Kanr,
19946, c. 132) m OTOX/IECTBIISIET ee C «IorMarude-
ckovt MeTadpmsukon» (AA 04, S. 367,; Kanr, 19940,
c. 133)°. TeM caMBbIM OH 3KCITTUIIVIPYET OTHOIIIEHIe
K TaKOro poza MeTadmsiKe, KOTOpoe IIpeIVChl-
BaeT KpuTudeckas pusocodpms: «Kpurtmka oTHo-
CUTCSL K OOBIYHOM IIIKOJIBHOVM MeTadpusuke TOdY-
HO TaK, KaK XUMUA K AAXUMUU VITIVI ACHPOHOMUSA
K IIpopuLaroreit Oyayimee acmposoeuu» (AA 04,
S. 366, _; Kanrt, 19946, c. 132). B xoneunom wnrore
OHa IIpeJICTaBJIsIeT COOOV «COPUCTUUECKYIO JIKe-
Hayky» (AA 04, S. 366, Kant, 19946, c. 132).

51 661 yTBepKart, uto ecy e rmntaTs! 13 KYP,
npuseneHHbIe PertiepoM, OTHOCSATCS K MeTadpm3m-
YeCKOMY CIOPY — YTO OTHIOIb He CTOJIb OYeBU]I-
HO, KaK ITpejriosiaraet Pertiep B cBoei pemapke, —
M0 OHW OTHOCSTCS K CIIOPY MEXAY «IByMs [doe-
mamuveckumy MeTadpusMKaMu]», OKa3aBIIMMMCH
Ha apeHe OeckoHe4yHbIX criopos (cMm.: A VIIL; Kanr,
20060, c. 11). ITpu TakoM IIpoUTeHUM 3TN ABE LIN-
TaThl COMIACYIOTCA ¢ MeTadI0codCKOV MO3UIIV-
en Kanra. Ho miig toro, urodnl o00ocHOBATEL VIH-
TeprpeTanuio Periepa, HeoOXomgyMMo IIOKa3aTh,
uro KaHt npupabuubaem cpusococpckuii crop X
CIIOPY MeXy JorMaTMyYecKMy MeTapr3iKaML.

OnHako [1eJ10 He TOJIBKO B TOM, YTO TaKoe IIpu-
paBHMBaHMe, HACKOJILKO MHe M3BeCTHO, He BCTpe-
yaeTcs B MHOJIHOM cobpaHmm coumHeHmuy Kanra.
OKCIUIMINUTHBIe 3aMedaHnss Kanra o mpupopne
dwtocopum — ero Metadpusiocodpmss — gaxe, Ka-
XKeTcs, TIofpa3yMeBaloT ero 0TKa3 OT TaKoro IIpu-
paBHVIBaHWS:

8 O0630p cm.: (Baum, 2015).
° IlpaBpa, B IBHOM BUWle OH 3TOrO He [eJlaeT, OHAKO M3
KOHTEKCTa CHOHVIMVIS ITPOCITEKMBAETCSL.

107

D. Minkin

sik eingefiihrt und verwendet hat.® Eine Bespre-
chung all dieser Begriffe zwecks Priifung von
Reschers Deutung wiirde hier zu weit fiihren.
Entscheidend ist, dass sich in Kants (Evre tat-
sdchlich ein Metaphysikbegriff findet, den auch
Rescher zu benutzen scheint, um seine Deutung
zu belegen. So spricht Kant in den Prolegomena
von der ,Schulmetaphysik” (Prol, AA 04, S. 366,)
und identifiziert sie mit der ,dogmatischen Me-
taphysik” (Prol, AA 04, S. 367))° Die durch die
kritische Philosophie vorgegebene Haltung ge-
gentiber dieser Art der Metaphysik macht er da-
bei explizit: ,Die Kritik verhilt sich zur gewohn-
lichen Schulmetaphysik gerade wie Chemie zur
Alchymie, oder die Astronomie zur wahrsagen-
den Astrologie” (Prol, AA 04, S. 366, ) Sie sei
letztlich eine ,,sophistische Scheinwissenschaft”
(Prol, AA 04, S. 366,).

Ich mochte behaupten, dass wenn sich die
beiden von Rescher aufgefiihrten Zitate aus
der KrV auf einen metaphysischen Streit bezie-
hen — was keineswegs so klar ist wie Rescher
durch seine Einsetzung suggeriert —, dann be-
ziehen sie sich auf einen Streit zwischen ,,zwei-
en [dogmatischen Metaphysikern]”, die sich auf
dem Kampfplatz endloser Streitigkeiten (vgl.
KrV, A VIII) befinden. So gelesen waren diese
beiden Zitate im Einklang mit Kants metaphi-
losophischer Position. Doch um Reschers Deu-
tung zu belegen, muss weiterhin gezeigt wer-
den, dass Kant den philosophischen Streit mit
dem Streit zwischen dogmatischen Metaphysi-
kern gleichsetzt.

Es ist jedoch nicht nur so, dass sich eine sol-
che Gleichsetzung — meines Wissens — in
Kants Gesamtwerk nicht findet. Kants explizite
Bemerkungen zur Natur der Philosophie — sei-
ne Metaphilosophie — scheinen sogar seine Ab-
lehnung einer solchen Gleichsetzung zu impli-
zieren:

§ Zu einer Ubersicht vgl. Baum (2015).
® Allerdings macht er das nicht explizit. Aus dem
Textkontext ergibt sich jedoch die Synonymie.
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CrrepoBaTeribHO,  MeTadpmsMKa  IIPUPOAIBL
Y HpPaBOB M B OCOOeHHOCTV npedBapumenvHas
(mpormeneBTIUECKasT) KPUTMKA pa3yMa, OTBaXKM-
BAIOIIErOCs JIeTaTh Ha COOCTBEHHBIX KPBUIbSIX,
COCTaBJISIOT, COOCTBEHHO, BCE TO, UTO MOXHO HA-
36amv pusocogpueii 6 nodsunHom cmuicie (Kypcvs
momt. — JI.M.). OHa Bce CTaBUT B CBA3b C MYZPO-
CTBIO, HO JIeJIaeT 3TO Ha ITyTV HayKW, eCTeCTBeH-
HOM ITyTI, KOTOPBIVI, pa3 OH IIPOJIOXKEH, HUKOTTIA
He 3apacTaeT U He JIOITycKaeT 3almyxmaenum (A
850 / B 878; Karr, 20064, c. 1063).

B sTom mecte KaHT 1cIIo/1b3yeT TepMIUH «MeTa-
dusuKa» B IMIMPOKOM CMBICTIe, IO pa3yMeBas 1107,
HUM prstocodckoe IpejicTaBIieHe O Mpe, BKIIIO-
yaroree B ceOsl yCTaHOBKY, TpebyeMyIo KpuUTuye-
ckont purtocodpuernt’. B cvy npupaBHMBaHMS 10-
HuMaemoi makum o0pasom MeTadpvsVIKI K puto-
cocdum (1o ee mpesCTaBIEHNIO O MUpe), BCe pas-
HOIJIaCVs, IIpUIIVChIBaeMble dviocodpun, ecre-
CTBEHHO, JIOJDKHBI pacCMaTpUBAThCs M KaK pasHoO-
ry1acus MeTadu3suecKe.

Ha stoM done muenme Periepa o ToM, uto KaHT
apiisteTcs TpercrasuTesieM CBY, MoxHO 00ocHO-
BaTh TOJIBKO B TOM CJIy4ae, ecJIV JIoKa3aThb, UTO I10-
CJIeTHUVL JIOITyCKaeT peaIbHOCTh TaKMX PasHOIVIa-
CWVI 014 111020, 4M00bL CAETIATh BBIBOI, COOTBETCTBY-
ot 3aksrrodeHnIo (C) B IIpyBeIeHHOM BbIIlIe ap-
rymenTte (CBY). VI pevicTBuTesIbHO, B pasIMUHbIX
TeKCTaX MOKHO HaWTV MecTa, KOTOpkle Ha nepbolil
#32450 yKas3bIBalOT Ha 5TO HaIlpaBJIeHWe, CBUIIe-
TeJILCTBYS B IIOJIb3y TOUKM 3peHws Permepa. Ilomo6-
HBIM 00pa3oM MOXeT ObITh MCTOJIKOBAHO CJIeflyIo-
1lee 3aMedaHye 13 «KpUTHKM 4mcToro pasyman:

Bor mouemy ciayumsiocs ciiemyroree: Io-
CKOJIBKY caMU (pry10cOBI VIMeIIV HelIpaBWIbHOe
IIpeficTaBIeHre O pa3sBUTUM VeV CBOEV HayKW,
IIOCKOJIBKY pa3paboTka ee He MoIjla PyKOBOZ-
CTBOBATBCS OIIpeJle/IeHHOV 11eJIbI0 M CJIe[0BaTh
TOYHO YCTAHOBJIEHHOMY HaIlpaBJIeHUIO; W3-3a
TOro, 4TO (WIOCOdBI HPOU3BOJILHO YepTWIN
IUIaH, YTO OHM OCTAHOBWIVCH B HEBeIeHUM OT-

10 Criemryst apXMTEKTOHVIKE YMCTOTO pasyMa, Mermagusu-
Ka 6 WUpoKoM cMbic/e COCTOUT U3 KPUTUKW U Memagusuku
8 npomesxymounom cmovicae. DT obosHavenvs cM.: (Hoffe,
1998, S. 622).
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Metaphysik also sowohl der Natur, als der
Sitten, vornehmlich die Kritik der sich auf ei-
genen Fligeln wagenden Vernunft, welche
voriibend (propddeutisch) vorhergeht, machen
eigentlich allein dasjenige aus, was wir im dch-
ten Verstande Philosophie nennen kénnen. Diese
bezieht alles auf Weisheit, aber durch den Weg
der Wissenschaft, den einzigen, der, wenn er
einmal gebahnt ist, niemals verwéchst und kei-
ne Verirrungen verstattet (KrV, A 850 / B 878;
meine Hvh. — D.M.).

An dieser Stelle verwendet Kant nun den
Ausdruck ,Metaphysik” im weiten Sinn und
meint hiermit den Weltbegriff der Philosophie,
der die von der kritischen Philosophie geforder-
te Haltung, einschliefit.” Aufgrund der Gleich-
setzung der so verstandenen Metaphysik mit der
Philosophie (nach ihrem Weltbegriffe) miissen
nattirlich alle Dissense, die der Philosophie zu-
geordnet werden, auch als metaphysische Dis-
sense erachtet werden.

Vor diesem Hintergrund ldsst sich Reschers
Ansicht, Kant sei ein Vertreter des SzS, nur dann
verteidigen, wenn man nachweist, dass der Letz-
tere von der Realitdt solcher Dissense ausgeht,
um eine Konklusion zu ziehen, die der Schuss-
folgerung (K) im oben angefiihrten Argument
(5zS) entspricht. Und tatsdchlich lassen sich Stel-
len in diversen Texten finden, die auf den ersten
Blick in diese Richtung deuten und Reschers An-
sicht nahelegen. Die folgende Finschitzung aus
KrV A 844 / B 872 lasst sich etwa in dieser Wei-
se lesen:

Dadurch ist es nun geschehen, daf3, da Phi-
losophen selbst in der Entwickelung der Idee
ihrer Wissenschaft fehlten, die Bearbeitung
derselben keinen bestimmten Zweck und kei-
ne sichere Richtschnur haben konnte, und sie
bei einem so willkiirlich gemachten Entwurfe,
unwissend in dem Wege, den sie zu nehmen
hitten, und jederzeit unter sich streitig tiber die

1 Der Architektonik der reinen Vernunft folgend, ist
die Metaphysik im weiten Sinne aus der Kritik und der Me-
taphysik im mittleren Sinne zusammengesetzt. Zu diesen
Bezeichnungen vgl. Hoffe (1998, S. 622).



HOCUTEJIBHO ITyTV, II0 KOTOPOMY CJIe[IOBaJIO OBl
unT. VI nocmosnno cnopuiu mexoy cobotl v3-3a oT-
KPpBITUI, KOTOPbIe KaXXIbII CTPEMWIICS Ces1aTh
Ha CBOeM ITyTW, — [W3-3a BCero 3Toro] mx Hayka
CTajla BBI3BIBATH IIpe3peHre CHavajia y Ipyrix,
a B KOHIIe KOHIIOB JlaXe B MX COOCTBEHHOV Cpe-
ne (A 844 / B 872; Kant, 2006a, c. 1057; kypcus
Mot — I.M.).

OpHako ecsu paccMaTpuBaTh 3TOT (PparMeHT
He M30JIMPOBaHHO, a B COBOKYIIHOCTU C JPYIMMM
BbICKasbIBaHMAMY KaHTa 0 dnstocodpckom pas-
HOIJIacuM, TO, HeCMOTps Ha IlepBoe BlledaTileHle,
ero HeJib3s IIPUBOAUTH B KaudecTBe [JOKasaTellb-
cTBa TOYKM 3peHus Pemepa. Becbma Bneuatriser
B 9TOW CBsI3M KaHTOBCKOe MeTadoprydecKoe OIV-
caHMe cUTyalumn B dputocodpnnt B TepMUHaAX BO-
VIHBI 1 BeuHOro mupa. Tak, Harmpumep, B «I'paHc-
1leH IeHTaJIbHOM YUeHUN 0 MeToze» repBom «Kpu-
TUKW» OH paccMaTpuBaeT TOOOCOBCKYIO KOHIIEII-
LIVIIO €CTeCTBEHHOI'0 COCTOSTHMSA VI COITy TCTBYIOITIe-
ro emy «Hacwms» (A 753 / B 780; KanT, 2006a,
c. 951) u mpuMeHsieT ee K TOKPUTUIECKON prto-
cocpunt: Ge3 KpUTVMKM «pa3yM HaxOAUTCS KaK ObI B
€CTeCTBEHHOM COCTOSIHUM VI MOXKeT OTCTOSITb CBOV
yTBepXKIeHVs M IIpeTeH3UN MV 00ecrIednThb X
He MHaue Kak IocpeicTsoM boiinsi» (A 751 / B 779;
Kanr, 2006a, c. 949), koTopyIo HeJlb3d CYUTaATh pa-
LIVIOHAJIBHOWL. B omuowenuu doxpumuueckoi gpuio-
cogpuu KaHT, TakM 00pa3oM, Kak KaxxeTcs, dax-
Tnyecku cormariaercs ¢ BeisooM (C) B CBY. Ho,
OITSITB K€, [VISL TOrO UTOOBI OOOCHOBATH peIepoB-
ckoe npuuncieHe KaHTa K cTOpoOHHMKaM MeTa-
drtocodckoro ckenTmIIZMa, HEOOXOIMMO ITOKa-
3aTh, YTO MOCIIEAHUTI cunTasl, OyAaTo dpuitocodms
ucuepnaia cedsi B JOKpUTMUECKON Pryiocopmit.

Takas Touka 3peHNs, OHAKO, HeCOBMeCTMMa C
dyHKIIMEN KPUTUKM B paMKax PrjIocodcKoro pas-
HOIJIacKsl, SKCIUIMILMPOBAHHOV B MHOI'OYVCIIEH-
HBIX (pparMeHTaXx 1 TeKCTax, C OHOVI CTOPOHBI, U C
ee pe3yJIbTaTVBHOCTHIO, OOYCIIOBJIEHHOV peasiv3a-
LIMe 5TOM cpyHKuVM — C Opyrou. Kant XapakTe-
PU3YeT 3Ty (pyHKyuw0o B «<YUdeHUM O MeTofe» CIIey-
IOIIMM 00pa3soM: «KPUTHMKa, 3aMMCTBYs BCe pellle-
HVIS I3 OCHOBHBIX IIPaBIJI €0 COOCTBEHHOTO yCTa-
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Entdeckungen, die ein jeder auf dem seinigen
gemacht haben wollte, ihre Wissenschaft zuerst
bei andern und endlich sogar bei sich selbst in
Verachtung brachten (meine Hvh. — D.M.).

Trotz eines ersten Eindrucks kann diese Stel-
le jedoch nicht als Beleg fiir Reschers Ansicht an-
gefithrt werden, wenn man sie nicht isoliert, son-
dern in Verbindung mit anderen Auflerungen
Kants zum philosophischen Dissens betrachtet.
Sehr wirkungsmaichtig in diesem Zusammen-
hang wurde seine metaphorische Beschreibung
der Lage in der Philosophie in den Begriffen des
Krieges und des ewigen Friedens. So greift er
etwa in der , Transzendentalen Methodenlehre”
der KrV Hobbes Konzeption des Naturzustands
sowie der mit ihm einhergehenden ,Gewalttha-
tigkeit” (KrV, A 753 / B 780) auf und wendet sie
auf die vorkritische Philosophie an: Ohne Kritik
sei ,,die Vernunft gleichsam im Stande der Natur
und kann ihre Behauptungen und Anspriiche
nicht anders geltend machen oder sichern, als
durch Krieg” (KrV, A 751 / B 779), der letztlich
nicht als rational erachtet werden kénne. Bezogen
auf die vorkritische Philosophie scheint Kant somit
tatsdchlich der Konklusion (K) in SzS zuzustim-
men. Doch — nochmals — um Reschers Kate-
gorisierung von Kant als metaphilosophischen
Skeptizisten zu begriinden, muss gezeigt wer-
den, dass Kant der Ansicht war, die Philosophie
erschipfe sich in der vorkritischen Philosophie.

Eine solche Sichtweise ist jedoch unvereinbar
mit der an mehreren Stellen und in mehreren
Texten explizit gemachten Funktion der Kritik
innerhalb philosophischer Dissense einerseits
sowie ihrer aus der Ausiibung dieser Funktion
ergebenden Leistung andererseits. Die Funktion
charakterisiert Kant in der ,Methodenlehre” wie
folgt: ,Die Kritik [...], welche alle Entscheidun-
gen aus den Grundregeln ihrer eigenen Einset-
zung hernimmt, deren Ansehen keiner bezwei-
feln kann, verschafft uns die Ruhe eines gesetzli-
chen Zustandes, in welchem wir unsere Streitig-
keiten nicht anders fithren sollen, als durch Pro-
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HOBJIEHVIS, aBTOPUTET KOTOPOTrO He MOXeT OBITh
TIO/IBEPTHY T COMHEHWIO, CO37IaeT HaM CITOKOVICTBVIE
IIPaBOBOrO COCTOSIHV, IIPY KOTOPOM HalllM CIIOPBI
HaJIJIEXUT BeCTV He MHade Kak B Buie [cyneOHO-
ro] npoyecca» (A 751 / B 779; Kant, 2006a, c. 949).
B 3TOM CMBICTIE KPUTMKY MOXHO paccMaTpuBaTh
KaK «HacTosilllee CyAInIIle IJIsd BceX ero CIopos;
JIEVICTBUTEIIBHO, B 3TU CIIOPBI, HEIIOCPEeICTBEH-
HO KacaroIrecsi 00beKTOB, OHa He BMEIIBaeTC s,
a IIpefHa3Ha4YeHa [IJIs TOro, YTOOBI OIIpenesInThb
IpaBa pa3yMa BOOOIIle ¥ CyIWUTh O HMUX IO OCHO-
BOITIOJIOXKEHWSIM €T0 TIepBOoVl MHCTaHIIu» (A 751 /
B 779; Kanrt, 2006a, c. 949). LlocmuskeHue KPUTVKY,
¢ gpyrovi ctopoHbl, KaHT omnpeneriget, npobosea-
was «I1epCcreKTVBY BEYHOrO Mupa cpean puilo-
codop» (AA 08, S. 416,,_,; Kanrt, 1994a, c. 539; cm.
taxoke: A 752 / B 780; KanT, 2006a, c. 951).

To, uto KaHT B KOHEUHOM MTOre He IIPUIIICHIBa-
eT KpUTUYecKon pvtocodpmmt (pyHKYyUU «II0CTpoe-
HVIA VIV HUCTIpoBepxkeHwmst cuictem» (AA 08, S.416,;
KanT, 19944, c. 539) 1 9To ee pe3y1bmam OH BUAUT B
TOM, UTOOBI 3aCTABUTh IOrMaTUYeCKUT PasyM «¥C-
KaTb CIIOKOVICTBYS B KaKOVI-HMOY/Ib KPUTVIKE 3TOrO
pasyMa 1 B 3aKOHOJATeJIbCTBE, OCHOBBIBAIOIIIEMCSI
Ha Hem» (A 752 / B 780; Kant, 2006a, c. 951), mpen-
CTaBJIseTCS CYIIIeCTBEHHBIM MOTVBOM, ITOOYX/IAf0-
VM CKeIITUYeCKV OTHOCUTBCS K PeIlepOBCKOVI Xa-
pakTeprcTyKe MeTadriocodpckon mnosmmym Kan-
Ta. OHAKO, Ha MOV B3IJISAM, TaKas XapaKTepyiCTV-
Ka OCHOBaHa Ha HeBepHOM IOHVMaHMM KaK (PyHK-
umm prstocodpmm, Tak U ee pe3yIsIbTaToB.

Hauny c xenpaBuivHoeo noHumanus pyHkyuu.
Korna Pertep mpunviceiBaeT (HUTMIIMCTUECKOMY)
CKENTUILIV3MY ¥, TI0 €r0 MHEHMUIO, TeEM CaMbIM U
KanTy TpeboBaHme «BO3IepXXMBaThCs OT IHOIIBITOK
JlaTh OTBETHl Ha Ba’KHblE BOIIPOCHI, KacaroIllyecs
MMpa 1 Halllero noyioxeHns B Hem» (Rescher, 1985,
S. 310), oH, oueBMIHO, BbIpakaeT 03a00YEHHOCTH
TeM, uTo, corstacHo KanTy, dpustocodmnst He obaia-
eT PyHKIIMer OpoXaaTh ITO3HAHMS VIV IIPOCTO
VICTVHHBIEe IIpeyIoKeHMs. Takas Touka 3peHms
Has3bIBaeTCS «Memapus0copcKum HOHKOSHUMUBU3-

mom»' (em., HanpumMep: Minkin, 2021, S. 302).

I Permiep TOXe TOBOPUT O «HOHKOTHUTVBUCTCKUX OPU-

enTupax» (Rescher, 1985, S. 328), Ho He ITOSICHSET 3TO BBI-
paxeHne.
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ceff” (KrV, A 751 / B 779) In diesem Sinne konne
man die Kritik als ,,den wahren Gerichtshof fiir
alle Streitigkeiten derselben ansehen; denn sie ist
in die letzteren, als welche auf Objecte unmittel-
bar gehen, nicht mit verwickelt, sondern ist dazu
gesetzt, die Rechtsame der Vernunft {iberhaupt
nach den Grundsétzen ihrer ersten Institution zu
bestimmen und zu beurtheilen” (ebd.). Die Leis-
tung der Kritik dagegen identifiziert Kant in der
Verkiindigung als , die Aussicht zu einem ewigen
Frieden unter den Philosophen” (VNAEF, AA 08,
S. 416, ,; vgl. auch KrV, A 752 / B 780).

Dass Kant der kritischen Philosophie letztlich
nicht die Funktion zuschreibt, ,Systeme zu bau-
en oder zu stiirzen” (VNAEF, AA 08, S. 416,) und
dass er die Leistung dieser darin sieht, die dog-
matische Vernunft dazu zu nétigen ,in irgend
einer Kritik dieser Vernunft selbst und in einer
Gesetzgebung, die sich auf sie griindet, Ruhe zu
suchen” (KrV, A 752 / B 780), scheint die wesent-
liche Motivation hinter Reschers Charakterisie-
rung von Kants metaphilosophischer Position
als skeptisch zu sein. Meines Erachtens basiert
diese Charakterisierung jedoch auf Missver-
staindnissen sowohl hinsichtlich der Funktion
der Philosophie als auch ihrer Leistung.

Ich beginne mit dem Missverstindnis hinsicht-
lich der Funktion. Wenn Rescher (1985, S. 310) dem
(nihilistischen) Skeptizismus und — aus sei-
ner Sicht — damit auch Kant die Forderung zu-
schreibt, ,dafl wir uns jeglichen Versuchs ent-
schlagen, Antworten auf jene folgenschweren
Fragen zu liefern, die wir in bezug auf die Welt
und unsere Stellung in ihr haben”, dann drtickt
er hiermit offenbar die Sorge aus, dass Kant zu-
folge die Philosophie nicht die Funktion be-
sitzt, Erkenntnisse oder auch nur wahrheitsfa-
hige Sitze zu produzieren. Eine solche Position
wird ,, Metaphilosophischer Non-Kognitivismus” ge-
nannt" (vgl. etwa Minkin, 2021, S. 302).

' Auch Rescher spricht von ,nonkognitivistischen
Richtlinien” (Rescher, 1985, S. 328), erldutert diesen Aus-
druck jedoch nicht.



Ilo xpaviHey Mepe B CMJly COOCTBEHHOIO ca-
MOIIOHMMAaHMS KpuUTHdecKass priocodms SBIIs-
eTcs Bce )Ke KOTHUTMBUCTCKOV. B r1aBe 00 apxm-
TeKTOHVMKe KaHT OTKpPBITO OTKas3blBaeT KpUTWYe-
CKOVI MeTadpm3rKe — PUIIOCOPUM B «MCTVHHOM
CMBICJIe» — B BO3MOXXHOCTW IIOJIy4YeHUsI OOBeK-
TUBHO-PaIMOHAIBHBIX (cM.: A 835—836 / B 863 —
864; Kant, 20064, c. 1047—1049) nozHanmm. Borrpoc
0 TOM, KaK MOXXHO OIpeleINTh TaKye IO3HaHMs
M KaKoe OTHOIIEHVe OHM VMEIOT K OrpaHuYM-
TeJIbHOM (PyHKIUM KpUTHUUYecKon duitocodun,
He MOXeT 311ech paccMaTpuBaThcs. OgHaKo, Kak
nipencrasiisgercd, Kant Hacrambai
pe3ysibTaToM riocopum SBIISIOTCS VICTVHHBIE
(cMHTeTMYecKM allpropHbIe) IpejIoKeHMs], BbI-
pakarorye HeoOXoIVIMble ITPeITIOChUIKI OITBITa,
M B 3TOM CMBICJIe OCTaBaJICsL B paMKaX KOTHUTU-
Buctckont Tpagmumi» (Glock, 2000, S. 264; u, co-
mamtascek ¢ 3tum: Crone, 2015, S. 545). XoTs mpo-
IyKTaMy KpUTI4IecKom priocodpmnt B KOHEUHOM
cyeTe He JOJDKHBI ObITh JOrMaTMKO-MeTad3iye-
CKVIe CVICTEMBI, 3TV IPOIYKThI, PABHO KaK ¥ BBIBO-
1bl TTepBoit «KpUTMKI», OCTAIOTCS HaJleJIeHHBIMU
CIIOCOOHOCTBIO OBITH MCTVMHHBIM.

OnHako eciin KpuTndeckast pniocodms sBiis-
eTCsl KOTHUTMBVICTCKOV, TO OHa y>Ke He MOXeT CUu-
TaTbcs MC, TTOCKOIBKY IOCJIeTHUN — T1I0 KparHeit
Mepe B m3jIokeHUM Perrepa — Kak pa3 OTKa3bIBa-
eTcsl OT HMOPOXIEHWMS VCTUHHBIX (PUIocoPCKmx
TIPeIJIOKEHTL

Bmopoe 3ab6.1yx0enue, exaiiee B OCHOBe VH-
TeprpeTalun Peltiepa, cBg3aHO C pesy1bmarnom,
KOTOpeI KaHT IpummceiBaeT KpuUTHUecKon du-
socodpun. Xotst Periep mpsgmo He 3aTparvBaeT
uneto Kanta o BeyHoM Mwupe B dwiocodpum, B
ero yIoMsIHyTOMI Bblllle pabore «bopnba crctem»
€CTh HeCKOJIBKO BBICKa3bIBaHWV, KOTOPBIE OTCHI-
JaloT K 3Tov maee. Hampumep, B oTBeT Ha KaH-
TOBCKYIO MeTadpopy Meua 13 mepsovt «KpuTukm»
(A 747 / B 775; Kanr, 2004a, c. 945), mpoumtipo-
BaHHYIO Bblllle Ha c. 106, oH oTBevaeT: «Ipoeru-
poBaTh COOCTBEHHYIO MHaIMUCTCKYIO WIIe0sIo-
ruio Ha cpepy dpwtocopum — 3HaAUUT KacTpUpPo-

Ha TOM, «4TO

D. Minkin

Zumindest ihrem Selbstverstiandnis nach
ist die kritische Philosophie jedoch kognitivis-
tisch. Im Architektonikkapitel rdaumt Kant ex-
plizit der kritischen Metaphysik — der Philoso-
phie im ,dchten Verstande” — ein, objektiv-rati-
onale (vgl. KrV, A 835-836 / B 863-864) Erkennt-
nisse zu produzieren. Wie solche Erkenntnis-
se ausgezeichnet werden konnen und welches
Verhidltnis sie zu der begrenzenden Funkti-
on der kritischen Philosophie aufweisen, kann
hier nicht behandelt werden. Es scheint jedoch
Konsens dartiiber zu herrschen, dass Kant dar-
auf bestand, ,dafs Philosophie in wahren (syn-
thetisch apriorischen) Satzen resultiere, denjeni-
gen, die die notwendigen Vorbedingungen der
Erfahrung ausdriicken, und verblieb insofern in-
nerhalb der kognitivistischen Tradition” (Glock,
2000, S. 264 und iibereinstimmend damit Crone,
2015, S. 545). Obwohl die Produkte der kritischen
Philosophie letztlich nicht die dogmatisch-me-
taphysischen Systeme sein sollen, bleiben diese
Produkte sowie die Konklusionen der KrV wahr-
heitswertfihig.

Wenn die kritische Philosophie jedoch kogni-
tivistisch ist, kann sie nicht mehr als MS erach-
tet werden, insofern dieser — zumindest in Re-
schers Darstellung — gerade auf die Produktion
von wahrheitsfahigen philosophischen Sétzen
verzichtet.

Das zweite Missverstindnis, auf dem Reschers
Deutung basiert, bezieht sich auf die Leistung,
die Kant der kritischen Philosophie zuschreibt.
Obwohl Rescher Kants Idee eines ewigen Frie-
dens in der Philosophie nicht explizit anspricht,
finden sich in seinem oben genannten Werk Stri-
fe of Systems diverse Auflerungen, die auf diese
Idee anspielen. So antwortet er etwa auf Kants
oben, auf S. 106 zitierte Schwertmetapher aus
KrV, A747 / B775: ,Die eigene pazifistische Ideo-
logie auf die Sphére der Philosophie zu projizie-
ren, heifst, den Gegenstand zu kastrieren. [...]
Der Streit der [philosophischen] Systeme ist er-
barmungslos — das Schicksal der Philosophie
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BaTh ee mpenmert... Criop [prtocodckmx] crcrem
Gecriomazien — yaesn putocoduy He MUp, a Meu»
(Rescher, 1985, S. 348). DT0 CO3ByYHO U TOMY, UTO
Periep paccmarpumBaeT'? dpmtocodckiie pasHOrIa-
cus Kak «Hens0exHbIv daxT» (Ibid., S. 29).

B sTOoM cBeTe KaXkeTcs, UTO OH HPUIIMCHIBAET
KanTy ckenTmumsm mpexzie BCero IIOTOMY, UTO
TOT AKOOb. XOTEJI IIOKOHYNTD € (PVITOCOPCKIM pas-
HOIJIaCMeM C ITOMOIIBIO KPUTHUYECKom uioco-
¢uvm. Ho v 5T0 coBepItieHHO He COOTBETCTBYET Ca-
MOIIOHUMaHUIO KpuTndeckon dpusocodpum. Kpo-
Me TOro, B «YueHun o merome» KaHT miperocras-
JIIeT KaX/IOMY, B TOM YNCJIe VI IO, STVJION Kpu-
TUKMW, CBOOOJY «BBICKA3bIBATh CBOVI MBICIIVI VI CO-
MHEHW$I, KOTOPBIX ThI He MOXEIITb pa3pelnTh ca-
MOCTOSITEJIBHO, [IJ14 ITyOIIMYHOro 00CyXKIIeHMUs. . .»
(A 752 / B 780; Kant, 2006a, c. 951), TIOCKOIBKY
«3Ta cBOOO/Ia BEITEKAET Y Ke 113 MI3HAYaIBHBIX ITpaB
uestoBedeckoro pasymMa» (Ibid.). CriemosaTesnibHo, B
oTIMYMe OT TOr'o, UTO Ipeyiaraet Perrep, mHTEp-
npetupys Kanra, Beursint Mup B dprstocodpmn xa-
paKkTepu3syeTcs He TeM, YTO OH «IIPUBOANUT K IIpe-
KpaIleHWIO BCeX CIIOPOB. 3aK/IIOUeHe MUpa CKO-
pee olecrieunBaeT IIpaBOBble PaMKM, B KOTOPBIX
dmtocodpckas 1moreMrKa MOXeT IIpOoTeKaTb MUP-
Ho» (Keienburg, 2015, S. 649).

HecMoTpst Ha TO 9TO pe3yJIbTaT KPUTUYECKON
dutococpum KaHT ycMaTpriBaeT B BEUHOM MMpe,
OH CYMTaeT ero JIVIIb IIPOMEXYTOUHBIM 3TaIloM
K JJOCTVDKEHUIO «KOHEUHOV LIeJIVl YeJIoBeYecTBa»
(AA 08, S. 417 ; Kanr, 1994a, c. 541), koTopas, co-
riacHo KaHTYy, «ecTb He UTO MHOe, KaK Bce IIpe]l-
HasHaueHMe 4ejloBeKa, 1 dwiocodusd, vccrey-
IoITlasl 3Ty 11eJIb, Ha3bIBaeTcsl Mopaibio» (A 840 /
B 868; Kant, 2006a, c. 1051). Ha stom doHe cra-
HOBWTCS TIOHSITHBIM, YTO OH ITIOMeIIlaeT pe3yJIbTa-
TBI prsIocodumt (B COOTBETCTBUM C €e MUPOBBIM
TIOHSITVIEM) He TOJIBKO WUIV [IaKe He IIpeVMylile-
CTBEHHO B SINCTEMNYECKYIO cdepy, MOCKOIIBKY
ven cBoOozbl, bora m1 GeccmepTsl, «KOTOpBIe IS
CIIeKYJIATMBHOIO pasyMa KaK TaKOBOTO ObUIM Obl

12 Pemtep He eOWMHCTBEHHBIV, KTO TaK cumraeT. CM.,

Harp.: (Tetens, 2001).
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ist nicht Friede, sondern das Schwert” (Rescher,
1985, S. 348). Dem entspricht auch, dass Rescher
die philosophische Uneinigkeit als eine ,unaus-
weichliche Tatsache” (ebd., S. 29) betrachtet."”

In diesem Lichte scheint er Kant einen Skep-
tizismus v.a. deswegen zuzuschreiben, weil die-
ser den philosophischen Dissens durch die kri-
tische Philosophie vermeintlich zum Ende brin-
gen wollte. Doch auch dies entspricht keines-
wegs dem Selbstverstandnis der kritischen Phi-
losophie. Ebenfalls in der ,Methodenlehre” ge-
steht Kant auch unter dem Dach der Kritik jeder
und jedem die Freiheit zu, die eigenen , Zweifel,
die man sich nicht selbst auflosen kann, 6ffent-
lich zur Beurtheilung auszustellen” (KrV, A 752 /
B 780). Denn , [d]ies liegt schon in dem urspriing-
lichen Rechte der menschlichen Vernunft” (ebd.).
Anders als Reschers Kant-Lektiire nahelegt ist
der ewige Friede in der Philosophie somit nicht
dadurch ausgezeichnet, dass er ,auf ein Ende al-
ler Debatten hinauslduft. Der Friedensschluss er-
moglicht vielmehr einen gesetzlichen Rahmen,
innerhalb dessen die philosophische Kontrover-
se friedvoll weitergefiihrt werden kann” (Keien-
burg, 2015, S. 649).

Trotz der Tatsache, dass Kant die Leistung
der kritischen Philosophie im ewigen Frieden
sieht, wird dieser nur als Zwischenschritt zum
,Endzweck der Menschheit” (VNAEF, AA 08,
S. 417,) gesehen, der nach Kant ,kein anderer
[ist], als die ganze Bestimmung des Menschen,
und die Philosophie tiber dieselbe heifit Moral”
(KrV, A 840 / B 868). Vor diesem Hintergrund
wird deutlich, dass er die Leistung der Philo-
sophie (nach ihrem Weltbegriffe) nicht nur und
auch nicht hauptsachlich im epistemischen Be-
reich lokalisiert. Denn die Ideen der Freiheit, des
Gottes und der Unsterblichkeit, ,die fiir die blof3
speculative Vernunft vollig leer sein wiirden [...]
[bekommen] eine [...] moralisch=praktische Rea-

12 Rescher ist dabei nicht der einzige, der hiervon aus-
geht: Vgl. etwa Tetens (2001).



COBEpPIIIEHHO ITYCTBIMIA... TIOJIYYaloT PeasIbHOCTh,
IIpaBa JIVIITb MOPaJIbHO-IIPaKTIYecKyo» (AA 08,
S.416,, ,,; Kant, 19944, c. 539). Takast metadntoco-
dusi ¢ HEKOTOPBIM OCHOBaHMEM MOXeT OBITh Ha-
3BaHa «MeTadMII0COPCKO-NpaKmuueckum KOrHU-
TVBV3MOM», IIOCKOJIBKY OHA OITpeJIesIsieT IIeJIbIO
dwtocopum cozgaHMe JOCTOBEPHBIX ITpeJioxkKe-
HVVI, IMEIOIIVIX NpaKmuyeckoe 3Hauenue".

3aliryxrieHne, B pe3ysbrarte KoToporo Perriep
paccMarpmBaeT KanTa xak mpencrasurerns CBY,
TaK1M 00pa3oM, Hopa3yMeBaeT He TOJIBKO VCKa-
JKEeHHOe IIpeJicTaB/IeHNe 00 1jiee BeYHOro MUpa,
HO 11 VICKJTFOUeHVIe TOTO MOPaIbHO-IIPAKTIYUECKO-
ro pesysbrara, Koroporo KaHT B KOHeYHOM cue-
Te TpeOyeT OT Beent dputocodpumt. 3eck obpariiaer
Ha ceOs1 BHMMaHMe To, uTo KaHT yxxe mpensuiien
Takoe 3abiIyXaeHue: «...3T0 OyAeT OOBACHATHCA
IIPOCTBIM HeZIOpa3yMeHVeM VIIM CMeIlleHeM Mo-
PaJIBHO-TIPAKTMYECKMX IIPVHIINIIOB HPaBCTBEH-
HOCTV C TEOPETUYECKVIMMU, 113 KOVIX TOJIBKO IIepBbIe
MOT'YT 00ecrIeunThb no3Hanus...» (AA 08, S. 419
Kant, 1994a, c. 547—549).

11-13/

3.3. U Bce xxe ckenmux?

B pasperte 2 g miposes pasinune MeXay SIu-
CTEMIMYECKOV VI IIparMaTuiecKoV apryMeHTalen
CO CTOpOHBI ckenTuiMsMa. CTOPOHHMKM IIepBOV
TeM He MeHee YTBepXIaloT, uTo dusiocodpckme
MOIXOIBbI 3MMCTeMUYecK HeoOocHoBaHHEL [lo-
Mumo CBY, B cOBpeMeHHBIX AVICKYCCHSX MOXKHO
HaVITVL VI IPyTVie CKeIITUYeCKyie BepCuy, KOTOpble
TakXXe apryMeHTUpPYIOTCS SmIucTeMmndeckn. Tak,

B Mae npepcrapirgercs, 9ro KaHT Buesl KOHEYHYIO

1esb pruiocopum B CO3MAHNUM HPAKIMULEcK020 IIO3HAHI.
[TpaxTirueckite TIO3HAHMS, COTJIACHO €My, OBIBAIOT «VIIV
1) umnepamubamu... VI )Ke OHU COHOEpXKaT 2) ocHobaHus
ona Bosmoxcvix umnepamubod» (AA 09, S. 86,,_,» Kanr,
1980, c. 393). 3mech BO3HMKaeT IIpoOIIeMa, CBSI3aHHAS C
TeM, YTO IIpefjlaraeMasi VHTepIIpeTalysl COIIPOBOXIa-
eTcs IPUIVIChIBaHVIeM MHeHWsI, OyITO MMIIepaTUBEL WIN
OCHOBaHWS 1T IMITEPATMBOB TaK)Ke MOTYT OBITh JOCTO-
BepHBIMU. Ecitit 310 11 ecTh MbICIIE KaHTa, TO 113 ero MeTa-
PwtocodCcKO-IIpaKTIIeCKOro KOTHUTUBY3MA BEITEKaeT 1
MeTasTIYIEeCKIT KOTHUTVMBY3M. XOTs 3Ta TOUYKaA 3peHVs
CerofHs IMeeT CBOVIX IIPOTMBHWMKOB, IIPUIMCEIBAHNIE ee
Kanry He siBiIgeTcs HayMaHHBIM.

D. Minkin

litat” (VNAEF, AA 08, S. 416, ). Eine solche Me-
taphilosophie ldsst sich mit einigem Recht als
»+Metaphilosophisch-Praktischer Kognitivismus”
bezeichnen, insofern sie das Ziel der Philosophie
in der Produktion wahrheitsfihiger Sdtze von
praktischem Belang bestimmt.”

Das Missverstandnis, das Rescher dazu ge-
fithrt hat, Kant als Vertreter eines SzS anzuse-
hen, beinhaltet somit nicht nur ein irrefithrendes
Bild der Idee des ewigen Friedens, sondern auch
die Ausklammerung der moralisch-praktischen
Leistung, die Kant letztlich von der gesamten
Philosophie fordert. Auffdllig ist dabei, dass
Kant ein solches Missverstindnis bereits anti-
zipiert hat: ,Es ist also blofSer Mifiverstand oder
Verwechselung moralisch=praktischer Principi-
en der Sittlichkeit mit theoretischen, unter de-
nen nur die ersteren in Ansehung des Ubersinn-
lichen Erkenntnifs verschaffen konnen” (VNAEF,
AA08,S.419,, ...

3.3. Doch ein Skeptizist?

In Abschnitt 2 habe ich zwischen epistemi-
schen und pragmatischen Argumentationen
aufseiten des Skeptizismus unterschieden. Die
Erstgenannten behaupten dabei, dass philoso-
phische Positionen epistemisch nicht gerecht-
fertigt sind. Neben dem SzS finden sich in ak-
tuellen Debatten weitere skeptische Versionen,
die ebenfalls epistemisch argumentieren. So
entwickelte Nathan Ballantyne eine Version,

B Meine Interpretation scheint darauf hinauszulau-
fen, dass Kant das Ziel der Philosophie letztlich in der
Produktion praktischer Erkenntnis sah. Praktische Er-
kenntnisse seien ihm zufolge ,entweder 1) Imperative
[...] oder sie enthalten 2) Griinde zu méglichen Impe-
rativen” (Log, AA 09, S. 86,, ). An dieser Stelle entsteht
das Problem, dass die vorgeschlagene Deutung mit der
Zuschreibung der Ansicht einhergeht, dass auch Impe-
rative bzw. Griinde fiir Imperative wahrheitsfahig sein
konnen. Ist dies die Vorstellung Kants, dann folgt aus
seinem metaphilosophisch-praktischen Kognitivismus
auch ein metaethischer Kognitivismus. Obwohl diese
Position heute ihre Gegner besitzt, ist es nicht abwegig,
sie Kant zuzuschreiben.
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Haran bayuranTariiy BBIIBUHYJI BEPCUIO, KOTOPas
IIO3BOJISIET IIPUITY K TOMY JKe BBIBOZY, UTO U ap-
rymeHT (CBY), HO B paMKax IIpeIosIoXeH s, YTO
durrocodpckme pasHOITIACHS SABIISIOTCS HeNO0AUH-
HbIMU, TO €CTh OCHOBAHBI Ha JIVHIBUCTVYECKOV
MHorosHauHocT (Ballantyne, 2016). MoxHo jn
paccmarpuBaTh KaHTa Kak IIpercTaBuTesIs Bep-
cum baylanranza?

1 3TOro HeoOXOAMMO TaKOe TOJIKOBaHVIe
B3ryIsi10B KaHTa, IIpy KOTOPOM CTaHOBUTCS SICHO,
UTO OH cymTajl PvIocopcKme pasHoOIIacus He-
HeVICTBUTEIbHBIMM  pasHortacusamu.  OpgHako
KaHT sBHO OTBepraer Takyio TOUKY 3peHMs, UTO
IIPOCTIeXVBaeTCs, HallpuMep, B ero pabore «He-
CKOJIBKO 3aMedaHmn K “VcoeiTanuio ‘MeHnennb-
COHOBBIX yTpeHHMX YacoB™” JIrogsurom I'enprxom
SIkobom»: «fI... yTBepXk/alo, 4TO B Belllax, O KOTO-
PBIX Ha IIPOTSDKEHVIV [TV TEIIBHOTO BpeMeH U ITUIV
CIIOPBI IJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM B pvtocopmii, B OCHOBe
HMKOIa He JIeXXaJI CIIop O CJIoBaX, a Bcerja ObLl
HacTosmmit criop o Bemax» (AA 08, S. 152
Kanr, 2015, c. 106).

BosmoxxHo, KaHT sBisleTcs mpencraBuTesieM
[IparMaTuKO-CKeNTNYeCcKo aprymeHTarmm? Ta-
Kasd apryMeHTalusl IIperiosaraeT, 4To urio-
codckre MoIokeHWs: He HecyT B cebe HMKaKOM
ITOJTB3BL. DTa TOYKA 3peHVIs TaKKe He MOXKeT ObITh
obOocHOBaHa. Bertb B cBeTe KAaHTOBCKMX pacCyKie-
HUV, PEeKOHCTPYMPOBaHHBIX B IIPEIbIIYyIIEeM pas-
fiejle, CTAaHOBUTCS OYEBMIHBIM, YTO TpelOyemas
VM 1eITb (PII0COPCKMX TTOVICKOB JIOJDKHA OBITH
IIPAKTUYECKOV, C YeM CB3aHO yOeXIeHue B MX
TIOJIE3HOCTA.

CornacHo Metadmitocodpum KanTta, dprstocod-
CKMe TIOIXO[bl, He3aBUCVIMO OT TOrO, ABJISIOTCS
OHV KPUTWYECKVIMY VIJIVI HET, MOT'yT OBbITB SIIVICTe-
MI4ecKy OOOCHOBAHBI VI MIMETh MOpPaJIbHO-TIpaK-
TUYeCKyIo Iosie3HocTs. Takmm oOpasom, oH He
SIBJISIETCS HY SIIVICTEMITYECKY, HY ITIParMaTU9ecK
apryMeHTVPYIOIIVIM CKEIITIKOM.

21-307

4 Kpowme toro, no mHenuto Kanra, kpurndeckast ¢puio-
codpvst MOXeT OBITh MCITOJIb30BaHa ¥ B HayKaX, YTO SICHO
BuHO, HanpuMmep, B KYP (A 851 / B 879; Kanr, 2006a,
c. 1065).
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die zwar zur selben Konklusion wie das Argu-
ment (5zS) gelangt, dies jedoch unter der An-
nahme, dass philosophische Dissense nicht-ge-
nuin sind, d.h. dass sie auf sprachlichen Mehr-
deutigkeiten beruhen (vgl. Ballantyne, 2016).
Lasst sich Kant als ein Vertreter von Ballanty-
nes Version ansehen?

Notwendig hierfiir ist eine Lesart von Kants
Position, die deutlich macht, dass er philosophi-
sche Dissense als nicht-genuine Dissense erach-
tet hatte. Eine solche Position lehnt Kant jedoch
explizit ab wie etwa aus den ,Bemerkungen zu
Ludwig Heinrich Jakob’s Priifung der Mendels-
sohn’schen Morgenstunden” hervorgeht: ,Ich
[...] behaupte, dafs in Dingen, wortiiber man, vor-
nehmlich in der Philosophie, eine geraume Zeit
hindurch gestritten hat, niemals eine Wortstrei-
tigkeit zum Grunde gelegen habe, sondern im-
mer eine wahrhafte Streitigkeit tiber Sachen”
(AA08,5.152,, ).

Ist Kant womdglich ein Vertreter einer prag-
Solche
Argumentationen implizieren, dass philosophi-

matisch-skeptischen Argumentation?

sche Positionen keinen Nutzen mit sich fiihren.
Auch diese Sicht ldsst sich nicht mit guten Griin-
den vertreten. Denn im Lichte der im letzten
Abschnitt rekonstruierten kantischen Ausfiih-
rungen zeigt sich, dass das von ihm geforder-
te Ziel philosophischer Bemiithungen praktisch
zu sein hat, womit der Glaube an ihren Nutzen
einhergeht.

Kants Metaphilosophie zufolge kénnen phi-
losophische Positionen also — ganz gleich, ob sie
kritisch sind oder nicht — epistemisch gerecht-
fertigt sein und einen moralisch-praktischen
Nutzen haben.* Er scheint somit weder ein epis-
temisch noch ein pragmatisch argumentieren-
der Skeptizist zu sein.

4 Dartiber hinaus hat die kritische Philosophie nach

Kant auch einen Nutzen fiir die Wissenschaften, was
etwa in KrV, A 851 / B 879 deutlich gemacht wird.



4. CKeOITUIIM3M, OCHOBAaHHBIV
Ha KaHTOBCKMX IIPpMHIOMIIaAX?

Kaxk y>xe roBopmjiock B Haudajle 3TOro TeKCTa,
3geck OyneT IIpOAEMOHCTPVMPOBAHO, YTO, XOTS
Kanra 1 nHenpssa cumrarhk npencrasuresieM MC,
pa3IYHbIe acIeKTHI ero PrIocodnit MOryT OBITh
VICTIOJIb30BaHbI B Ka4eCTBe OTIIPaBHOV TOYKU 115t
TaKOr'o CKelTuIM3Ma. 51 xores1 ObI IIOKa3aTh 3TO Ha
npvmMepe 6ortee HoBot Bepcunt MC, KoTopyto s Ha-
30BYy «CKEIITUIIM3MOM TPeThero YpoBHs» (f1ajtee —
CTY).

Ocnosnont aprymeHnT B 1osibsy CTY MoxHO B
o0mmx geprax® cdopMyIMpoBaTh CIIEITyOMIIM
obpasoMm (cm.: Minkin, 2021, S. 298):

(P,) Touxka 3peHus ABIIgETCS TOrMaTUIECKOVI, €CIIN
OHa IIPVHMMaeTcs 0e3 palyoHaIbBHOToO 000-
CHOBaHMS B CMBICTIe 0OpallieHns K KpUTepusaM
paccMoTpeHVIs, KOTOpbIe OHa Y Ke He IIpeJTyc-
MaTpuBaer.

Hw oaa MeTadwtocodckas Touka 3peHms
He sBJISIeTCS palliOHaJIbBHO 00OCHOBAaHHOW B
YKa3aHHOM BBbIIIIe CMBICTIE.

Besikast MmeTadpmitocodckast Touka 3peHvs
IOrMaTUYHa.

Bcsikoe mpuHSATIE PrII0CODCKOVE TOUKM 3pe-
HVS IIpeJITioJiaraeT IpuHsTHe MeTadrrocod-
CKOV TOYKW 3pEeHVI.

Hwu omHa dmmocodpckas Touka speHms He
SIBJISIETCS pallliOHAJIbHO 000CHOBAHHOVI B YKa-
3aHHOM BBbIITI€ CMBICJIC.

Besikag dpwtocodpekast Touka 3peHms morMa-
TVYHa.

B cnepyrommx paspgenax s xortesr Obl 060cHO-
BaTh ITOCBUIKV 3TOrO apryMeHTa, a TakKXe IIOKa-
3aTh, I7e B TBOpUecTBe KaHTa MOXXHO HaMITH BIOX-
HOBJISIONIYIO Welo I 3Toro aprymeHTa. Ilpm
3TOM 4 Oy/y MICXOIUTh U3 TOTO, YTO apryMeHT JIO-
T'IYeCKV KOPPEKTeH, M COCPEIOTOUYCh TOJIBKO Ha
00ocHOBaHMM ¥ OOBSCHEHUM JIBYX MOCBUIOK (D)
u (P,). Cravasa s mpeanosnoxy, 9ro nocskuika (P)
VICTIHHA, I BEPHYCh K HEV B CJIEIYOLLIEeV YaCTAL. pl
Hauny c (P).

> TlompoOHO 3TOT apryMeHT 5l pacCMaTpUBalo B pasyierte
4.4 pabotsr (Minkin, 2021).

D. Minkin

4. Ein kantisch
inspirierter Skeptizismus?

Wie zu Beginn dieses Textes erwdhnt, soll hier
jedoch gezeigt werden, dass obwohl Kant nicht
als Vertreter eines MS erachtet werden kann,
diverse Aspekte seiner Philosophie als Ansatz-
punkt fiir einen solchen Skeptizismus verwen-
det werden konnen. Dies mochte ich nun am Bei-
spiel einer neueren Version des MS zeigen, die
ich ,Skeptizismus dritter Stufe” (im Folgenden:
,5dS”) nennen werde.

Das Hauptargument fiir den SdS lasst sich in
einer groben Darstellung® folgendermafien for-
mulieren (vgl. Minkin, 2021, S. 298):

(P,) Eine Position ist dogmatisch, wenn sie ohne
eine rationale Begriindung im Sinne eines
Rekurses auf Abwégungskriterien, die sie
nicht schon voraussetzt, eingenommen wird.

(P,) Keine metaphilosophische Position ist im

genannten Sinne rational begriindet.

(K,) Jede metaphilosophische Position ist
dogmatisch.

(P,) Jedes Einnehmen einer philosophischen

Position setzt das Einnehmen einer

metaphilosophischen Position voraus.

Keine philosophische Position ist im

genannten Sinne rational begriindet.

(K,) Jede philosophische Position ist dogmatisch.

(K)

In den nun folgenden Abschnitten mochte
ich die Pramissen dieses Arguments begriin-
den und dabei auch aufzeigen, wo sich im kan-
tischen Gesamtwerk die Inspiration fiir dieses
Argument findet. Dabei werde ich davon ausge-
hen, dass das Argument logisch giiltig ist und
mich nur auf die Begriindung und Erlduterung
der beiden Pramissen (P,) und (P,) konzentrie-
ren. Pramisse (P,) setze ich zunéchst als richtig
voraus und komme im néichsten Teil auf sie zu-
riick. Ich beginne mit (P,).

> Im Detail entwickele ich das Argument in Abschnitt
4.4 von Minkin (2021).
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4.1. ObsacHenue u obocroBanue (Ps)

Bo BBenmeHMUNM s Jajl MEPBYIO XapaKTEePUCTUKY
BBIpaKeHUs «MeTadvIocopckad TOUKa 3peHus».
Tertepr 51 xoTesr Obl cHauasla YTOYHUTH 3TO BbI-
pakeHMe, a 3aTeM OOBACHUTH, KaK IIOHVMATh TO,
4YTO BCSIKOe MPUHATHE PVIIOCOPCKON TOUKM 3pe-
HUS IpeTiosiaraeT IIpUHsTHe MeTadriocodpcKon
TOYKM 3peHMsL.

Eciim crientate 0630p MeTtadpmocodpckmx fayc-
KYCCHV, TO MO)KHO KOHCTaTUPOBaTh, YTO B HUX CY-
IIIeCTBYIOT JIBa TUIa B3IVIA0B. Onucamessto-me-
macgpusocogckue mouku 3penus MBITAIOTCS OO0b-
SCHUTB, 4TO Takoe ¢wiocodus, KaKk Ha caMOM
nere paboTaroT drIocodsl, Kakve MeTOHbI deti-
cmbumeAvto MCIIONB3YIOTCA B prytocopunt u T.1,.
Hopmamu6no-memacgpurocopckue mouku 3peuus,
C ZIIPyTOV CTOPOHBI, 3aJIal0T CTaHAApT pustocod-
CTBOBaHMA — S5TO He CTOJIBKO TOYKM 3peHus B
KJIacCMYeCKOM MOHMMAaHMUM, CKOJIBKO HOpMaTWB-
HBIe ycmanoBku uAu no3uyuu, KoTopble onpedes-
tom pviocodckoe MO3ULIMOHMPOBAaHME — 3aHS-
Tyie PrII0COPCKO MO3ULINA

DTO pasrpaHuyeHVe OTHIOAL He HOBO'® M1 IIpu-
HVMaeTcs OOJIBIIIMHCTBOM CTOPOHHMKOB MeTa-
dmtocodprn, 0 yeM MOXHO CYIWUTh, HaIlpUMep,
II0 TOMY, UTO yYaCTHVKM MeTadpvIIOCOPCKIMX IViC-
KYCCUVI YacTO CTaBAT cesl Ha Ty VIV MIHYIO CTOPO-
Hy". DTO He O3HA4aeT, YTO He CYIIeCTBYeT II0IIXO0-
JI0B, COYeTaIoIINX B ceOe KaK JeCKPUIITUBHBIE, TaK
VI HOpMaTMBHBIe 371eMeHThL. Hut uncTto ommicaresib-
Hasi, HM 9VICTO HOPMaTMBHas TOUYKa 3peHs HeBO3-
MoxHa'®. TeM He MeHee MOXXHO BBIZICJIUTEH YeTKMe
TeH/IeHITUA

16 Hawmbosnee noppobHOo Pemiep ormmcan 3to B pabote

«Bopsba cucrem» (Rescher, 1985).

7 Cwm., Hamp.: (Rescher, 1985; Williamson, 2007, p. ix;
Cappelen, 2012, p. 14; Hardy, Schamberger, 2015). 3a
VcKIodeHeM Perrepa, KOTOpBINI pa3BuUBaeT KakK HOp-
MaTVBHYIO, TaK ¥ [IeCKPUITUBHYIO TOYKY 3pEeHMUs, BCe
VIIOMSIHYTBIE aBTOPHI ITO3VLIMOHMPYIOT ce0sS B OCHOB-
HOM Ha OecKpuITMBHOM cTopoHe. Cioa ke OTHOCSTCS
¥ KOJIMYeCTBEHHBIE VICCTIeIOBaHNs, Takie Kak (Bourget,
Chalmers, 2013).

% TlompobHo 3TO mMoKasaHO B pabore (Minkin, 2021,
S. 130—152 (paszmein 3.2.1)).

4.1. Erlduterung und Begriindung von (P,)

In der Einleitung habe ich eine erste Charak-
terisierung des Ausdrucks ,metaphilosophische
Position” gegeben. Nun mochte ich zunichst
diesen Ausdruck prizisieren, um anschliefSend
zu erldutern, was es heifdt, dass jedes Einnehmen
einer philosophischen Position das Einnehmen
einer metaphilosophischen Position voraussetzt.

Gewinnt man einen Uberblick iiber metaphi-
losophische Debatten, ldsst sich feststellen, dass
in diesen Debatten zwei Typen von Positionen
existieren:

Deskriptiv-metaphilosophische — Positionen ver-
suchen zu erldutern, was Philosophie wirklich
ist, wie Philosophen tatsdchlich arbeiten, welche
Methoden realiter in der Philosophie verwendet
werden usw.

Normativ-metaphilosophische Positionen dage-
gen geben einen Mafistab fiir das Philosophie-
ren vor — sie sind weniger Positionen im klassi-
schen Sinne, als vielmehr normative Einstellun-
gen oder Haltungen, die eine philosophische Posi-
tionierung — das Einnehmen einer philosophi-
schen Position — [eiten.

Diese Unterscheidung ist keineswegs neu'®
und wird von den meisten Metaphilosophen ak-
zeptiert, was man etwa daran sehen kann, dass
Mitspieler metaphilosophischer Debatten oft-
mals sich selbst auf der einen oder anderen Sei-
te verorten.” Das bedeutet zwar nicht, dass kei-
ne Positionen existieren, die sowohl deskriptive
als auch normative Elemente verbinden. Weder
ist eine rein deskriptive noch eine rein normati-
ve Position moglich.”® Dennoch lassen sich klare
Tendenzen erkennen.

16 Am detailliertesten hat sie Rescher in Strife of Systems
beschrieben (vgl. Rescher, 1985).

7 So zum Beispiel: Rescher (1985), Williamson (2007,
S.ix), Cappelen (2012, S. 14) und Hardy und Schamber-
ger (2015). Mit Ausnahme von Rescher, der sowohl eine
normative wie auch eine deskriptive Position entwickelt,
positionieren sich alle genannten Autoren hauptséchlich
auf der deskriptiven Seite. Auch quantitative Studien
wie Bourget und Chalmers (2013) sind hierzu zu zihlen.
® Im Detail wird dies in Minkin (2021, S. 130-152 (Abs.
3.2.1)) gezeigt.
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Permatoriyim 311ech sIBJISIeTCS TO, UTO M3 OXapak-
TePU30BaHHOIO TaKMM OOpa3oM pasrpaHMYeHMs
3TUIX ABYX TUIIOB BBITEKAET UHCIPYMEHMAAbHAS
Heobx00uMmocms MeTadprII0coPCKO-HOPMATVIBHOIO
TO3UIIVOHVPOBAaHVIS IT0 OTHOIIIEHMIO K (prytocod-
CKOMY: 045 moeo 4mobb. OOHapYyXUTh prstocod-
CKYIO TOUKY 3peHmsl, Heo0X00uMO0 3aHSATh MeTadu-
710copcKo-HOpMaTMBHYI0 mosuinio’. Takum 00-
pasoM, HajIn4dyie HOpMaTUBHO-MeTadIocopckon
YCTaHOBKU SBJIsIeTCs ycaobuem Bosmoxrocmu dpu-
J10cOPCKOro MO3UITMOHMpPpOoBaHMs. B masibHerem
TOJIBKO TaKue HOpMaTUBHO-MeTadwiIiocodckme
yCTaHOBKM s OyJly HasbIBaTh «MeTadpmIocodpcKu-
MM TOYKaMV 3peHs.

TpaHclleHIeHTa/IbHBINT XapaKTep (HOpMaTuB-
Hov) MeTtadmitocoduu, KoHcratupyembin (P)),
CTAHOBUTCSI OYEBMIHBIM, KaK TOJIBKO BO3HUKAeT
BOIIPOC O HOPMAaTMBHBIX ITPeINOChIKaX M3BecT-
HbIX drtocodckmx B3rIAa0B. Heckonpko mprme-
POB y>Ke IO3BOJIAIOT ITPOSICHUTh, O YeM VIMEeHHO
uzet pedb B (P,)%:

e Eciu, HarIpuMep, OTCTanBaTh TEOPUIO MIIeH-
TUYHOCTYM MO3ra U ayxa ((pusrocogpckasn mouka 3pe-
HUSA)...

...M0 HYXKHO TpeboBaTh, UTOOBI B (prstocopum
IIPVBETCTBOBAJIVICH AMIIVPUYECKIe BBIBOIBI (Me-
magpua0codckas mouxa 3peHus).

e Ecau cuurath, uTo I'eTTuep mokasas, 4To mc-
TUHHOe OOOCHOBaHHOe MHeHUe HeI0CTaTOYHO
171 3HaHUS ((husocopckasn mouka 3peHus). ..

...mo caedyem Oonycmums VCHOIB30BAaHVE B
drstocodmy MBICTIUTETBHBIX SKCIIEPYIMEHTOB (Me-
magua0copckas mouxa speHus).

e Ecau cunTaTh, UTO eMHMUYHbIe Belll — 3TO
TaK HasblBaeMble TOJible PaKThl (pu.socogpckas
MouKa 3peHus). ..

...1M0 cAedyem TIPeIIoNoXUTh, YTO OHTOJIOTI-
yecKue Teopuw, paspaboTaHHBIE B Kpecie, BO3-
MOXXHBI U1 JKeAameAbHbl (Memaguaiocopckas mouxa
3penus).

19 Pabora (Lewin, 2021, p. 293) Takxe oOpalraeT BHIMa-
HVe Ha 5TOT MOMEHT.

% TTocKOMBKY § TIONydmsI obpa3zoBaHMe KaK aHaINTHK,
CJlefIyIoIIie TPY IIpMIMepa B3ATHI U3 aHaIUMTIIeCKon du-
mocodpum. OmHAKO S IIpemIonarai, YTO aHaJIOTMYHBIE
BETIVI MOTYT OBITh TTOKa3aHbI 0e3 0COOBIX YCWIINII TaKxXKe
Y B OTHOIIEHVM B3IJISAI0B JPYTVX IIKOJL.
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Entscheidend ist an dieser Stelle, dass aus
der so charakterisierten Unterscheidung dieser
beiden Typen eine instrumentelle Notwendigkeit
der metaphilosophisch-normativen Positionie-
rung hinsichtlich einer philosophischen folgt:
Um eine philosophische Position zu finden, muss
eine metaphilosophisch-normative Haltung ein-
genommen werden.”” Das Vorhandensein einer
normativ-metaphilosophischen Einstellung ist
daher eine Bedingung der Moglichkeit einer philo-
sophischen Positionierung. Im Folgenden werde
ich allein solche normativ-metaphilosophischen
Einstellungen , metaphilosophische Positionen”
nennen.

Der von (P, konstatierte transzendenta-
le Charakter der (normativen) Metaphilosophie
zeigt sich, sobald man nach den normativen Vor-
aussetzungen bekannter philosophischer Positi-
onen fragt. Einige Beispiele schon konnen ver-
deutlichen, was (P,) genau besagt:*

¢ Wenn man etwa die Gehirn-Geist-Identitéts-
theorie vertritt (philosophische Position)...

..., dann muss man fordern, dass empirische Er-
kenntnisse in der Philosophie willkommen sind
(metaphilosophische Position).

e Wenn man glaubt, Gettier habe gezeigt, dass
wahre gerechtfertigte Meinung nicht hinrei-
chend fiir Wissen ist (philosophische Position)...

..., dann muss man die Verwendung von Ge-
dankenexperimenten in der Philosophie erlauben
(metaphilosophische Position). Und

e wenn man denkt, dass Einzeldinge sog. Bare
Particulars sind (philosophische Position)...

... dann muss man davon ausgehen, dass im
Lehnstuhl entwickelte ontologische Theorien
moglich und erstrebenswert sind (metaphilosophi-

19 Hierauf macht auch Lewin (2021, S. 293) aufmerksam.
% Da ich analytisch ausgebildet wurde, stammen die
folgenden drei Beispiele aus der analytischen Philoso-
phie. Ich nehme jedoch an, dhnliches lasst sich mit dhn-
lich wenig Aufwand fiir Einsichten anderer Schulen
zeigen.
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Yxe 5111 TpU IIpriMepa ¢ O4eBUIHOCTBIO CBUIe-
TEJIbCTBYIOT O TOM, YTO BO3MOXKHOCTH (prsiocod-
CKOVI TOUKM 3peHUs 0e3 HOpMaTMBHO-MeTaduIo-
codpcKmX BepIVKTOB He cyecTsyeT. [To aToit ripu-
UyHe s IIpeArojlarard VICTMHHOCTh TPeThel IMOo-
ceuiky aprymenTa CTY.

4.2. Obvacnenue u obocroBanue (P,)

Bropast miochUIKa MeXITy TeM HeceT 3HauuTesIb-
HO Oosiplllee OGpeMsi T0Ka3aTeJIbCTBa, YeM TPeThsl.
J1151 GoJIBITIeV HaISTHOCTH IIPVBELLY ee 371ech elle
pas3: «Hu onza MeTadmiocodckasi Touka 3peHIs He
ABJIsIeTCs pallVIOHaJIbBHO 0OOCHOBaHHOW». B pamkax
JaHHOVI CTaThV s He MOI'y IOIpPOOHO 0DOCHOBATh
3Ty MOCBUIKY?' U IIO3TOMY IOKaXy ee JOCTOBep-
HOCTB TOJIBKO C TIOMOIIIBIO MBICJITEIBHOTO JKCITe-
prMeHTa. BMmecTe ¢ TeM 3Ta mpaBonogoOHOCTE Oy-
JeT VICXOOWUTD M3 KaHTOBCKMX pacCy>XIeHUN 1, Ta-
KM o0pasoM, rokaxeT, uto aprymeHT CTY mox-
HO paccMaTpuBaTh KaK HaBesHHBIN maesmy KaHTta
(xorst KanT, 6e3yciioBHO, OTBepr ObI ero).

Ha c. 103 nnpusenen aprymenTt CBY, xotopein
IleJyIaeT OYEeBMIHOVI HAIlpaBJIeHHOCTb HEKOTOPBIX
Bepcunt MC. OpgHO M3 cleicTBUi CUTyalum, Ko-
TOPYIO OIWCBHIBAIOT 3TV BepCcUM M KOTopas Obljia
peKoHCcTpyMpoBaHa B pasperte 3.2, [Ixevicon bpen-
HaH 0000ITII B CJIeIYIOIIEM MBICJIMTEITBHOM 3KC-
repyMeHTe:

ITpenmornoxM, 9to K dprstocoprm obpaTmics
4eJIoBeK, He VIMEIOINI 00s3aTeIbcTB U He pac-
CUMTBIBAIOIINIL TIOJTyYNUTh VICTMHHbBIE OTBETHI Ha
cBou pusocogpckue Bonpocsi. OH XO4eT 3HATD, UTO
IpeJicTaB/IIeT cobom Mpupora MPUYMHHOCTH,
YTO TaKoe OIlpaBlaHle, B YeM COCTOUT IPaBOTa,
YTO TaKoe CIpaBeyIMBOCTh 1 T.1. OH 3amedaerT,
uTO MeXIy priocodpamm CyIIecTBYIOT OosIbImve
pasHoOIIacKs IO IIOBOY OTBETOB Ha 3TV BOIIPOCHI,
VI IOSTOMY JieJIaeT BBIBOII, YTO BEPOSTHOCTH TOTO,
YTO OH MOJIyYUT WCTMHHBIVI OTBET, 3aHVMasiCh
dmmocodmert, Hepervka. Takvm oOpa3oM, OH cTa-
HOBWTCS CKeNmMukoM 1o OMHOUeHU10 K gou1ocogpckoil
cthepe Vi TIOKWIIAeT ee, He IIOJTyYlB OTBETA Ha CBOV
Borpocsl (Brennan, 2010, p. 1—2; Kypcus Mor).

2 Dro cpenano B (Minkin, 2021, S. 300 —325).
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sche Position).

Bereits diese drei Beispiele legen offensicht-
lich nahe, dass es die Moglichkeit einer philoso-
phischen Position ohne normativ-metaphiloso-
phische Verdikte nicht gibt. Aus diesem Grund
gehe ich von der Wahrheit der dritten Pramisse
des SdS-Arguments aus.

4.2. Erliuterung und Begriindung von (P,)

Deutlich mehr Beweislast als diese dritte
Pramisse tragt jedoch die zweite. Zur besseren
Nachvollziehbarkeit sei sie hier noch einmal
aufgefiihrt: ,Keine metaphilosophische Position
ist rational begriindet.” Hier kann ich diese Pra-
misse nicht im Detail begriinden* und werde
sie deswegen nur durch ein Gedankenexperi-
ment plausibilisieren. Dabei wird diese Plausi-
bilisierung von kantischen Ausfithrungen aus-
gehen und damit zeigen, dass sich das SAS-Ar-
gument als von Kant inspiriert angesehen wer-
den kann (obwohl Kant es sicherlich zurtick-
weisen wiirde).

Auf S. 103 wurde das SzS-Argument aufge-
fithrt, das die Stofsrichtung einiger Versionen
des MS explizit macht. Eine Konsequenz der Si-
tuation, die diese Versionen beschreiben und die
in 3.2 rekonstruiert wurde, hat Jason Brennan in
folgendem Gedankenexperiment auf den Punkt
gebracht:

Suppose an uncommitted person comes to
philosophy hoping to get true answers to her
philosophical questions. She wants to know what
that nature of causation is, what justification is,
what rightness consists in, what justice is, and so
on. She notices that philosophers have extensive
disagreement about the answers to these ques-
tions and thus concludes that the probability of
her getting the true answer by pursuing philo-
sophy is low. So, she becomes a sceptic about the
field of philosophy and walks away with her ques-
tions unanswered (Brennan, 2010, S. 1-2; meine
Hvh. — D.M.).

2 Dies wird in Minkin (2021, S. 300-325) getan.



«CBOOOIHBIN OT 00s13aTeITBCTB UeJIOBEK» bpeH-
HaHa CTaJIKMBaeTcs ¢ PrIocopcKmM pasHOrIach-
eM B TOVl Mepe, B KaKoVl 3TOT Hedmsocod XodeT
OTBeTUTH Ha (prytocodcKrie BOIIPOCH! (0 IPUYIMH-
HOCTY, OOOCHOBaHWMM, CIPaBeIJIMBOCTU M T.JI.).
OcHOBBIBasiICh Ha 3TOM MBICJIUTEIIBHOM SKCIIEPU-
MeHTe, bpeHHaH pasBuBaeT B CBOeVl CTaThe Bep-
curo CBY-aprymenra.

OnHako, Kak TOBOPMJIOCH Bblllle, (prytocodpiro
YacTO MPVXOAVIIOCH 3aIlIUIIATh OT 3TOrO apryMeH-
Ta. Hampumep, ymoMsHyTen Bbille I'pyHamMaH
BO3pakaeT, u4To cropsiye dprtocodsl, Kak Ipa-
BIJIO, He cumTaioT ceds paBHbIMM (Grundmann,
2013, p. 93), uTo sABJIsIETCS OCHOBHBIM IOIYIIIEH-
eM, JiexalyMm B ocHose aprymeHTaumu CBY. Ta-
KM o0OpasoM, eciiv I'pyHAMaH 1IpaBs, TO 3TOT ap-
TYMEHT yXKe HeJIb3sl 0e30rOBOpOYHO HPUHATH K
paccMoTpenmto. Ha maHHOM 3Tarie st JOJDKeH J10-
IIyCTUTB, YTO 3Ta IIOIBITKA OTCTaMBaHM MOXeT
ycnenrHo oTkJIoHnTs CBY-aprymenTt, a sHaunt, n
apryMmeHTanmio bpenHaHa®.

Xotst CTY cBasan ¢ CBY, nockornbky 3Ta Bep-
CMs TaKXKe IIpefriosiaraeT HeKOTOpble 3IVCTEMV-
YecK! peJleBaHTHBIE OCOOEHHOCTM pa3HOIVIACHUTA,
ocHobHas uzes CTY, omHako, MOXeT OBITH IIpef-
cTaBJleHa MOAVUIIMPOBAHHBIM BapaHTOM MBIC-
JINTEJIPHOTO 3KCITeprMeHTa bpeHHaHa, KOTOPBIV
He IIpefIocTaBiIsseT A1 KpUTuku I'pyHaMaHa HU-
KaKOVI BO3MOKHOCTY [IJIs1 aTaKu (4TO OyZeT IloKa-
3aHO HIpKe). OmHAKO IpeX/ie ueM IepenTy K 3TOo-
My MOAMMUIIPOBAHHOMY BapyaHTY, s XOTeJI ObI
IIOTYePKHYTh, UTO B JAHHOM CJIy4ae B IeJI0 BCTY-
NaloT KaHTOBCKMe paccykaeHns. B ITpenuciosun
K «MeTadmsnke HpaBoB»”’ KaHT oTcTanBaeT CBOO
MO3UIINIO, YTBEPXKOAIOIIYIO, UTO «I0 ITOSBJIEHWS
KpUTHU4IecKom prstocodnnt He CyIecTBOBaIO HU-
kakovt prtocodmm» (AA 06, S. 206, . ; Kanr, 2014,
. 23), mpenBapuTEIBHO IIOCTABUB BOIIPOC: «MO-
skem au cyujecmBobams 6oabuie, uem 00HA hua0co-
pua?» (AA 06, S.207, ,; Kanr, 2014, c. 23). B ero ot-
BeTe MOYXKHO OOHAPY KUTh OIVICAHHOE B ITpeIbIY-
ITI[eM paszierie pasjindrie MeXXAy IeCKPUIITUBHO 1

2 Kputuky cm.: (Minkin, 2021, S. 332).

2 51 BeIpaxkato OrmaromapHoOcTs Muxawty Jlesuny 3a TO,
YTO OH OOpaTWI MOe BHUMaHNe Ha IIpUBeIeHHbIE [ajlee
dparMeHTHI.
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Brennans ,uncommitted person” sieht sich
mit einem philosophischen Dissens konfrontiert,
insofern diese Nicht-Philosophin philosophische
Fragen (zur Kausalitét, Rechtfertigung, Gerech-
tigkeit usw.) beantworten will. Ausgehend von
diesem Gedankenexperiment entwickelt Brenn-
an in seinem Artikel eine Version des SzS-Argu-
ments.

Wie oben aber erwdhnt wurde die Philoso-
phie gegen dieses Argument oftmals verteidigt.
So wandte etwa der bereits genannte Grund-
mann ein, dass streitende Philosophen sich typi-
scherweise eben nicht als Peers ansehen wiirden
(vgl. Grundmann, 2013, S. 93), was eine Grun-
dannahme hinter dem SzS-Argument ist. Falls
Grundmann also Recht hat, ldsst sich dieses Ar-
gument somit nicht mehr ohne weiteres vertre-
ten. An dieser Stelle muss ich voraussetzen, dass
dieser Verteidigungsversuch das SzS-Argument
und somit auch Brennans Argumentation er-
folgreich zurtickweisen kann.?

Obwohl der SdS mit dem SzS verwandt ist, in-
sofern auch diese Version von bestimmten epis-
temisch relevanten Merkmalen von Dissensen
ausgeht, ldsst sich die Grundidee des SdS jedoch
durch eine modifizierte Variante von Brennans
Gedankenexperiment darstellen, die Grund-
manns Kritik keine Angriffsfliche bietet (was
unten gezeigt wird). Bevor ich zu dieser modifi-
zierten Variante komme, mochte ich jedoch deut-
lich machen, dass an diesem Punkt nun kanti-
sche Uberlegungen ins Spiel kommen: In der
Vorrede der Metaphysik der Sitten” verteidigt
Kant seine Ansicht, ,dafd vor dem Entstehen der
kritischen Philosophie es noch gar keine gege-
ben habe” (MS, AA 06, S. 206, ),
néchst die Frage aufwirft, ,ob es wohl mehr als
eine Philosophie geben konnte?” (ebd., S. 207, ,).
In seiner Antwort ldsst sich die im letzten Ab-

indem er zu-

2 Fiir eine Kritik vgl. Minkin (2021, S. 332).
2 Ich danke sehr Michael Lewin dafiir, dass er mich auf
die folgenden Stellen aufmerksam gemacht hat.
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HOpMaTMBHOV MeTadmIocOPCKMM TO3ULIVISIMH,
IIOCKOJIBKY, C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, IMEIOTCS «pas3JInd-
Horo pora dwtocodcersosanms» (AA 06, S. 207,;
Kanr, 2014, c. 23), uTo noHavasIy MOXXHO IIPOYeCcThb
uncTo onucameavro. C IpyTrovt ke CTOPOHBI, flajlee
oH nmieT: «Ho Tak Kak ¢ 00beKTVBHO TOUKM 3pe-
HVISI MOXET CYIIIeCTBOBaTh TOJIBKO OIVH UeJloBeye-
CKHUVI pa3yM, TO He MOXeT CyIIeCTBOBaTh I MHO-
rux ¢pustocodnrii, T.e. BO3MOXKHa TOJIBKO OIIHA VIC-
TUHHasl, IOCTpOeHHasl Ha MpuHIMIax dpuiocod-
ckas cuctema» (AA 06, S. 207,_,, Kanr, 2014, c. 23).
Peub meT, KOHEYHO, O KPUTHUUECKOV MeTadpumsu-
Ke, TO eCTb 0 PWI0cOPNM «B UCTVHHOM CMBICTIE»,
YTO, eCTECTBEHHO, BJIeYeT 3a cO0OVI HOpMaTUBHOe
HOHMMaHMe PYI0COPUN.

Hanee KaHT mnpmBOAWT aHaJIOTMYHBIN TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaIbHBIVI apryMeHT, COIVIaCHO KOTOPO-
My Kaxkgas pusiocodpckasi cucremMa JOJDKHa ITpe-
TeHI0BaTh Ha MeTadmI0COPCKyIO YHUKAIBHOCTE.
[1st Hero 3To 0o3Hauaetr: «TakmuM oOpas3om, Korya
KpuTndeckas dusiocodus mmpososryialiaer ceOs
Takou prtocodmern, 10 KOTOPO eltte BOOOIIe He
CyIIIeCTBOBaJIO HMKaKom dpuiocodum, To oHa IIo-
CTyIaeT MMeHHO TaK, KaK MocTyTiaiau, OyayT mo-
CTyHaTh ¥ AO/DKHBI IIOCTYIIATh Te, KTO CTPOUT
durocoduro o ceoeMy coOCTBEHHOMY ILIaHY»
(AA 06,S.207,,_,,; KanT, 2014, c. 25). 51 BocrrpuHM-
Maro 3TOT PparMeHT KakK yKasaHVe Ha TpaHCIeH-
JleHTaJIbHBIVI XapaKTep MeTadmiocodpnm, KOTo-
PBIVI OB BBIZIETIEH B ITpEIBIAYIeM pasierie.

KanTt, BIpouem, IOMeIaeT 3TOT TpaHCIEH-
JleHTaJIbHBIVI XapaKTep B KOHTEKCT NA0paAu3Ma
Mmemacgpusocopckux mouek 3perus. VIMEHHO 3TOT
IJTIOpaJIM3M CTAHOBUTCS OTITPABHOV TOYKOW JJIsI
obocHoBaHms Bropovt nockutku CTY-aprymenTa.
Benp e710 He TOIIBKO B TOM, YTO MBI OOHapyXVBa-
eM pa3JI4yHble MeTadprIocodCcKIe TOUKY 3peHMs
(B cMBICIIe, pa3bsICHEHHOM Ha C. 98), HO 1 B TOM,
YTO 3Ta MHOX€CTBEHHOCTb OT/INTYaeTCs Memagpu-
A0COPCKUM PA3HO2AACUEM, TIOCKOJIBKY COCTaBJISIO-
IIIVie ee TOUKM 3PeHNsI HECOBMECTVMBI MeX/Iy CO-
6or. Takmm oOpasom, cTuxoTBopeHMe KectHepa,
MNPOLUTUPOBAaHHOE B Haydajle 3TOr0 TeKCTa, ITOXO-
Ke, TIPMMEHVIMO He TOJIBKO K dpustocodam, HO u
K IIPeICTaBUTeIISIM Memadviocodr. DTo He 03-
Hauaet, 9To KanT Oput pencrasutesieM CTY. Cam

schnitt beschriebene Unterscheidung zwischen
deskriptiv- und normativ-metaphilosophischen
Positionen entdecken. Denn einerseits habe es
»[vlerschiedene Arten zu philosophiren” (ebd.,
S. 207,) gegeben, was zunéchst blof$ deskriptiv zu
lesen ist. Andererseits aber: ,[D]a es doch, objec-
tiv betrachtet, nur eine menschliche Vernunft
geben kann: so kann es auch nicht viel Philo-
sophieen geben, d.i. es ist nur ein wahres Sys-
tem derselben aus Principien moglich” (ebd.,
S. 207, ,,)- Hiermit ist natiirlich die kritische Me-
taphysik, d.h. die Philosophie ,im &chten Ver-
stande” gemeint, was nattirlich ein normatives
Philosophieverstandnis mit sich fiihrt.

Kant fihrt fort, in dem er ein ebenfalls
transzendentales Argument anfiihrt, nach dem
jedes philosophische System einen metaphilo-
sophischen Alleingiiltigkeitsanspruch erheben
miisse. Fiir sein eigenes bedeutet das: ,Wenn
also die kritische Philosophie sich als eine solche
ankiindigt, vor der es tiberall noch gar keine Phi-
losophie gegeben habe, so thut sie nichts anders,
als was alle gethan haben, thun werden, ja thun
miissen, die eine Philosophie nach ihrem eige-
nen Plane entwerfen” (ebd., S. 207 . ). Diese Stel-
le lese ich als einen Hinweis auf den transzen-
dentalen Charakter der Metaphilosophie, der im
letzten Abschnitt hervorgehoben wurde.

Diesen transzendentalen Charakter stellt
Kant jedoch in einen Zusammenhang mit der
Pluralitdt metaphilosophischer Positionen. Genau
diese Pluralitét ist der Ansatzpunkt zur Begriin-
dung der zweiten Pramisse des SdS-Arguments.
Denn es ist nicht nur so, dass wir verschiedene
metaphilosophische Positionen (im auf S. 98 er-
lduterten Sinne) vorfinden, es ist auch so, dass
diese Pluralitdt durch metaphilosophische Dissense
ausgezeichnet ist, da die Positionen, die sie aus-
machen, unvereinbar sind. Der am Beginn dieses
Textes zitierte Reim Késtners scheint also nicht
nur fiir die Philosophen, sondern auch fiir Me-
taphilosophen zu gelten. Damit ist nicht gesagt,
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OH CYMTAJI, UTO €r0 cOOCTBeHHast KOHIIeMIINs pu-
j10copMVL IMeeT IIPeVIMYIIeCTBO Ieper], IPyrMI,
IIOCKOJIBKY He OT4TroIlleHa aHTMHOMUSAMM, KOTO-
phBle, 110 ero cjioBaM, OH HaxoAWI B APYTVX KOH-
nenmmnax. Omgaako CTY MoxeT Mcrmonb30BaTh Ha-
OrIrorieHMe, COIIaCHO KOTOPOMY TOUKW 3peHMs,
yJacTBylomye B MeTadmiIocod)CKOM pas3HOITIa-
CUV, BBIIBUTAIOT IIPEeTEeH3MIO Ha YHUKAJIBHOCTE.

B cBeTe Takoro ocMbICTIeHMS U B LIEJISIX OOOCHO-
BaHMS BTOPOV IOCBUIKM g XOTeJI Obl MOvcpmIIy-
poBaTh MBICJIUTEIIBHBIV 3KCIleprMeHT bpeHnaHa.
HoBbIT1 MBICIUTEIBHBIN SKCIIePUMEHT OyrieT Hasbl-
BaTbcs «Codouis» TI0 IMeH IJIaBHOVI TepOVIHY, OIIV-
cagHon B HeM. Ponmrerm Codum HeHaBUasAT u-
socodmro, TaK KaK CUMTAOT, HaIpyMep, 49To dpu-
siocodms He BefleT K IIporpeccy, OecrioniesHa u T.1.
Onnako ymHag Codobsi BOIpeKy COMPOTUBIICHIIO
ponuTesieli HadMHaeT U3ydarhb (riocoduo, HaMe-
peBasich 3aHSAThCS PVIIOCOPCKVIMYL VICCIIEIOBAHIS-
M1 B miepeom cemecTpe oHa mocelaeT [iBe JIeKIIVL:
ogHy — y 1mmpodeccopa Q, Apyryio — y mpodecco-
pa W. Kpowme Toro, Codpst Kak cTyzieHTKa — udeaib-
Hblll A2HOCTIK, OHA He 3HaKOMa C IpyTvMu MeTadu-
710COPCKMMYL TOYKaMU 3PeHVsl ¥ He VICIIBIThIBaeT
aHBIX cvivmaTvt Hu K Q, Hu K W. OHa Takke He
3aBVICUT OT HMX. J [eKIIVV ITpOXOIAT HEeIloCpeiCTBEeH-
HO OffHa 3a fpyrom, noatomy y Codprint HeT BO3MOX-
HOCTV OOIyMaTh cofiepyKaHve Tiepsovi jekmym. ITo-
cjle BTOPOW JIEKIIUM coflepkaHue o0erx IIpericTa-
eT Iiepes], Hev B paBHOM cTerienn. Ha yrekimsax Q m
W 1ibITaroTcs Jokasars, 4To Mx MeTadusiocodckas
TOYKa 3peHVIs SIBJISIeTCS eMHCTBEHHO ITPaBIIIBHOV,
XOTs1 00€ TV NO3MIII HECOBMECTVIMBL

B ommume ot skcnepumenTa bBpennana, 310
y>ke He pvytocodpcKoe, a Memapu.10cogckoe pasHo-
miacve. Takvm oOpa3oM, pedub MIeT yXKe He O Tak
HasblBaeMbIX TeMax IepBOro MOpsiKa, TaKMX Kak
IIPUYMHHOCTB, OOOCHOBaHVIE 1 T.7I., @ O coombem-
cmByroujem NOHUMAHUY (PUA0COP UL, KOTOPOE MOX-
HO CUMTaTh BEPHBIM B PrJIOCOPCKOM VCCIeoBa-
HUM, KOI7Jla peub MeT O TeMaxX IIepBOro Iopsi-
Ka. Borrpoc, ¢ kotopeiM CTY obparttiaeTcs Ternepsb
K dwiocodpam-crieniaancTaM, B CBOeVl IIpefBa-
puTesibHO popMe 1 Ha Ooslee obIrieM ypoBHe COo-
nepxwutcst yxe B KHYP: «Kaknmuy criocobamm mMor-
7 OBl [[1Ba YesIoBeKa| BBIITYyTaThCs M3 CIIOpa, eCiIn
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dass Kant ein Vertreter des SdS war. Er selbst
sah seine eigene Philosophiekonzeption im Vor-
teil gegeniiber anderen, insofern sie nicht von
den Antinomien wiirde belastet sein, die Kant
in anderen Konzeptionen glaubte vorgefunden
zu haben. Der SdS kann jedoch die Beobachtung
nutzen, dass Positionen, die in metaphilosophi-
schen Dissensen involviert sind, ein Alleingiil-
tigkeitsanspruch formulieren.

Im Lichte dieser Einsicht und zwecks Motiva-
tion der zweiten Pramisse mochte ich nun Bren-
nans Gedankenexperiment modifizieren. Das
neue Gedankenexperiment soll nach der dar-
in beschriebenen Hauptfigur ,Sophia” heifsen:
Sophias Eltern hassen Philosophie, weil sie z.B.
glauben, dass die Philosophie keinen Fortschritt
macht, unniitz ist usw. Die schlaue Sophia be-
ginnt jedoch gegen den Widerstand ihrer Eltern
Philosophie zu studieren mit dem Ziel, in die
philosophische Forschung zu gehen. In ihrem
ersten Semester besucht sie zwei Vorlesungen.
Die eine Vorlesung bei Prof. Q und die andere
bei Prof. W. Sophia ist aufSerdem eine ideal-ag-
nostische Studentin: Sie kennt keine anderen me-
taphilosophischen Positionen und sie hat weder
personliche Sympathien fiir Q noch fiir W. Sie ist
auch nicht abhédngig von ihnen. Die Vorlesungen
finden direkt nacheinander statt, sodass Sophia
keine Moglichkeit hat, tiber die Inhalte der ers-
ten Vorlesung nachzudenken. Nach der zweiten
Vorlesung sind ihr die Inhalte beider Veranstal-
tungen gleichermafien présent. In den Vorlesun-
gen versuchen Q und W dafiir zu argumentie-
ren, dass ihre metaphilosophische Position die
einzig richtige sei, obwohl die beiden Positionen
unvereinbar sind.

Im Gegensatz zu Brennans Experiment geht
es hier nun nicht mehr um einen philosophi-
schen Dissens, sondern um einen metaphiloso-
phischen. Es geht also nicht mehr um die sog.
First-order topics wie Kausalitat, Rechtfertigung
usw., sondern um ein angemessenes Philosophiever-
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HU O[IVIH 13 HIX He MOXeT JJake c/ieJIaTh CBOe J1eJ10
IIOHSTHBIM ¥ [JOCTOBEPHBIM, a MOXEeT TOJIBKO Halla-
JlaTh Ha TO, UTO JleJIaeT IIPOTUBHMK, 11 OIIpOBepraTh
310> (A 750 / B 778; Kanr, 20064, c. 949). ITprme-
HUTEJIBHO K CUTYallV MBICJIUTEIBHOTO SKCIIepy-
MeHTa ¢ Codpmer 3TOT BOIIPOC 3aKJIIOYAETCS B TOM,
MOXeT JI1 1 Kak MoxeT Codpuist payuonassHbM ny-
meMm OIIpeNIeINThCS MeXIy HeCOBMeCTVIMBIMM I10-
HuMaHMsMM prtocoprm Q n W. Ha sto CTV or-
BeyaeT CJIe[TyIOIIM 00pasoM: payUoHAALH020 Ny MU
K MAaKomy peuieHu1o He cyujecmbyem.

Kax Obulo OTMedeHO BbIIlle, 1 He MOTY 37eCh
IoZIpoOHO 0OOCHOBATH 3TOT KaTeTOPMYHBIV OTBET.
OpHako MOXKHO IPUBECTU [I0BOMBI B €rO IIOJIb3Y,
KOHKPeTU3Mpysl MBICJIeHHBIVI 3KcrepuMeHT. Ha-
IIpUIMepP, MOXKHO (QHaXPOHWMYHO) ITPEIIIOJIOKNTE,
uro Codusi, ¢ OIHOV CTOPOHBI, ITOCeIaeT OLHY
nexnuio Ywulapga KyariHa, a npyryroo — Iosf-
Hero JIromsura ButreHinrerta. VI B 3Tux JIeKiim-
sx Kyarta n Butrenmrerin neltarorcs apryMeHTH-
PpOBaTh B 3alIUTY CBOMX MeTadmI0COPCKMX TOUeK
spenus. Codmsa capimuur ot KyarHa npumepHO
crlenryoree oObsiCHeHMe:

...MOsI TIO3VILIWUS SIBJII€TCSl HaTypasIiCcTide-
CKOVI; g paccMaTpuBaro GwIocodpuio He Kak
aITpUOPHYIO ITPOIIeNIEBTUKY VIV OCHOBaHWMe JIIst
HayKu, a Kak HenpepblBryio cba3b ¢ nayxotl. 51 pac-
cMaTpuBaio pwIocoPUIO U HAYKy KaK OIHY U Ty
e JIOZIKY — JIOIIKY, KOTOPYIO, BO3BpaIlasch K pu-
rype Heripara, Kak s 3T0 9acTo fiesiaro, MbI MOXKeM
IepecTpamBaTh TOJIBKO B MOpe, OCTaBasiCh B Hell
Ha 1w1aBy. HeT HMKaKoOVI BHEIITHeV! TOUKM 3peHms,
HVKakom nepsuaHon dtocodpun. IToatomy bee
HAYHHbIE Pe3YAbIMantbl, BCe Hay4Hble TUIIOTe3bl, KO-
TOpbIe Ha JaHHBIVI MOMEHT SIBJISIOTCS ITPaBJIoIIo-
J0OHBIMM, C MOEVI TOUKW 3peHsl, Moy 0bimb uc-
1046306atvl 6 (husocogpuu, Kak 1 B APYIX 00IIaCTSIX
(Quine, 1969, p. 126 —127; xypcus mont. — JI.M.).

Burtrenireriy, c 4pyrovi CTOPOHBI, y TBep K/IaeT:

Yro BepHO, TO BEpPHO: HAIIMM W3bICKaHU-
M He 00s3aTesIbHO OBITH HayuHbIMU... VI HaM He
HaJIo pasBMBaTh KaKyio-Imbo Teopuio. B Hammix
PacCy>KIeHMsIX HeIIPaBOMEPHO YTO-TO THIIOTe-
Tidyeckoe. HaMm ciiezryeT oTKasaTbCsl OT BCSKOIO
00sscHeHuA (KypcyB aBT. — JI.M.) V1 3aMeHWUTD ero
TOJIBKO orvicaHveM. I Tprdem 310 orvicaHwme pu-
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stindnis, das in der philosophischen Forschung
— bei der Behandlung der First-order topics — als
richtig vorausgesetzt werden darf. Die Frage, die
der SdS nun an die Fachphilosophen richtet, fin-
det sich in einer Vorform und auf einer allgemei-
neren Ebene bereits in der KrV: ,Durch welches
Mittel wollen [zwei Personen] aus dem Streite
herauskommen, da keiner von beiden seine Sa-
che geradezu begreiflich und gewifs machen,
sondern nur die seines Gegners angreifen und
widerlegen kann?” (KrV, A 750 / B 778). Auf die
Situation im Sophia-Gedankenexperiment an-
gewandt lautet diese Frage, ob bzw. wie Sophia
sich auf rationalem Wege zwischen den unverein-
baren Philosophieverstandnissen von Q und W
entscheiden kann. Die Antwort des SdS hierauf
lautet wie folgt: Es gibt keinen rationalen Weg zu
dieser Entscheidung.

Wie oben gesagt kann ich diese gewagte
Antwort hier nicht im Detail begriinden. Sie
lasst sich jedoch motivieren, indem man das
Gedankenexperiment konkretisiert: So kann
man sich etwa (anachronistisch) vorstellen,
dass Sophia einerseits eine Vorlesung bei Wil-
lard Quine besucht und die andere beim spa-
ten Ludwig Wittgenstein. Und in diesen Vorle-
sungen versuchen Quine und Wittgenstein fiir
ihre jeweilige metaphilosophische Position zu
argumentieren. Sophia hort etwa die folgende
Erkldarung Quines:

[...] my position is a naturalistic one; I see
philosophy not as an a priori propaedeutic or
groundwork for science, but as continuous with
science. I see philosophy and science as in the
same boat — a boat which, to revert to Neurath’s
figure as I so often do, we can rebuild only at sea
while staying afloat in it. There is no external
vantage point, no first philosophy. All scientific
findings, all scientific conjectures that are at pre-
sent plausible, are therefore in my view as wel-
come for use in philosophy as elsewhere (Quine,
1969, S. 126-127; meine Hvh. — D.M.).



oOpeTaeT cBOe IiejleBOe Ha3Ha4yeHe — CII0CO0-
HOCTb MPOSCHATh — B CBSI3U C PWIOCOPCKUMM
pobrreMamyt... TakoBble, KOHEYHO... peIaloT-
csi He uepe3 npuobpemenue Ho6020 onvima, a IyTeM
yIopsiioueHns yXe JaBHO M3BecTHoro (Burren-
mrrentH, 1994, c. 127 (§ 109); Kypcus, KpoMe OroBo-
peHHoro ciydad, Mo — JI.M.).

besyciioBHO, MeTadmiocodckme TOUKM 3peHs
KyariHa wn BuTreHmrteriHa He WCYepIIbIBAIOTCS
aTMM IByMs pparmeHTamu. Ho maxe ecim mo-
IIOJIHUTD VIX APYTUIMM, 3TU TOUKM 3peHNs He MO-
ryT OBITH COBMECTMMBI ApPYr ¢ apyrom. VHbMU
CJI0OBaMM, 371eCh MMeeT MecTo MeTadpviocodpckoe
pasHoriacue, B KoropoM Codrint HeoOXOIMMO BbI-
OpaTh omHY M3 OBYX MeTadmIocodpcKmx TOUdeK
3peHms, ecIy OHa XO4YeT IPOodeCcCOHAIIBHO 3a-
HUMaTbcs rtocodment. VI cHOBa BO3HMKaAeT BO-
IIpOC, Ha Kakue 00ka3ameAscméa MOXKeT ONVIpaTh-
cst Codpuast, 9TOOBI payUoHAALHBIM NYmeM CAeIIaTh
BBIOOp MeXxay aTmmm mnosurmsmi. VI caosa CTY
JlaeT OTBET, YTO TaKOIr'o ITyTU HeT.

[Touemy criemyeT NPUHSATBH 3TOT OTBeT? YTOOBI
OTBETUTH Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC, HEOOXOAVIMO ITPOBe-
PUTb KpUTEPUY, KOTOpPble MOTYT BBIIIOJIHATH He-
00XOAMMYIO POJIb OCHOBaHMIAL 3[1eCh MHe ITpUeT-
Csl OTPaHMYNTB OTOOP TpeMs KaHaygaTaMm:

® Dunupuueckas adexBamuocmy: MoxeT i Co-
dust onmparbest Ha aMIvprdeckyie pakThl, YTOOBI
cies1aTh BBIOOp MeXAy Toukamm 3peHms KyarHa
u Butrenmrerina? KoneuHo, HeT, TOTOMY 4TO Me-
Tadpmtocodckoe pasHoracue — 3TO pasHoriacue
MeXIy HOpMamubHuiMu yCTaHOBKaMM, ¥ IIOKa He
II0Ka3aHO, KaK IIPeoioyieTh PaspbIB MEXIy OBITH-
eM ¥ OOJDKEHCTBOBaHWEM, HEBO3MOXKHO ITOHSITH,
KaK 3MIIMpuYecKasi aleKBaTHOCTh (cama 1o cebe)
MOXKeT IIPMBECTH K pallViOHaJIbHOMY pelleHMIO.

o Mnumyumubnocms: mpobiieMa, TIO-BUANMOMY,
He BO3HMKaeT, Korja VHTYUIINS VCIIOIb3yeTcs B
KauecTBe [OKasaTeIbCcTBa. Bemp, KakK ITOKa3bIBa-
0T, HaIIpyMep, KeViChl Hariooome «I1po0rieMbl Ba-
TOHeTKI», HOpMaTVBHbIe YCTaHOBKM MOTYT OBITH
OlleHeHbI Ha OCHOBe HOPMAaTWMBHBIX MHTYWIIUL.
Opnaxo y Codum OTCyTCTByeT MHTYMUIVS OTHO-

#  AnpTepHATVBHBEIVI OTOOP C OOTBIIMM KOJIMUECTBOM
kpurtepues cM.: (Minkin, 2021, S. 292 —296, 417 —418).
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Wittgenstein dagegen behauptet:

Richtig war, daff unsere [philosophischen]
Betrachtungen nicht wissenschaftliche Betrach-
tungen sein diirfen. [...] [W]ir diirfen keinerlei
Theorie aufstellen. Es darf nichts Hypotheti-
sches in unseren Betrachtungen sein. Alle Er-
klarung mufs fort, und nur Beschreibung an ihre
Stelle treten. Und diese Beschreibung empfangt
ihr Licht, d.i. ihren Zweck, von den philosophi-
schen Problemen. [...] Diese Probleme werden
gelost, nicht durch Beibringen neuer Erfahrung,
sondern durch Zusammenstellung des langst
Bekannten (Wittgenstein, 1953, S. 298-299.
(§ 109); meine Hvh. — D.M.).

Sicherlich erschopfen sich Quines und Witt-
gensteins metaphilosophische Positionen nicht
in diesen beiden Stellen. Doch selbst wenn man
weitere hinzunimmt, lassen sich diese Positio-
nen nicht miteinander vereinbaren. Anders ge-
sagt, hier liegt ein metaphilosophischer Dissens
vor, in dem sich Sophia fiir eine der beiden me-
taphilosophischen Positionen entscheiden muss,
wenn sie professionelle Philosophie betreiben
mochte. Und erneut stellt sich die Frage, auf wel-
che Belege Sophia zurtickgreifen kann, um sich
zwischen diesen Positionen auf rationalem Wege
zu entscheiden. Und erneut antwortet der SdS,
dass es keinen solchen Weg gibt.

Weshalb sollte man diese Antwort akzep-
tieren? Um diese Frage zu beantworten, miis-
sen Kriterien gepriift werden, die die geforderte
Rolle eines Belegs erfiillen konnten. Hier muss
ich eine solche Priifung auf drei Kandidaten be-
schranken:*

e Empirische Angemessenheit: Kann Sophia auf
empirische Fakten zurtickgreifen, um sich zwi-
schen Quines und Wittgensteins Position zu ent-
scheiden? Sicherlich nicht, denn der metaphilo-
sophische Dissens ist ein Dissens zwischen nor-
mativen Positionen und solange nicht gezeigt
wurde, wie man die Sein-Sollen-Liicke tiberwin-
det, ist nicht zu sehen, wie empirische Angemes-

# Fir eine alternative Priifung mit mehr Kriterien vgl.
Minkin (2021, S. 292-296, 417-418).
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CUTeJIBHO MeTadpvyIoCOCKMX B3IIISAI0B, TIOCKOIIb-
Ky OHa HUKOITIA C HUMW He CTaJIKVBaJlach M3-3a
HenpusTus Qutocodnn ee popmuTessiMu. Me-
Tacprsiocodmsi BBIIAAUT CIIVIIKOM aKajeMmude-
CKMM IIpeiMeTOM (B OT/IM4YMe, HalpyMep, OT 3Ha-
H5), 4YTOOBI HecIlelaInCcT MOT IMeTh O Hevl MH-
TYUTUBHOE IIpefiCTaB/IeHe.

o Venex®: ecniv pustocodpckmie TOUKM 3peHMsT
IIpeqriosaraoT MeTadIocodCcKie, TO, BO3MOXKHO,
aJIeKBaTHOCTD TIOCJIEAHVIX MOXKHO OLIeHVBaTh II0
yCIeITHOCTY PrI0cOPCKIMX, KOTOpBIe Ha HMUX OC-
HOBbIBaIOTCs. Torma «ycrex» MOXXHO OIpenesInThb
KaK KoymmrdecTBo prtocodckmx mpobieM (omepa-
LIVIOHAJIBHO), KOTOPbIe pa3pelaloTcs ¢ TIOMOIIIBIO
COOTBeTCTBYIOMIMX prytocodpckmx rmoaxomaos. Of-
Hako, ecsit Coduss HamepeHa CyAUTh 00 ycITel-
HOCTM IpejlaraeMbIX pelieHnn OrIocodpckmx
rpo0sieM, OHa [IOJDKHA 3apaHee UOeHMUPUUUPO-
Bamw 31TV IpOOTIEMBL. 17151 3TOTO0 K€, KaK IIpeJIiCcTaB-
JIgeTcs, y>ke HeobxoyMa MeTadpviocodpckas Tod-
Ka 3peHMs, IOCKOJIBKY TO, UTO CJIe[yeT CUMUTaTh
dpmocodckort TpobdIeMoNt 1 UTO MOXKHO CUMTATh
YCIIEIITHBIM peIlleHVeM, OYeBU/THO, 3aBUCUT OT CO-
OTBETCTBYIOLIEN MeTadpvyIocCOPCKOVI TOUKM 3pe-
Hus. Tak, IpuBep)KeHIIbI TepareBTUIecKo du-
jocodmm, Takve Kak BuTreHIrreitH, oObIYHO OT-
BepraroT Kak IICeBIOIPo0OsIeMbl Te IIpOo0bsIeMBbl, KO-
TOpbIe MBITAIOTCS PeIINTh PUI0COdbI-HATY pasIn-
CTBI, TaKe Kak KyavtH, — Hampumep, mpoOiemy
BoctipuATus (cM.: Fischer, 2018, p. 279). ITostomy
Codmst He MOXeT NpuUOErHYTh K ycIlexXy Kak K
CPeACTBY NPUHSTUS PellleHNs OTHOCUTEIBHO Me-
Tap1710c0PCKON TOUKM 3peHMsl, IIOCKOJIBKY yCITex
y>ke IIperioiaraeT Takoe peleHue.

Orser CTY noppasymesaet, uto ButreHmmrens
u KyarH He MOryT cumraTh ce0si paBHBIMM, IIO-
CKOJIbKY 11 Butreninrerina Kyarn He 3aHmMa-
etcs dpwiocodpuent, n Haobopom. Ilo sTtom npm-
4He JaHHas Bepcys He MOXKeT OBITh OTKJIOHEHA
noo0Ho ToMy, Kak ['pynaman kputmkosait CTY.

#  Tlo-BMOMMOMY, 3TO W €CTb IIPelIOKEHMe CaMOIo

Kamnra: «Vget v v HeT 1o HajieXXHoMY Iy Ty oOpaboTka
MO3HAHWUV, ITIPUHAJIEXXHBIX [ejly pasyMa, MOXKHO JIerKo
CyAUTh 110 TOMY, ycIlelieH i pesynbrar» (B VIL Kanr,
20064, c. 9).
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senheit (allein) eine rationale Entscheidung her-
beifiihren konnte.

e [ntuitivitit: Das Problem stellt sich offenbar
nicht, wenn man Intuitionen als Belege heran-
zieht. Denn wie etwa die Trolley-Cases zeigen,
lassen sich normative Positionen anhand von
normativen Intuitionen beurteilen. Doch mit
Blick auf metaphilosophische Positionen scheint
Sophia keine Intuitionen zu haben, da sie auf-
grund der Philosophiefeindlichkeit ihres Eltern-
hauses noch niemals mit solchen Positionen kon-
frontiert wurde. Metaphilosophie scheint ein-
fach ein zu akademisches Thema zu sein (anders
als etwa Wissen), um als Laie Intuitionen dazu
zu haben.

e Erfolg”: Wenn philosophische Positionen
metaphilosophische voraussetzen, dann konnte
man vielleicht die Angemessenheit metaphilo-
sophischer Positionen an dem Erfolg der philo-
sophischen Positionen, die auf ihnen fundieren,
ablesen. ,Erfolg” konnte dann als die Zahl der
philosophischen Probleme (operational) defi-
niert werden, die die jeweiligen philosophischen
Positionen 16sen. Wenn Sophia jedoch den Erfolg
von Losungsvorschligen zu philosophischen
Problemen beurteilen mochte, muss sie die Pro-
bleme vorher identifiziert haben. Hierfiir scheint
sie jedoch bereits eine metaphilosophische Posi-
tion vorauszusetzen. Denn was als philosophi-
sches Problem zu gelten hat und was als erfolg-
reiche Losung gelten kann, hiangt offensichtlich
von der jeweiligen metaphilosophischen Posi-
tion ab. So weisen therapeutische Philosophen
wie Wittgenstein Probleme, die naturalistische
Philosophen wie Quine zu losen versuchen —
etwa das Problem der Wahrnehmung — fiir ge-
wohnlich als Pseudoprobleme ab (vgl. etwa Fi-
scher, 2018, S. 279). Sophia kann also auf den Er-
folg als Entscheidungshilfe nicht zurtickgreifen,

» Dies scheint Kants eigener Vorschlag zu sein:
,Ob die Bearbeitung der Erkenntnisse, die zum
Vernunftgebrauch gehoren, den sicheren Gang einer
Wissenschaft gehe oder nicht, das ld8t sich bald aus dem
Erfolg beurtheilen” (KrV, B VII).



PasymeeTcsi, Takoyl IIpOBEPKM HEIOCTATOYHO
a1t afgekBaTHoro obocHosanus (P,). Ho 3o mosso-
JIsleT IIPeIIIONIOKNTB, YTO, IO KpariHen Mepe 6 Ha-
cmosiuee BpeMs, HeT HUKaKVX OCHOBaHWI, Ha KOTO-
poie Coduisi Mory1a ObI orepeThesi, UTOObI IIPUHSTE
pellreHe 0 BEIOOpe OTHOV 13 1By X MeTadpriiocod-
CKMX TOYeK 3peHMs. Ecau 0000ujums 3T0 Hpemro-
noxeHve BMecTe ¢ nepsovi moceuikont CTY-apry-
MeHTa, TO BO3HMKAIOT /IBa CKEIITMYEeCKIX BbIBOMA:
«Hu ogHa dutocodckas Touka 3peHMs He dBJId-
eTcsl palliOHaJIBHO OOOCHOBAaHHOV B YKa3aHHOM
BbIIIIE cMbIcie» (K) n «JTrobas drtocodckas Tou-
Ka 3peHws SBJIsgeTcs Jormariaeckorn (K.).

5. IlpeonosieHme yrpossl cKercwmca?

Tem He MeHee yOenyTesibHa JIVI TIepBasi ITOCBLI-
ka (P,)? V1 ona mpuBoauTcA elme pas B cBoevt pop-
mysmpoBke: «Touka 3penus Abasemcs 0oemamute-
CKOUl, ecAu OHA MpuHumaemcs 0e3 payuoHAAbLHO20
obocHoBanusa 6 cmovicae odpaweHUus K Kpumepusam
paccmompeHus, Komopbuie OHA ke He npedycmampu-
Baem». BeposiTHO, Hanbosiee pUOITVDKeHHAS TH-
TepIipeTalysl 3TOV MOCBUIKM COCTOUT B TOM, YTO
TOUKa 3peHMs 000CHOBaHaA TOJIBKO B TOM CJIydae,
€CJIVI OHa OCHOBaHA Ha HeUmpaibHblX 00KaA3amess-
cmbBax. OgHako 3TO TpeboBaHMe, IIO-BUAMOMY,
ycTaHaBJIMBaeT CJIMIIIKOM BBICOKYIO SIMcCTeMiJe-
CKYIO IUIaHKy. VcTopudeckn oOocHOBaHHas du-
jocodsl HayKy HaIJISITHO TOKasayla, 4ToO Jaxe
Hay4Hble Teopy He OOOCHOBBIBAIOTCS HeTpalb-
HBIMM JIOKa3aTeIbCTBaMM, ITOCKOJIBKY KaKIbIV
eCTeCTBOVCIIBITaTe/Ib padoTaeT B paMKax OIIpe-
JleJIeHHOVI CUCTeMBbI KOOPHAMHAT (HarpuMep, Ia-
PaguUrMbl VIV VICCIIEIOBATEIIBCKOV IIPOTPAMMBI).
CoOTBETCTBEHHO, 1m0, umo cuumaemcs 00ka3a-
meAavcmBom, IO KpariHerl Mepe YacTUYHO 3aBVCUT
OT KOHBEHIINVI, IPUHSTHIX B 3TUX cucTeMax. Ecym
3TO CIIpaBelJINBO 111 000CHOBaHMS HAay YHBIX Te-
opu, TO, ITO-BUIVMOMY, HET OCHOBaHWN Tpe6o-
BaTh HEVITPaJIbHBIX JJOKA3aTesIbCTB 17151 0O0CHOBa-
HI1s1 MeTapTOCOPCKMX TOUEK 3PEeHMIS.

CoOTBeTCTBEHHO,  pallMIOHAJIBHOCTh  (PUJIO-
copum MOXXHO OTCTOSITB, IO KpaviHell Mepe dYa-
CTUYHO, IIyTeM pa3obiiaveHNs HepeanCTUIHO-
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um sich fiir eine metaphilosophische Position zu
entscheiden, da Erfolg eine solche Entscheidung
bereits voraussetzt.

Die Antwort des SdS beinhaltet, dass Witt-
genstein und Quine sich nicht als Peers betrach-
ten konnen, denn fiir Wittgenstein praktiziert
Quine keine Philosophie und vice versa. Aus die-
sem Grund lésst sich diese Version nicht in der
Weise ablehnen, in der Grundmann den SzS kri-
tisierte.

Nattirlich gentigt eine solche Priifung nicht,
um (P)) angemessen zu begriinden. Sie legt aber
die Vermutung nahe, dass es zumindest zur Zeit
keine Belege gibt, die Sophia heranziehen kann,
um sich fiir eine der beiden metaphilosophi-
schen Positionen zu entscheiden. Verallgemeinert
man diese Vermutung, ergeben sich zusammen
mit der ersten Pramisse des SdS-Arguments die
beiden skeptischen Konklusionen: ,Keine philo-
sophische Position ist im genannten Sinne rati-
onal begriindet” (K,) und ,Jede philosophische
Position ist dogmatisch” (K,).

5. Ein Umgang mit der skeptischen
Bedrohung?

Doch ist die erste Pramisse (P,) tiberzeugend?
Auch sie sei im Wortlaut noch einmal aufge-
fuhrt: , Eine Position ist dogmatisch, wenn sie ohne
eine rationale Begriindung im Sinne eines Rekurses
auf Abwigungskriterien, die sie nicht schon voraus-
setzt, eingenommen wird.” Die wohl am ndchsten
liegende Deutung dieser Pramisse besagt, dass
eine Position nur dann gerechtfertigt ist, wenn
sie auf neutralen Belegen basiert. Diese Forderung
scheint aber die epistemische Messlatte zu hoch
zu hangen. Die historisch informierte Wissen-
schaftstheorie hat deutlich gemacht, dass selbst
naturwissenschaftliche Theorien nicht durch
neutrale Belege gerechtfertigt werden, da jede
Naturwissenschaftlerin innerhalb eines Be-
zugsrahmens (etwa eines Paradigmas oder For-
schungsprogramms) arbeitet. Was als Beleg gilt,
ist dementsprechend zumindest teilweise von
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CTM MBICJIUTeJIBHOrO 3KcrieprMeHTa ¢ Codoumernt:
HM OAVH CTyAeHT dpritocodckoro dpakyssrera He
gBJIsIeTCS HeMTpasIbHBbIM cilyInaresieM. Corsiac-
Ho aTon apryMeHTauuy, ec Codust 3aHMMaeT-
cs1 PrITocOPCKMMM MCCITIEIOBAHMISIMY, TO MOXKHO
clleslaTh BBIBOII, UTO OHA lke IIPUBHECTIa B CBOU
VicCIIe[IoBaHMsl HOpMaTUBHOe IOHMMaHMe uio-
cocun, 4To CrIesiayo ee CKopee IIOC/IeOBaTeIb-
Hutleni Kyamna, Butrenmrerina, Kanra wim ka-
KOVI-TO JIPpyrovi MeTadpmyIocOPCKOV TOUKM 3peH M.

BriosiHe BO3MOXXHO 11 OYeHb BEpOATHO, UTO B
Ipoliecce o0y UYeHVsI OHa OTKaXKeTcs OT CBOe! Iep-
BOHAYaJILHOVI TOUKM 3PeHMs B 110163y Apyrov. Ha
3TOM 3Tarle OHa KaK CKelTHK BBIHYXXIIeHa COIJla-
CUTBLCS C TeM, UTO TaKoe M3MeHeHVe He Npou3oii-
dem abco/10mHO palVioOHaIBHEIM 1TyTeM. OmHaKO
OHa KaK CKeIITMK YyIIycKaeT M3 BUIY, UYTO palliio-
HaJIbHOe HauMHaHMe He 00/4XHO 0bimb HeusMeHHOo
palOHaJIbHBIM. AJIBTepHATMBOV TOMY SIBJI€TCS
IpeficTaBjIeHe O CYIeCTBOBaHMM HeTPaIbHOrO
JIOKa3aTeJIbCTBa, ITO3BOJIAIONIETo Decnpucmpacm-
HO OIIpeNeNNTb e0uHCmBeHHo BepHYIO MeTadwIo-
codpckyto TouKy 3peHms. OgHaKo, KaK s IOIbITal-
Cs1 ITIOKa3aTh, TaKoe ITpeficTaB/IeHVie BeCbMa COMHW-
TeJIBHO 1 OTKpbUTO Obl Ay1st CTY cymmiikoM MHOTO
BO3MOKHOCTeVI [1JIs1 HaIlaJIoK.

Hackorbko yrjauHa Takasi HOIBITKa 3alllUTUTh
panmoHasibHOCTh rtococpum ot CTY, mokaxer
Gostee riIyOOKOE paccMOTpeHVie 3TOV PasHOBU/THO-
ctu ckenTuimsma. C ygeroM MeTadmiiocodcKo
ToukM 3peHnsd KaHTa B Takoy AMCKycCUM MOXKHO
3aJ1aThCsl BOIIPOCOM, C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI, IIOfIBepra-
eTcs1?® JIV caMa 3Ta TOYKa 3peHNs yIpo3e cO CTOpo-
el CTY u, ¢ npyrovt — npepyiaraeT jivi OHa pecyp-
CBI [IJISL OIIPOBEP>KEeHMS 3TOr0 CKEeIITUIIM3MA.

6. 3aksII04YeHMe U IIPOrHO3

CkenrTriueckoe OTHOLIIeHMe K dvtocodpmm co-
MPOBOXAAJIO PUIT0COCKMe VICCIIeOBaHMs C MO-
MeHTa WX 3apOX[eHWs, a CO BpeMeHeM IIpeBpa-
TWJIOCh B YacTh 3TMX CaMBIX VccilenoBaHui. Kan-
TOBCKasl MeTadwiocodusi, IIO-BUIVIMOMY, VIMeeT B

% CM. KOMMeHTapwu II0 IIOBOJLY ycIlexa BbIIIle, Ha c. 124,
VI CHOCKY 25 TaM Xe.
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den Konventionen in einem solchen Rahmen ab-
hiangig. Wenn dies fiir die Rechtfertigung natur-
wissenschaftlicher Theorien gilt, scheint es kei-
nen Grund zu geben, fiir die Rechtfertigung me-
taphilosophischer Positionen neutrale Belege zu
fordern.

Die Rationalitdt der Philosophie ldsst sich
dementsprechend zumindest teilweise verteidi-
gen, indem man das Sophia-Gedankenexperi-
ment als unrealistisch entlarvt: Keine Studentin
der Philosophie ist ein neutraler Rezeptor. Wenn
Sophia in die philosophische Forschung geht,
kann man dieser Argumentation zufolge daraus
schliefSen, dass sie bereits ein normatives Philoso-
phieverstdndnis in das Studium hineingebracht
hatte, das sie eher zu einer Quineianerin, einer
Wittgensteinianerin, einer Kantianerin oder zur
Anhéngerin einer anderen metaphilosophischen
Position werden lief3.

Es ist moglich und sehr wahrscheinlich, dass
sie im Laufe ihrer Ausbildung ihre urspriing-
liche Position zugunsten einer anderen auf-
geben wird. An dieser Stelle ist der Skeptike-
rin zuzustimmen, dass eine solche Anderung
nicht vollstindig rational ablaufen wird. Was die
Skeptikerin jedoch tibersieht ist, dass ein ratio-
nales Unternehmen nicht durchgehend rational
sein muss. Die Alternative hierzu ist die Vor-
stellung, dass es neutrale Belege gibt, die es er-
moglichen, unvoreingenommen die eine richtige
metaphilosophische Position zu identifizieren.
Wie ich zu zeigen versucht habe, ist eine solche
Vorstellung jedoch in hohem Mafie fragwiirdig
und wiirde dem SdS zu viel an Angriffsfldche
offnen.

Inwiefern ein solcher Versuch, die Rationali-
tat der Philosophie gegen den SdS zu verteidi-
gen, erfolgreich ist, muss eine tiefere Auseinan-
dersetzung mit dieser skeptischen Spielart zei-
gen. Mit Blick auf die metaphilosophische Posi-
tion Kants ldsst sich in einer solchen Auseinan-
dersetzung einerseits fragen, ob diese Position



3TOM OTHOIIIEHV OCOOBIVI CTATYC, TIOCKOJIBKY OTHV
uHTepripetaropsl (Periep, Makraa u p.) Tpak-
TYIOT ee KaK peaJI3alliio TaKOro CKeITUIIM3Ma, a
npyrue (KarenOypr, I7iok m np.) paccMarpuBaioT
VIMEHHO KPUTWYeCKYI0 dpriocodpuio Kak MeTadpu-
710COCKYIO OCHOBY AVICKYCCHUVI, ITPU3BaHHBIX W3-
OeXxaThb JIOBYIIIEK CKEIITIYeCKOro COMHeHs. B man-
HOM TeKCTe IIpeIIpHATa IIOIbITKa TOYHee OIpe-
JIeJINTh KAHTOBCKYIO TIO3UIIVIO B IIOJIEMVKe TI0 I10-
BOfLy 1Tof00OHBIX coMHeHMT: KaHTa Helb3st TpaKTo-
BaTh KaK IIpe/ICTaBUTe I MeTadpmyIoCOCKOro cKerl-
TUIIW3Ma, XOTd B ero paboTax ecTb HabOiIrofeHms,
KOTOpBIe MOT'yT 0OOCHOBBIBATh TAKOV CKETITUIIVI3M.

baazodapnocmu. Abmop Bvipaxaem npusna-
MeAvHOCb AHOHUMHOMY peyeH3eHmy, peoaxmo-
py Oannoeo Bvimycka doxmopy Muxauay JleBumny, a
maxxe npogpeccopy Hune JImumpueBoil 3a yernoie
pexomeHOayuU ¢ yeavto 00pabomku OAHHOU CIMAmbu.
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selbst vom SdS bedroht wird? und andererseits,
ob sie Ressourcen bietet, diesen Skeptizismus zu
widerlegen.

6. Schluss und Ausblick

Die Skepsis gegentiber der Philosophie be-
gleitet die philosophische Forschung seit ihren
Anfangen und ist mittlerweile Teil eben dieser
Forschung geworden. Die kantische Metaphi-
losophie scheint dabei einen besonderen Sta-
tus zu haben, insofern einige Interpreten (u.a.
Rescher, McGinn) sie als Realisierung einer sol-
chen Skepsis lesen, wiahrend andere (u.a. Kei-
enburg, Glock) gerade die kritische Philoso-
phie als metaphilosophische Grundlage von
Debatten betrachten, die die Fallstricke skepti-
scher Zweifel vermeiden sollen. Dieser Text hat
versucht, die kantische Position innerhalb der
Kontroverse tiber solche Zweifel genauer zu be-
stimmen: Kant ldsst sich nicht als Vertreter ei-
nes Metaphilosophischen Skeptizismus inter-
pretieren, obwohl sein Werk Beobachtungen
enthélt, die solch einen Skeptizismus motivie-
ren konnen.
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«KOHCEPBATMBHOE ITPOCBEIITEHWUE»
KAK «I'EPOM3ALIN HACTOAIILETO»

Bb.B. Mexye8"*>

Texcm npedcmabasem cobotl NoAeMUKY €O CHamven
C.H. I'padupoBckoeo, komopuiil 0003HAUUA AKIYAAbHOE
3Hauenue koHyenyuu npocBewjeruss Vimmanyusa Kan-
ma, a makke ykasai Ha na2ydbHocms npedcmabienus o
coBpemenrom uenoBexe kax peberke, Hyxoatoujemcs 6o
BHewirem onexyHe uiu pyxobooumene 045 KOHMPOAA HAO
cboum nobederuem. B nosemuxe ¢ I'padupobekum s do-
KA3b16a10, UM NOMUMO «HecoBepuieHHoAemus no cboei
Bune» Kanm Bvi0essem ucmopuueckoe «HecobepuieHHo-
Jemue», Komopoe Xapaxmepusyen OuKue Uiy omcmarvie
HapoOsL. 5 maioke Bvi0Buearo mesuc, umo 015 Kanma «co-
Bepuierinosemue» umeent He MoAbKO 0UO0L02UMECKUTI, HO
U coyuarsHo-ucmopuveckuil xapaxkmep. S nokasviBaro,
umo 6 coBpemerrom mupe udes Kanma o coyuarvHom
UAU ke UCmOopuyeckoM cobepuienHosemuu cobpemerHo-
20 uesoBexa noayqaem cepvesHylo NnpodAeMamu3ayuio,
B03MOXKHOCTITD U HEU30eKHOCTb KOMOpOil 3a40KeHa Oblaa
6 cmamve «Ymo maxoe npocbewjerue?» (1784) u co-
Oepxaujemcs 6 Heil npedcmabaeru 00 UCTOPUHHOCTIU
npocBewjenus, mMo ectms 0 MOM, YUMo cama Cmpameeus
coBpemernocmu  donycmuma Aulls nNpu 00CHUNKEHUU
uen0Bexom onpedesernoeo ucmopueckoeo Bospacma. Co
ccvlakotl Ha ppanyysckoeo gpusococpa Muwers Pyxo s
ymBepxoato, umo kanmobckas KoHyenyus npocbewjenus
00HOBpeMenHO UpOHUYHA U mpasuuHa. VIpoHuuHa oHa
nomomy, umo donyckaem 603MOKHOCHL OnpoBepreHus
ee 0cHoBHO20 me3suca — 00 ucmopuueckom cobepuieHHo-
Aemuu wea06exa, a mpasuuHa nomomy, 4mo ee nagocom
oxasviBaemca «eepousayus HACMosue20», 20moBHocb
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DISCUSSION

“CONSERVATIVE ENLIGHTENMENT"”
AS “HEROISATION OF THE PRESENT”

B.V. Mezhuev"??3

This text is a polemic against the 2023 article by
Sergey N. Gradirovsky who wrote about the pres-
ent-day relevance of Immanuel Kant’s concept of en-
lightenment and challenged the idea of the modern hu-
man being as a child who needs an external guardian
or guide to control his behaviour. In my polemic with
Gradirovksy I point out that in addition to “self-in-
curred immaturity” Kant writes about the historical
“immaturity” of savage or backward peoples. I also ar-
que that for Kant “maturity” carries not only biologi-
cal but also socio-historical connotations. I show that
in the modern world Kant’s idea of the social or even
historical maturity of the modern human acquires se-
rious problematisation which was shown to be possible
and inevitable in the article “What Is Enlightenment?”
(1784) and its notion of the historicity of enlighten-
ment, i.e. the very strategy of modernity is possible
only when humankind reaches a certain historical age.
Using as a point of departure the ideas of the French
philosopher Michel Foucault, I maintain that the Kant-
ian conception of enlightenment is at once ironic and
tragic. It is ironic because it does not rule out that its
main thesis on the historical maturity of the human be-
ing may turn out to be wrong. It is tragic because its
main thrust is “heroisation of the present”, i.e. a readi-
ness to resist the temptation of being absorbed by the
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yoepkamucst om cobaasna noasoueHus 0yoyusum, oco-
benro akmyasvro2o 66udy Bupmyasusayui peasbHoCHu.

KatoueBvie caoBa: npocbewjerue, Karm, npedvicimo-
pus, coyuarvras 360410415, coBpeMeHHOCIIL, KOHMpPRpo-
cBewjeriie

KanT n Bommpoc
0 «BBIXO/e M3 JeTCTBa»

Sl He cTaHy ocmapuBaThb OCHOBHBIX BBIBOIOB
sgpkomt crateu Cepres ['pagnpoBckoro, KOTopom
OH JJaJI CTOJIb MOIIIHBIV II0/3aroyioBok «EpaHre-
nue ot KanTa», HO puckHy mIpo0sieMaTn3poBaTh
TOJIBKO JIBa COAePXKAIVIXCS B HeVl yTBepXKIeHWs,
nBa ee Tesyuca. OguH M3 HUX KacaeTcs Tepod CTa-
T, TO ecThb KaHTa, a IPyTrovVi JaeTCsi CO CChIJIKOVI
Ha aBTOpa 3TMX CTPOK. IlepBbINt Tesuc cocTout B
ToM, 4yTOo KaHT B cBOeM Ipu3bIBe K COOTeYeCcTBeH-
HUKaM BBIVITV M3 COCTOSHM:A HeCcOBepIIeHHOJIe-
TUS TIONaIaeT B KOHIIENTYaJIbHYIO JIOBYIIIKY, IIO-
CKOJIBKY TOTOBHOCTb TI0JIaraThcsi Ha COOCTBEHHBIN
Pasym 1 ecTb eqVMHCTBEHHBIV COIep)KaTeIbHBIV
KpuTepun nctopmudeckon s3pocsioctut (I'pamypos-
ckum, 2023, c. 146). Takon «yJI0BKM-22» Ha caMOM
nene y Kanra HeT, mockosibKy dpumstocod cumraeT
CBOVIX COBPEMEHHVKOB BIIOJIHE «IOPOCIINMI» 10
IIpocBelienus1, XOTs M He BCerja ero IIpaKTUKO-
BaBIIMMW. Bropoi Tesnc — mpunmceiBaeMoe MHe
3aMedaHVe, YTO IIPOCBellleHVe 1 KOHTPIIpOocBele-
Hue B rictopuy Hosoro BpemeHM B3arIMHO [10II0JI-
HSIOT OPyT Apyra, Oojlee TOro, KOHTPIIPOCBeIle-
HVE eCTh «IIOAIePKMBaoIII IpoekT MomepHa»
(Tam xe, c. 142—143). BesycioBHO, TaK OHO 11 OBLJIO,
HO, C MOeVI TOUKM 3peHNs, HaCcTyIlaeT MOMeHT pas-
JleJleHVsl TIPOCBEeIIeHVsI ¥ KOHTPIIPOCBEIeHs,
UTO OKOHYATEeJILHO IIPOM30MIeT, TOJIbKO KOrja
IIpoCBellleHVie CMOXeT OIepeThcsl Ha TpayLInIo,
TO eCTh CTaTh KOHCepBaTMBHBIM ITPOCBEIIleHeM.
B coBpemenHyro 3moxy mpocBereHve MOXeT CO-
CTOATBCS. VIV COXPaHUTBCS TOJIBKO KaK «KOHCep-
BaTMBHOe ITpocBellleHVe». Hyoke s mombITaloch Ha
PpasJIMUYHBIX IIpMMepax JlaTh Ooslee TOUHYIO KOH-
LIeNITyaJIbHYIO PasBepTKy 3TOro IoHsATus. B mpy-
xeckor rosiemuike ¢ Cepreem I'pazimpoBckmm s xo-

B.V. Mezhuev

future, which takes on added relevance in view of the
virtualisation of reality.

Keywords: enlightenment, Kant, prehistory, social
evolution, modernity, counter-enlightenment

Kant and the Question of “Emergence
from Childhood”

Without challenging the main conclusions
of Sergey Gradirovsky’s brilliant article with
its powerful subtitle “The Gospel According
to Kant”, I would like to question just two of
its theses. One has to do with the hero of the
article, i.e. Kant, and the other with the refer-
ence to the writer of this article. The first thesis
is that Kant, in calling on his fellow-country-
men to leave behind the stage of immaturity,
falls into a conceptual trap because the readi-
ness to rely on one’s own reason is precisely the
only substantive criterion of historical maturity
(Gradirovsky, 2023, p. 146). In reality, Kant is
not in a ‘catch-22" situation because he consid-
ers that his contemporaries are mature enough
for enlightenment although they do not always
practise it. The second thesis has to do with the
remark imputed to me to the effect that En-
lightenment and Counter-Enlightenment in
the history of the modern period are mutual-
ly complementary, and moreover, that coun-
ter-enlightenment is “a supporting project of
Modernity” (ibid., pp. 142-143). Undoubtedly,
this was indeed the case, but I maintain that at
some point enlightenment and counter-enlight-
enment diverge, but it will not happen until en-
lightenment becomes anchored in tradition, i.e.
becomes conservative enlightenment. In the
modern epoch enlightenment can only happen,
or continue, as “conservative enlightenment”.
Below I will try to elaborate on this concept by
citing various examples. In my friendly polemic
with Sergey Gradirovsky I would like to show
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b.B. Mexyes

TeJI ObI ITOKa3aTh, IIoYeMy JII00oe 1Hoe, HeKOHCep-
BaTMBHOe IIpouTeHVie peHOMeHa ITPOCBEIeH s B
HacTosIIlee BpeMs OKa3bIBaeTCs PVIIOCOPCKM He-
yOenmTesIbHBIM U1 ITOUeMY paJMKaIbHBIN Pa3pbiB
C TpamuIIvelt IIOUTH Hen30e)XXHO OTKpbIBaeT [IBe-
P¥ KaKoVI-TO HOBOVI BEpPCUIM KOHTPIIPOCBEIIIEH S,
071aro COBpeMeHHBIVI MUP ITPOCTO KMUIIIMS KUIINT
CTpaTermsaMm KOHTPMOepHa.

Sl TOTOB B35Th 3a OCHOBY OVCKYCCUM O IIPO-
CBellleHN M3BeCTHBIN oTBeT KaHTa Ha Bompoc
«Yro Takoe mpocsertieHe?» (1784) 1 ero skcrm-
KallMIO 3TOro MOHATUSA. BrocsencTsuu g BBey B
Halll pasroBOp M OYeHb BaXKHYIO TPaKTOBKY, KO-
TOPYIO IIpejjlaraeT Ijid IIPOYTeHMs 3TOr0 KaH-
TOBCKOro TekcTa Muimens dMyko B cBOeM M3BecT-
HoM 3cce, HanvicanHoM 200 jeT crrycrst, B 1984 T.
1 HomeITaroOCh OTBETUTH Ha BOIIPOC, IOYeMy IIpo-
CBellleHVie — VIMEHHO B KaHTOBCKOVI MHTepIIpeTa-
LIVIVI CMBICTIA 3TOTO SIBJIEHVSI — He MOXXET He ObITh
«xoHcepBaTuBHBIM». Texct Cepres I'pamyposcko-
TO IIpeNCTaB/IsSeT XOpoIllee OCHOBaHMe /I Hava-
JIa 3TOTO pasroBopa.

Hauny c Toro, uro s aOCOJIIOTHO HMPUHMMAIO
3TMUeCcKM 1adoc TOVI CTaTbU M COIIACeH, YTO
oIteKa HaJl CBOOOIHOVI YeJI0BEYeCKOVI MBICIIBIO, ITO-
IaBjleHVe KPUTWYeCKOrOo MBIIIIEHNS M B I1€JIOM
IIOJINTHMKA 3aIIpeToB B IyOmaHOM cpepe — Bce
3TO pasHOOOpasHble CJIEACTBUS TOTO OTCYTCTBUS
«MYXXeCcTBa», KOTOpOe KEHUTCOeprcKMM MBICIIV-
TeJIb CTaBWJI B BUHY COBpeMeHHWKaM, T'OTOBBIM
OTKa3aThCs OT CBOOOJIBI CJIOBA B CYUTY CTpaxa ObITh
cammM cobort. Ha rioBepxHOCTM JIEXXUT, KOHEUHO,
BO3pa’keHle, 4To JII00asi MaeosIorsi, B TOM YlC-
Jle TubepasibHasi, JI100ask cricTeMa HOPM ITperro-
JlaraeT KaKoe-TO VMCKJIIOUeHle HeCOIJIaCHBIX, I B
3TOM IUIaHe TaK Ha3blBaeMas CYIepIIpOrpeccuB-
Hasl «KyJIBTYpa OTMeHbI» HI9eM He JTydIlle pa3HoO-
oOpa3sHBIX peaKIIMOHHBIX «OXOT Ha BefbM». Oue-
BUJIHO, U4TO B Ip4aylIyIo (Ha30BeM ee LMBUIIM3a-
LIMOHHOV) pa3y MCTOPUYECKOro pasBUTMS, KOria
CTpaHBI MUpa pPas3dessiTcd Ha KOH(IIMKTYIOIIVe
OJTOK1, BCEX ITUX «OTMEH» VI «3aIIPETOB» OKaXKeTCs
ropasao Oosbire. V1 1000e 1IEHHOCTHOE yTBepX-
fieHVie O TOM, UTO «CBOOOIIa JIydllle HeCBOOOIbI»,
BBIHY)KJIEHO OyzieT MUPUTbHCS ¢ PaKTOM MOCTyTIa-
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that at present the phenomenon of enlighten-
ment cannot be any other than conservative if it
is to be philosophically tenable and that a radi-
cal break with tradition almost inevitably opens
the door for some new version of counter-en-
lightenment, especially if one considers that the
modern world is teeming with counter-moder-
nity strategies.

I am prepared to use Kant’s famous answer
to the question “What Is Enlighenment?” (1784)
and his explication of this concept as the start-
ing point of discussion. I will then introduce
in our conversation a very important inter-
pretation of Kant’s 1784 text given by Michel
Foucault in an essay written 200 years later,
in 1984. I will try to answer the question why
enlightenment — in the Kantian sense — can-
not be other than “conservative”. Sergey Grad-
irovsky’s text provides a good starting point for
this conversation.

Let me begin by saying that I absolutely
share the ethical thrust of this article. I too, be-
lieve that tutelage over free human thought,
suppression of critical thinking and, in gener-
al, the policy of bans in the public sphere are
diverse consequences of the lack of “courage”
of which Kant accused his contemporaries who
were willing to give up free expression for fear
of being themselves. The objection that lies on
the surface is that any ideology, including the
liberal one, any system of norms implies an ex-
clusion of those who disagree, such that any
ultra-progressive “cancel culture” is no better
than reactionary “witch hunting”. Obviously,
these “cancelations” and “bans” will multiply
in what may be called the future civilisation-
al phase of historical development when the
world’s countries form conflicting blocs. Any
value judgement, such as “freedom is better
than unfreedom”, will have to reckon with the
fact of diminishing real freedom in society.
And yet the philosopher does not have to rec-



TeJIBHOTO YOBIBaHMS peasIbHOV CBOOOIBI B OOIIIe-
cTBe. DTO TaK, HO dpvtocod He 00s3aH MUPUTHCS
C 9TOVI HeyJI00HOVI /1JIs1 HeTO PeasIbHOCTBIO, U, I10-
J1aralo, B Mepy CBOVIX CTIOCOOHOCTeVI KayK/IbIi MBbIC-
JINTeNb Oy/eT el IPOTUBOCTOATh, MIIIA BBIXOM, 113
TOTO «TYIIVIKa» CTOJIKHOBEHWS IIMBVUIM3ALNV, B
KOTOPBIVI 3aTOHSIET BeCh MVIP XOII, ICTOPUL.

YrobbI pristocodckm BO3BBICUTBCS Hafl, CUTYa-
umert Hosoro CpenHeBekoBbsl, HYKHO, KOHEYHO,
IIOHMMATB ee reHe3uc. [1o Kakor IIpuynHe IIpocse-
IIeH e OKa3aJIoCh Ilepert JIVIIOM CVJIBHETIIIIErO Bbl-
30Ba B ICTOpUM CO BpeMeH Broporn Muposort Bovi-
HBI, [IPOSIBMBIIIETOCS, B YaCTHOCTY, B KpW3vice Mien
yHuBepcabHOCTI? Hesb3d siv 0OHapyXuUTh B [IVIC-
Kypce camoro KaHTa mpesicrasiienme o0 mMcTopu-
YecKOV! OrpaHMYeHHOCTH IIpocBellieHns, 00 0cos-
HaHMW ero XpOHOJIOTMYeCKMX IIpeiesioB, IIOHMa-
HVie TOTO, YTO IIPOCBellleHe VCTOPUYecKy KOHed-
HO? VI He KpoeTcsl JIvi KOpeHb 3TOro IIOHMMaHWs B
camom MeTadope «HecoBepIIIeHHOIeTHs» U BbIXO-
7la U3 Hero — miaBHOM MHcanTe KaHTa B ero cra-
The, paccMaTpuBaeMont ['pagyipoBckm?

I'To muenwmto I'panyposckoro, KaHT «1pusbiBa-
eT» CBOVMIX COBPEMEHHVKOB «IIOKMHYTb OHO CO-
CTOsIHVIE» VI TIEPENTH K IPYroMy, KadeCTBEHHO 00-
Jlee BBICOKOMY, TO €CTh K HeKOeV ITpeJITiojiaraeMovt
VICTOPUYECKON «B3pociiocTu». KaHT, GesycioBHO,
IIPU3bIBAET PACCTATBCSL C «HecoBepuieHHoAeTeM
no cobcmbennonr Bune» (Selbstverschuldet ist diese
Unmiindigkeit) (AA 08, S. 35; Kanr, 19%4a, c. 127),
HO OTHIO[Ib He TpeOyeT OT corpaxjaH obpecTu
OOBEKTMBHYIO B3POCIIOCTD, JOCTVDKEHVIE KOTOPOT
He 3aBUCUT OT ux ycwmit. OH He «IIpu3bIBaeT»
VX «CTaTh B3POCIIBIMI», HO MCXOOUT 13 TOT'O JOITY-
IIIeHNs (3aMedy, COBceM He CaMOOYeBUIHOrO), YTO
xurermm [pyccun konma XVIII B. v, Bo Bcakom
cJlydae, IIpeICTaBUTeIIN IIPYCCKOrO YUYeHOro cooo-
IIlecTBa yKe CcTajivi OOBeKTMBHO «B3POCIIBIMIN», a
3Ha4NT, VIM IIPOCTO HY>KHO, OCO3HaB CBOIO «B3POC-
JIOCTB», cieJIaTh V3 3TOVI MHTYWULIUY IIPaBUIbHbIe
IpaKTUdeckue BbIBOABL VIM ciiemyeT He OoATh-
Cs1 VICTIOJIb30BaTh CBOVI PacCyHOK ISl ITyOIaHO-
ro obOcyXmeHMsl OOIIeCTBEHHBIX MHpodreM. Yka-
Ky Ha O4eHb Ba’kKHOe pasJinuiie MeXly «HecoBep-
IIIeHHOJIeTVieM» KaK TaKOBBIM ¥ «HeCOBepIIIeHHO-
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oncile him/herself with this uncomfortable re-
ality and each thinker has to the best of his/
her ability to oppose it and look for the way
out of the impasse of the clash of civilisations
into which the course of history is pushing the
world.

In order to philosophically rise above the
situation of the New Middle Age one has of
course to understand its genesis. Why has en-
lightenment met with the most powerful chal-
lenge since World War II, manifested, among
other things, in the crisis of the idea of uni-
versality? Does perhaps Kant’s own discourse
suggest that enlightenment is historically lim-
ited chronologically, that enlightenment is his-
torically finite? And is not this concept rooted
in the very metaphor of “minority” and emer-
gence from it, which is Kant’s main insight
in the article Sergey Gradirovsksy proceeds
from?

Gradirovsky claims that Kant “calls” on his
contemporaries to “leave one state” and pass
on to a qualitatively higher state, one of histor-
ical “maturity”. Kant does indeed call his fel-
low-countrymen to part with “self-incurred
minority” (WA, AA 08, p. 35; Kant, 1999, p. 17),
but he does not expect them to acquire objec-
tive maturity, something which is beyond their
control. He does not “call” on his fellow citi-
zens to “become adults” but proceeds from the
(far from obvious) assumption that the peo-
ple of Prussia in the late eighteenth century, at
least the country’s learned community, have
objectively become “adults” and all they need
to do is to become aware of their maturity and
draw the right conclusions from this intuition.
They should not be afraid to use their reason
to publicly discuss social problems. Let us note
the important difference between “minority”
as such and “self-incurred minority”, or ar-
tificially prolonged state of “minority”. This
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JIeTVieM I10 CBOeVI BUHe», VIV JKe VICKYCCTBeHHO 3a-
TSHYBIIVMCS «HecoBepIlIeHHOJIeTreM». DTO pas-
mave nosposisteT KaHTy m30eXxaTh BO3MOXKHOV
«YyJIOBKM-22», KOrfa AOCTVIKeHVe COBepIlleHHOIIe-
TS JOKa3bIBaeTCs IIPaKTUKOM CBOOOIBI, a IIpak-
TMKa CBOOOIIBI, B CBOIO O4epeb, OOOCHOBBIBAETCS
JIOCTUTHYTBIM COBEPIIIeHHOJIeTVeM.

B Tom-TO M meso, uro mira KaHTa HMKaKoro ma-
paziokca HeT — 4YeJIOBeK [IeVICTBUTeJIbHO BHaJasle
«BBIXOIWUT» M3 COCTOSIHVS MICTOPUYECKOI'o JIeTCTBa,
a y>Ke TIOTOM BbIOMpaeT 1171 ce0si cTpaTeruio Iose-
JIeHVs1 B YCIIOBYSIX HOBOOOPETEeHHOV! «B3POCIIOCT.
IIpocsertieHrte — of1Ha 13 BO3MOXHBIX CTpaTeruyi,
st KaHTa onTviMasibHasi, HO 3TO OTHIOIb He «I1ep-
dopmaTmBHBIV akT»: 110 KaHTy, yesioBek He oOpe-
TaeT IOJIMHHYIO «B3POCIIOCTh» 3a CUeT IIproOIe-
HIS K IIpOocBeleHmIo. «B3pocibin» yenoBek ocra-
eTcs «B3POCIIBIMY, JTaXKe eCIIV ITPeArIounTaeT BeCTI
cebs Kak peberok. Ho 11 HarpoTus, peGeHOK HI B
KO€l1 Mepe He CTaHeT «B3POCIIBIM», ecyiv OyIieT BO
BCeM Mo pa’kaTh CBOVIM POIVTEIISIM.

Eme pa3 ocraHOBMMCSA Ha 3TOM BaXKHOM pas-
maennmn y Kanta — Mexay «HecoBepllieHHOJIe-
TVIEM» VI «HEeCOBEPIIIEHHOJIETVIEM TI0 COOCTBEHHO
BrHe». KOHeuYHO, MOXXHO cKasaTh 0e3 ocoboro Ha-
CvJIUs HaJl TeKCTOM, YTO B cTaThe 1784 T. «Heco-
BepllleHHOoJIeTVe» He eCcTb MeTadopa 1 O HeM To-
BOPUTCS B IIPAMOM IOPUINYECKOM CMBICIIE, TO €CTh
pedb mmeT He 00 MCTOPMYECKON 3pesIoCTV Hapo-
la, HO 0 OMOCOITMAIIBHOM B3POCJIOCTY OTHAEIIBHOIO
vHAavBMAA. VlHade roBops, MO IIpesroaraeMbli
OIIIOHEeHT VIMeeT ITpaBO HacTavBaTh Ha TOM, 4YTO,
Korga KanT paccyxmgaeT o «HecoBepIIeHHOIe T
KaK 00beKTUBHOM (paKTe, OH VIMeeT B BU/IY IIPOCTO
ZIeTCTBO, He JIeTCTBO Hapojla WJIM YeJloBevYecTBa, a
VIHAVBUyaJIbHOE JeTCTBO KaXJOro OTHAeIBLHOIO
yesioBeKa. B 3ToM cMpIciie BUHY 3a cBOe 3aTdHYB-
IIIeecsl «HeCOBepIIIeHHOJIeTVe» BMecTe C IIOAJIaH-
HBIMM ITPYCCKOTO KOPOJIs pasfiessieT JIr0om B3poc-
JIBIVI BapBap vuIv AuKapb. Eciv MBI He BBIXOAVIM 3a
penesel TeKcra «4To Takoe IIpocBeleHre?», Mbl
MOXXeM OBOJIBCTBOBATHCS ¥ TaKOV TPAKTOBKOTVAL.
Onnako nipencrasirenne KasTta 00 MCTOpUYIHOCTI
IIPOCBEIeH N JI0Ka3bIBAaeTC APYyTVIMU TeKCTaMW,
B YaCTHOCTM HAIIVICAHHOV IO CIIYCTS pelieH3Ven
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distinction enables Kant to avoid a ‘catch-22’
situation: achievement of maturity is proved
by the practice of freedom and the practice of
freedom in turn is proved by the achievement
of maturity.

The point is, precisely, that for Kant there is
no paradox: the human being first “emerges”
from the state of historical minority and then
chooses a behaviour strategy congruent with
the new-found “adulthood”. Enlightenment is
Kant’s preferred possible strategy, but it is not
a “performative act”: with Kant, man does not
truly “mature” by embracing enlightenment. A
“mature” person remains “mature” even if he/
she chooses to behave like a child. Conversely,
a child does not become an adult by imitating
parents in every way.

Let us take a closer look at this important
Kantian distinction between “minority” and
“self-incurred,” or “self-imposed” minority. It
would not be much of a stretch to say that in
the 1784 article “minority” is not a metaphor
and is used in the strictly legal sense, i.e. it re-
fers not to the historical maturity of a people,
but to the bio-social adulthood of an individ-
ual. In other words, my supposed opponent
has the right to claim that when Kant speaks
about “minority” as an objective fact he has
in mind simply childhood, not the childhood
of a people or the whole of humanity, but the
individual childhood of each person. In this
case, the blame for the long-drawn-out period
of “minority” of the Prussian king’s subjects
is shared by any grown-up barbarian or sav-
age. If we do not look at the broader context
of “What Is Enlightenment” we may content
ourselves with this interpretation. However,
Kant’s view of the historicity of enlightenment
is borne out by his other texts, in particular,
the review of Herder’s book written a year
later in which Kant expressly denies that sav-



Ha KHUTY [epriepa, B KoTopon KaHT sIBHO OTKas3bI-
BaJI B IIpaBe Ha COBepIIIeHHOJIETe OVKVM Hapo-
maMm (AA 08, S. 68; KanT, 19946, c. 61; cMm. mogpo0-
Hee: Mexyes, 2022, c. 46). [TosTomy MBI peliaemcst
VHTEPIIPEeTVPOBaTh BBEIEHHOE B IIEPBBIX CTPOKaX
ctarby 1784 1. «HecoBepIlleHHOJIeTVe» KaK UCTOPU-
YeCKYIO XapaKTepUCTIKY, a He O1ocoIaIbHYIO.

VITak, «HecoBepIlleHHOJIeTe» — 3TO OOBEKTMB-
Hasl XapaKTepucTiKa, KoTopyio KaHT packpriBaeT
B IIepPBOM >Ke ab3alle KaK «HeCIIOCOOHOCTH TI0JIb30-
BaTbCs CBOVIM pacCyZIKoM 0e3 pyKOBOZICTBa CO CTO-
POHBI KOTO-TO JIpyroro». Bo BropoMm absaiie Toro
JKe TeKCTa 3TO «O0BEKTMBHOEe» HeCOBepPIIeHHOIIe-
THe MOJIydaeT YacCTUYHOe pa3bsiCcHeHVe KaK 3aBU-
CYIMOCTb JIOJIEVI OT «9y>KOro pyKosozcTsa» (AA 08,
S. 35; KanT, 19944, c. 127). KanT npeamounTaeT fga-
Jlee paccyXJaTh O «HeCOBepIIeHHOJIeTUN 10 co0-
CTBEHHOVI BIHE», V13 KOTOPOT'O YeJIOBEK W BBIXOIUT
B Imporlecce mpocsemieHns. Ho Bropoe, cyObek-
TVUBHOE «HEeCOBEpPIIeHHOJIETVIEe» BO3MOXKHO JIVIIID
II0CTIe TIepBOrO0 — OOBEKTMBHOIO, «HECOBepIIeH-
HOJIETVS He 110 cOOCTBEHHOV BuHe». VIHbIMU CJ10-
BaMM, VIMITEpaTVB IIPOCBEIEeHNS C XapaKTepHbI-
MU JIJIsl HETO STUYECKMMY BO33BaHVISIMU K «MYyKe-
CTBY» WJIV «PEIIVIMOCTI» — BCE 3TO IIPUIIOKIMO
K TeM ¥ TOJIBKO TeM HaporaM, KOTOpble KaK/M-TO
o0Opa3oM [1oKasasiy Haju4dye Y HUX O0BeKTMBHOM
CIIOCOOHOCTV TIOJIB30BATHCS CBOVIM PacCyIKOM Oe3
TIOMOIIIVI BHEIITHVIX aBTOPUTETOB.

KanT Bo MHOrMX cBOMX Tpydax IOTYepKuBaL,
YTO OOJIBIIYIO YacTh MCTOPUN BCeX HapOIOB 3aHN-
MaeT BpeMsl, KOI7la 4eJIoBeK II0 IIpUUYMHaM «ecTe-
CTBEHHBIM», XOTS 1 He IIPSMO OVOJIOrMUecKIIM, Bbl-
HYXX[IeH IPVHMUMATh U OIeKY «IyXOBHBIX I1acTbI-
peit», 11 aBTOPUTET CBAIIEHHBIX KHUT C ITPeIITVCaH-
HBIMM KOJIeKCaMV TIOBe[IeHs, U X TeM Ooslee pe-
11errThI Bpadert. Ecyvi Opr Hirgero 3Toro He ObUIO, TO
IIPeIOCTaBIIEHHBIN caM cebe uesIoBeK TaK M OCTasI-
st ObI B COCTOSHML IVIKOCTY, IIpeObIBasi B yBepeH-
HOCTV, YTO OHO VI eCTb IIpeziesl ero passutus. Of-
HAKO BBIVIS M3 5TOrO0 B KAKOM-TO CMBIC/IE CYaCT-
JIVIBOTO COCTOSIHVISI, YeJIOBeK OOpek cedst Ha ThICS-
yeJieTVsI He TOJIBKO MaTepuaIbHOrO, HO ¥ TyXOB-
HOTro palCTBa, KOIja OH He CTOJIBKO BeJl caM ceOst
II0 VICTOPWM, CKOJIBKO ObLI BEI1OM HEKOV CUJION, KO-
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age peoples can claim maturity (RezHerder,
AA 08, p. 65; Kant, 2007, p. 142; for more, see
Mezhuev, 2022, p. 46). On the strength of this,
I interpret “minority”, introduced in the first
lines of the 1784 article, as a historical and not
a bio-social characteristic.

Thus, “minority” is an objective characteris-
tic which Kant describes in the very first para-
graph as “inability to make use of one’s own
understanding without direction from anoth-
er”. In the second paragraph of the same text
“objective” minority is partially explained as
dependence on “other people’s direction” (WA,
AA 08, p. 35; Kant, 1999, p. 17). Elsewhere Kant
prefers to speak of “self-incurred” minori-
ty from which the human being emerges in
the process of enlightenment. But the second,
subjective “minority” is only possible after
the first, objective minority through no fault
of one’s own. In other words, the imperative
of enlightenment with its characteristic ethi-
cal appeals to “courage” — all this is applica-
ble to those and only those peoples which have
in some way proved their objective capacity to
use their reason without assistance from exter-
nal authorities.

Kant stressed in many of his works that
most of the history of all peoples falls at a time
when the human being, for “natural” though
not directly biological reasons, has to accept
the tutelage of “spiritual shepherds”, the au-
thority of holy scriptures which prescribe codes
of behaviour, not to speak of the prescriptions
of doctors. Without all this the human being
would have remained in a state of savagery, be-
ing confident that this state is the limit of de-
velopment. However, having emerged from
this arguably happy state, the human being
consigned him/herself to millennia not only
of material but also spiritual slavery when he/
she did not so much make his/her way through
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TOPYIO CETOIHI MBI Yallle BCero Ha3bIBaeM CJIOBOM
«qUBUWIIM3alMs». KaHT MOsICHSeT 3Ty BHENIHIOI
3aBVCIMOCTB CBOOOZIOVT OT «9yKOTO PYKOBOZICTBAY,
4UTO, HaBEPHOE, IIPaBMUJIBHO ObUIO ObI IIpOUMTATH,
KaK eCTeCTBEHHBIM 00pa3oM OOBsICHSIEMOe «PyKO-
BOJICTBO», BKJIIOUEHHOCTb B HEKMI OOBEeKTVIBHBIVA,
BHETIOJIOKHBIVI VIHAVIBVIYaIbHOV BOJIE, HO BMeCTe
C TeM 3aKOHHBIV ¥ Hen30eXHBIN mpotiecc. Ilora-
raro, Kaps1 Mapkc B 3HamMeHUTOM (pparmeHTe 13
npennciioust «K KpUTHUKe TOIUTIYECKOV SKOHO-
Mum» 1858-1859 IT. MMes1 B BUITy HEUTO HOXOXee,
Korja Imcasl, 4To «OypKyas3HOM OOIecTBeHHOM
dopmarien 3aBepIIaeTcs MIPEIBICTOPUS YeJIo-
Beueckoro oOrrectsa» (Mapxkc, 1959, c. 8). Mapkc,
KanT 1 lerestb obHapyXuBaIit B UCTOPUM OIIpe-
IIeJIeHHBII MOMEHT, KOIZa 4YejIOBEK OCBOOOXIasl-
Csi OT CBOEW 3aBUCVIMOCTU OT OOBEKTMBHOIO XOIa
VICTOPUY ¥ CTAHOBWJICS TIOJTHOIIPaBHBIM ee CyOb-
eKkToM. [eresib CBSA3BIBAJI 3TOT IIEPexor, C XPUCTH-
aHCTBOM, KOTOPOe, OTHAKO, AYXOBHO PacKpbLIOCh
TOJIBKO K KOHI1y CpeiHeBeKoBbs, Mapkc — ¢ OKOH-
JaHVIEeM SKOHOMIYECKOV popMariyy, MOCIeTHM
3B€HOM KOTOPOVI [IJIsI HETO SIBJISUICS KaIlMTaJIN3M.
KaHT ycMmarpuBa nepexor OT «IIpefbICTOpu» K
VICTOPWY, TO €CThb OT 3TI0XV HECOBEPITIEHHOJIETVIS K
nepriony IIpocBertieHns, B SspKO BBIPasKeHHO pe-
IIVIMOCTY Y OTPOMHOTI'O YVICTIa JIIOMIEN CTaTh CyOB-
€KTOM VICTOPWUM U IIepecTaTh OBITh TOJIBKO ee I1ac-
CUBHBIM MHCTpyMeHTOM. OO 3TOM nIepertome KaHT
BIIOCJIEICTBUM TIOoApoOHO mmcail B «Crope da-
KYJIBTE€TOB», I7Ie CBA3bIBaJI 3Ty PEIIMMOCTD C peak-
upert Ha @panItysckyto pesostonio (AA 07, S. 86;
Kant, 19948, c. 102; cm.: Mexyes, 2022, c. 46—47).
Yro mokasblBaeT OOBEKTMBHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTB
yeJIoBeKa II0JIb30BaThCd CBOMM paccyakom? V1 mo-
KeT I (paKT HaJIM4Ms 3TOV OOBEKTMBHOV CII0CO0-
HOCTM OBITB OIPOBEPIHY THIM CCBUIKOV Ha KaKOe-TO
BaKHOE OOCTOSITE/ILCTBO? B wacTHOCTM, Ha HeEKoe
ropaspo 0ojiee coBepIlleHHOe B YMCTBEHHOM 1 pu-
3MYECKOM OTHOIILIEHVV COCTOSIHIE UeJIOBeKa, KOTO-
poro oH TeM caMbIM OOBEKTVBHBIM XOOM VICTO-
pvn, He orpuriaeMbiM KaHTOM, oOpeueH HOCTIYb
B Oynymiem. He siBrisiercsd 7 Hallla yBepeHHOCTB
B COOCTBEHHOM COBEPIIIEHHOJIETVVI JIVIIIH VIJUTIO3V-
er;, He oObJICHMMA JIVM OHA HAIlell JIOKHOV CcaMo-

136

history as was led by something called “ci-
vilisation”. Kant attributes this external de-
pendence to freedom from “other people’s
direction”, which would probably best be in-
terpreted as natural “guidance”, inclusion in an
objective process outside the individual will, a
process that is nevertheless legitimate and in-
evitable. I believe that Karl Marx had in mind
something similar in the famous fragment from
the “Preface” to A Contribution to the Critique of
Political Economy (1858 —1859) when he wrote:
“The prehistory of human society [...] closes
with this social formation”, i.e. with “the bour-
geois mode of production” (Marx, 1987, p. 264).
Marx, Kant and Hegel identified a moment in
history when the human being ceased to de-
pend on the objective course of history and
became its full-fledged subject. Hegel associat-
ed this transition with Christianity, although
it came into its own spiritually only by the
end of the Middle Ages, while Marx associat-
ed it with the end of the economic formation in
which capitalism was the final link. Kant saw
the transition from “prehistory”, i.e. the era of
minority, to the period of Enlightenment in the
pronounced determination of a huge number of
people to be the subjects of history and to stop
being its passive instruments. Kant would lat-
er describe this turn in detail in The Conflict of
the Faculties, in which he attributed this deter-
mination to the reaction to the French Revolu-
tion (SF, AA 07, p. 86; Kant, 1996, pp. 302-303;
see Mezhuev, 2022, pp. 46-47).

However, inevitable questions suggest
themselves as to what proves the human be-
ing’s objective capacity to use his/her reason.
And can this objective capacity be overturned
by reference to some important circumstance
e.g. a far more intellectually and physically ad-
vanced state which the human being was or-
dained to attain in the future by the objective



YBEPEHHOCTBIO V1 CAMOHAIIESTHHOCTBIO, He JIOJDKEH
JIVI Hac, KaK CTaJlo, ellle BEeCTH 10 MCTOPUM HEKUII
BUIVIMBIVI VIV HEBUIIVIMBIV ITacThIpb? OIsTh e
o0palily BHMMaHIe Ha 3TO CJIOBO «IIMBVJIM3AIIN»
C HeV3MEeHHO COIYTCTBYIOIIVM eMy (HaumHasi CO
[Irenriiepa) TepMmHOM «Cyapba». Ecim derroBek
[TpocBeltieHst TIBITAETCS [IEVICTBOBATh B VICTOPUN
PalMOHAJIBHO, TO €CThb IIPeIVChIBas caMoMy cebe
IIPVIHIIVIIBI CBOETO ITOBEJIEHVIS], TO UeJIOBEKOM 3II0-
xv1 Cpe/THeBeKOBbsI — ITPOIIUIOrO ¥ BeChMa BEPOSIT-
HOro OyIIyIIero, «<HOBOro» — yIIpaBJIseT He IIO/-
YMHSIOMIASICS CaMOMY YeJIOBeKy «Cymabba». Me-
Tadpopa «COBEpIIIEHHOJIETVIS», TO €CTh BBIXOAA W3
COCTOSTHWSI IeTCTBA, IIPeAIIoyaraeT, YTO YeJIoBeK
B OIIpe/IeJIeHHOM CMBICIIe TOCTUT HEKOero COCTOSI-
HVISI, B KOTOPOM «Oy/yIIIero HeT», a COOTBETCTBEH-
HO, HeT V1 BJIEKYIIIEVI K 3TOMY OyIIyIrieMy HeyMOJIVI-
MoT1 cyapObL. YestoBek IpeObIBaeT B «BEYHOM Ha-
CTOSIITIEM», CTAHOBITCS CBOETO Pojia «repoeM» 3TO-
TO «HACTOSIIEr0» — OTIIYIIEHHBIM Ha BOJIIO OBIB-
IIIVIM KPEIOCTHBIM VICTOPWY, JIVITIEHHBIM MOPaJIb-
HOT'O ITpaBa IIPVHMMATh HOBYIO 3aBMCHMOCTh. Ho
ecyIn 4eJloBeK CKaxeT cebe, uTo Oymylriee y Hero
BCe-TaKM €CTh, YTO OH ellle He BBIIIeJT M3 COCTOSI-
HVISL JIETCTBA, ellle He TIOKVHYJI IIPeLeJIoB «IIPeJIbl-
CTOpUM», a €ro aNeJUISAILNN K PacCy/IKy He JIaioT
eMy IIpaBa Ha IIOJIHYIO CaMOCTOSITEIIBHOCTB, TO B
9TOM CJIy4yae BCe KaHTOBCKME CCBIIKM Ha «MyJKe-
CTBO», €r0 ITNYECKVie IHBEKTVBBI IIPOTMB MaJIO/TY-
ITI1s1 OBITH «OIeKaeMbIM» «OIIeKyHaM1», PaBHO KaK
VI IIPOTUB «OIIEKI» CO CTOPOHBI «OIIEKYHOB», — BCe
3TO TepsieT CBOIO OCcTpOTy. [loToMy 4TO He MeHBb-
MM, a, TIOXAJIYV1, faxke OOJIBIIVIM «MY>KeCTBOM»
OKa’KeTcsl IIpu3HaHVe cebs HeIOCTaTOUHO «B3POC-
JIBIM», TPeOYIOIIVM OIEKV — CO CTOPOHBI, CKaXXeM,
COOCTBEHHOVI HAIIVIOHAJIBHOVI BJIACTV, BJIACTVI UY-
JKe3eMHOVI VJIN K€ HEeBUIVIMOVI CaKpaJIbHOV Bep-
TMKaJIVI, TAMHCTBEHHBIM ITyTeM IIPOIOJDKAIOIIEN
YIIPaBIIATh IIVBIIIN3ALVIOHHBIM Pa3BUTVIEM.

Ecri MBI eltle «1eTI», TO HaM HYXKHBI «OIEKY-
HBI», JIIOAV W3 IPOIUIOro v n3 OymyImero, KTo
IIOBEIeT HacC IPaBWJIBHBIM IIyTeM, IIPeIOXPaHUT
Hac OT MICTOPMYECKIX OMIVIOOK. 3HaUMT, OCHOBHOVI
BOITPOC COCTOUT Ha CaMOM JIeJIe B TOM, «/IeTV» MBI
VIV He «1eTV»? [JOCTOVIHBI JI MBI CBOOOIIBI — VH-
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course of history, as Kant did not deny? Is our
confidence in our own maturity only an illu-
sion? Could it not be our false arrogance, while
in reality we are destined to be led through his-
tory by a visible or invisible shepherd? Let me
stress the word “civilisation” and, beginning
with Spengler, its invariable corollary, “des-
tiny”. While the human being of the Enlighten-
ment seeks to act in history rationally, ascribing
behaviour principles to himself, the human be-
ing of the Middle Ages, the past and probably
of the future is guided by “destiny” over which
he has no control. The metaphor of “maturity”,
i.e. the emergence from the state of childhood,
implies that the human being has in a certain
sense attained a state when “there is no future”
and hence there is no inexorable destiny that
drags him/her into the future. The human be-
ing abides in the “eternal present”, becomes,
as it were, the “hero” of “the present”, histo-
ry’s serf set free, devoid of the moral right to
accept a new dependence. However, if the hu-
man being tells him/herself that there is, after
all, a future, he/she is not yet out of the state of
childhood, is still in the domain of “prehistory”
and his/her appeal to reason does not entitle
him/her to full independence, then all Kant’s
appeals to “courage”, his ethical invectives
against cowardly need for “guidance” lose their
edge. For it calls for at least as much “courage”
for a human being to admit that he/she is not
“mature” enough, and needs guidance — by
the national authorities, for example, or a for-
eign power or an invisible sacred vertical struc-
ture which mysteriously continues to guide the
development of civilisation.

If we are still “children”
“guardians”, people from the past or from the
future who will lead us by the right road and
prevent us from making historical mistakes.
Hence, the real question is, are we or are we not

we need
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OVIBUTyaJIbHOVI, HAIIVIOHAJIPHOVI, IIVBMJIM3aIlOH-
Hon? Vi HaM Hy)XHa oIleka — CO CTOPOHBI Ha-
LIVX POIHBIX BjlacTeVl, LIEpKBU MJIV XKe HapozoB,
3a KeM MBI MOJTYaJIMBO IIpVU3HaeM IIPeBOCXOICTBO
B Ppa3BUTHUM, KTO MOXeT IIPUBECT Hac B HY>XHOe
«Oymyl1iiee», ecyIv TOJIBKO MBI OTKaXKeMCsI OT CyBe-
pennTera? YTo HaM J1aeT OCHOBaHMe CUMUTATh ceOs
«B3pOCIIbIMM»? YTO [1aeT OCHOBaHMe IIoJIaraTrhb
«B3POCIIBIM» BCe UeJIOBEYeCTBO, BKJIIOYAsl I'pak-
JlaH caMBIX ITepelloBbIX cTpaH? Ecimm MBI cKaxeM,
YTO HaIll OMOJIOrMYeCcKUIL B, — JIVIIb IIPOMEXY-
TOYHAasI CTYIIeHb OMOJIOrMUecKOro pasBUTs 1 HaM
HY>KHO ellle KyJa-TO 3BOJIIOIIMOHMPOBATh, YTOObI,
JOITYCTMM, IIPUOOpecTy CIIOCOOHOCTh ITPOHMKATh
B UeTBepTOe M3MepeHVie (a Ha 3TOM HacTaMBaloT, K
npumMepy, cropoHHukm Enrenbl biasaTckort n I'eop-
rug ['ypraxueBa), To MBI TeM caMbIM JIOTMYHO OTKa-
JKeM camu cebe He IIPOCTO B ICTOPIIECKOV B3pOC-
JIOCTW, HO U B IIpaBe JIeVICTBOBATh BOIIPEKM O0beK-
TVBHOVI JIOTVIKe 3BOJIIOIIVL. 3HAYNT, IIPOCBeIleH e
JIOTVYecKy HeCOBMECTVIMO He ITPOCTO C OKKYJIBTM3-
MOM (B CMJIy TOI'O, UTO OHO ONMpaeTcs Ha HayKy,
a OKKYJIBTM3M — Ha 330TepudecKoe 3HaHMe), HO
¢ JIIOOBIM IIpeZiCTaBIeHieM O TOM, UTO COBpeMeH-
HBIVI YeJIOBEK, He TOJIBKO B OMOJIOrMyeckoM, HO 1 B
VICTOPVYeCKOM CMBICIIe, eCThb TIepPeXOIHbIV 3Tall Ha
IIyTV K HOBOMY 4YeJIOBEKY, CBepXuesIoBeKy, HeKoe-
My IIpeKpacHOMY YeJIOBeKy OymayIIiero.

VI3 Bcero 3Toro BBITEKAET TE3MC, YTO UeJIOBEK,
HaCTaMBaIOIINY Ha CBOEM «COBEPIIIEHHOJIET
(Ha3oBeM €ero «repoeM IPOCBEIeHNs», VN «II0-
CJIEIHUM TepoeM»), oOJlaflaeT HeKMM — VHTYU-
TUBHBIM WJIV pallViOHaJIbHBIM — 3HaHVeEM O TOM,
YTO HMKAKOIO PaJMIKaJIbHOIO 3SBOJIIOIIVIOHHOTO
CKa4yKa, MEHSIOIIero KOPeHHBIM 00pa3oM 3K3U-
CTeHIIMAJIBHYIO CaMOCTh, C JIIOIBMMU yXXe He IIpo-
usonzeT. Viinu, vcnosib3ys oubsierickmit oopas, Ko-
TOpeIN IIpuBOOUTCA B TekcTe Ceprest I'pammpos-
CKOrO, «TepoVl IPOCBellleHNs» 3HaeT, 4YTO K HeMy
y>Ke He mpuaeT Mowcert 1 He MOBeeT ero 3a co-
6011 B 3eM1I0 0beToBaHHYIO (['pamyiposckui, 2023,
c. 163). boriee Toro, Hall I'MIIOTETUMYECKUN «IIO-
CIIEHWVI Tepovi», eCyIu 6y;1eT BEepeH VMIIepaTy-
BY IPOCBeIIeHs], TO eCThb IIPeICTaBIeHNIO O cO0-
CTBEHHOVI «B3POCJIOCTI», 00sI3aTeIbHO IOCUMTaeT

“children”? Have we earned the right to indi-
vidual, national and civilisational freedom? Or
do we need guidance by our own authorities,
the church or those peoples we tacitly acknowl-
edge to be superior to us, who can lead us into
the right “future” if only we renounce our sov-
ereignty? What gives us grounds to consider all
of humanity, including the citizens of the most
advanced countries, to be “grown-up”? If we
say that our biological species is but an inter-
mediate stage of biological development, and
we need to evolve in some direction in order
to be able to penetrate into the fourth dimen-
sion (as Helena Blavatsky and Georges Gurd-
jieff would have us believe) we would thereby
logically forfeit not only historical maturity, but
the right to act contrary to the objective logic
of evolution. Hence enlightenment is logical-
ly incompatible not only with occultism (since
it proceeds from science while occultism pro-
ceeds from esoteric knowledge) but it is incom-
patible with any notion that the modern human
being — biologically and historically — is a
transitional stage on the path to the new human
being, the superman, a beautiful human of the
future.

All this suggests that the human who in-
sists on being “mature”, let us call him/her
“the hero of enlightenment”, or “the last hero”,
possesses some intuitive or rational knowledge
that there will be no radical evolutionary leap
that would change the existential selfhood of
the human being. Or, to use a biblical image cit-
ed in Gradirovsky’s text, the “Enlightenment
hero” knows that there will be no Moses who
will come and lead him to the promised land
(Gradirovsky, 2023, p. 163). Moreover, our hy-
pothetical “last hero”, if he is faithful to the
enlightenment imperative, i.e. the idea of the
human being’s “maturity”, is bound to consid-
er any claimants to the role of a new Moses to
be “false prophets”. But what would guide our
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JIIOOBIX ITPEeTeHIEeHTOB Ha poJib HoBoro Morvices
«DKeIlpopokaMm». Ho yeMm ke HaIll «repovt IIpo-
CBellleHs» OyZeT pyKOBOICTBOBATBCS B CBOEM OT-
putianm? Hayka HU4Yero eMy He CKaXXeT O TOM,
eCTb JIV Y Hero IpelHa3HadyeHVe CTaThb KeM-TO B
Oymy1ieM, paccylok OeccryieH 0OO3HauMTBH COO-
CTBEHHBIe IIpefiesibl, CJlefIOBaTeIbHO, eIVIHCTBEeH-
HBIVI ICTOYHVIK «T€pONYecKOro» OTKasa ObITb «Be-
IIOMBIM» — 3TO TPaOWLNs, Y TPaguLs pelnurv-
O3Has. DTo Maylllee MMeHHO oT HoBoro 3aBeta, a
ecJIv IIOBEPUTH Slcriepcy, TO 1 OT BCeVl pesInrimos-
HOCTVI «OCEBOTO BpeMeHVI», IIpeCTaBJIeHVe, YTO
nosiHoTa VICTMHBI y>ke cooOIlleHa YesIoBeKy 1 HU-
KaKOro JPyroro CBepXOTKPOBeHMsl, B TOM 4YVCyIe O
camoM ce0e, UeJIOBeK B 3TOM MMpPe U B 3TOVI XKV3HN
y>Xke He MOJIy4uT. YesloBeK ecTh IOTeHIIMaIbHbIN
obnamarenb VcTVHBL B IIOC/IeTHEVI MHCTAHIINN Vi,
COOTBETCTBEHHO, ITOTEHITVAJIBHBIV ITIPOPOK, eCiIv
TOJIBKO OH CBOVIM PacCy/IKOM ITOVIMET, B YeM COCTO-
T BBICIIIeE, IOCTYIITHOE eMy IIPOpPOUYeCTBO.

Cepren I'pamypoBckui, ccbulasich Ha aBToOpa
aTnx cTpok (Tam xe, c. 142—143), yTBepXX/1aeT, 4To
IIpOCBeIIeH e VI KOHTPIIPOCBEITeH Ve TN B VICTO-
P BMecCTe, CTIOps APYT C APYroM, HO U TIOfIep-
XMBas Opyr Opyra. Bce aTo Tak — HO, KaXeTcs,
HAaCTyIaeT BpeMs Hen30e)XHOro 1 OKOHYaTeJIbHO-
TO pacxOXIeHMs 3TUX JBYX T€UeHUV, COBMECTHO
OITpeIeJIMBIIINIX COOOVI IVaJIeKTUKY COBpPeMeHHO
snoxyu. CeromHs KOHTPIIPOCBEIIleHVe B BUJIe Tpa-
IOVIIVIOHAJIVICTCKOVI apXaKV, TeXHOKpPaTU9ecKo-
ro KOHTPOJISL HaJl JIMYHOCTBIO VIIVM YKe TPaHCIy-
MaHVCTUYeCKMX IIPOeKTOB uYeJjioBeKa OymayIIero
CTaHOBWUTCS JIBVDKYIIEV CUJIOV IVHAMMUKM «CTOJI-
KHOBeHMsI LIMBIIM3almi». Besge — B Poccun, B
Kutae n Ha KojUIeKTMBHOM 3arage — TOH 3aja-
IOT IIPeTEH/IEHTHl B HOBbIE «OIEKyHBI» OT VIMEHU
IIPOIIUIOro, HacToAIIero 1 Oyayimero. YrobOwl ocro-
PUTD VX IIPaBO Ha «OIeKyHCTBO», MaJIO alleJuINpo-
BaTh K KaHTy, Hy>KHO II0Ka3aTh, IIoueMy repep, Jiv-
1IOM CTOJIb MHOI'VIX IIepCIIeKTMBHBIX «00pa30oB Oy-
IyIIero» COBpeMeHHBINT YeJIoBeK TeM He MeHee He-
CeT HPaBCTBEHHYIO 1 JTa)Ke PeJIUTMO3HYIO O0g3aH-
HOCTB VIMETb «MY>KeCTBO» COXPaHSITh BEPHOCTH Ha-
crogiiemy. V1 octaeTcsi BOIIpOC, ITOYeMy OH VIMeeT
IIPaBO VICIIBITBIBATE MeTapM3MUeCcKUil CTpax Ile-
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“enlightenment hero” in this negation? Science
will not tell him whether he has a mission in
the future, reason is powerless to determine its
own limits, hence the only source of the “hero-
ic” refusal to be “guided” is tradition and, what
is more, religious tradition. This is the concept
going back to the New Testament, and if we be-
lieve Jaspers, to the entire religion of the “axial
time”, the belief that the full truth has already
been revealed to human beings and no super
revelation, including about themselves, will be
vouchsafed to them in this world and this life.
The human being is the potential custodian of
the ultimate truth and accordingly, a potential
prophet, provided he/she understands with
reason what the highest prophecy available to
him/her consists in.

Sergey Gradirovsky, citing this writer (ibid.,
pp. 142-143), claims that Enlightenment and
Counter-Enlightenment have marched in histo-
ry hand-in-hand, arguing with each other but
also supporting each other. All that is true, but
the time seems to be coming for an inevitable
and final divergence of the two trends which
between them have determined the dialectics
of the modern epoch. Today counter-enlight-
enment in the shape of traditionalist archa-
ics, technocratic control over the individual or
trans-human projects of the human being of
the future is the driving force of the “clash of
civilisations”. Everywhere — in Russia, Chi-
na and in the collective West — the shots are
called by new “guardians” on behalf of the
past, present and future. To challenge their
right to “guardianship” it is not enough to in-
voke Kant, it is necessary to show why, in the
face of so many prospective “images of the fu-
ture”, the modern human being nevertheless
has the moral and even religious duty to have
the “courage” to be faithful to the present. And
there remains the question why he/she has
the right to have metaphysical dread of “the
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pen «OymayImm», B KOTOpOe ero BeAyT He TOJIBKO
caMo3BaHble ITPOPOKM, HO VI HEYMOJIMas IIOCTYIIb
IVBWIN3AlNY, KOTOPYIO 4 MpeAIodnTaro Hasbl-
BaTh ee «Cyabp0ov». [TompITaemMcs OTBETUTD Ha 3TOT
BOIIPOC BMeCTe C JIPyI'MM MHTepIIpeTaTOpoM pac-
cMaTtpuBaeMoro Tekcta KaHTa o mpocserieHnm —
dpaniysckmnm dprtocodom Muriestem Dyxo.

duocodckoe 3aBeliaHMe
Muesis dyko

OnuH w3 1OC/IeHMX TEeKCTOB, HaIllMCaHHBIX
dpanIy3cknm dprtocodpom Murresiem Dyxo, «HTo
takoe IIpocsemenne?» (Pyxo, 2002), 3aHMMaeT
ocoboe, sIBHO ITapaJIoOKCaIbHOe MeCTO B €r0 BecbMa
o0ImIMpHOM Hacsleiun. 3HaMeHUTast cTaThs KanTa
1784 r., orBeT dwtocoda Ha Borpoc «beprHcko-
o eXXeHeJleIbHIKa», HaXOIWIach B IIeHTpe BHIMa-
H1g Dyko yxe ¢ 1983 1., korma oH Havail ¢ pas3do-
pa 3TOVI CTaThy CBOVI JISKIIVIOHHBIN Kypc B Kormrex
ne dpanc (Pyko, 2011, c. 13—36). BriocsiecTmm oH
permics OCBATUTD KJIacCYeCKOMY KaHTOBCKOMY
OITBITY O ITPOCBeIeHNN OTAEIIBHYIO CTaThIo, KOTO-
pas Bbiuia B coopHmke «The Foucault Reader». Ha
dpaHITy3CcKOM sA3bIKe CTaThd yBU/Iesia CBeT JIIIIb B
1993 r. B xypHaste «Magazine Littéraire».

Criopst 00 3TOM TekcTe DyKO IPOIOIDKAIOTCS
IO CETOHSIITHErO THH, I MOXKHO CKas3aTh, YTO I1a-
PaZlOKCaJIbHOCTh €ro CpaBHMMa C IMaJIeKTUYHO-
CTBIO OJHOMMEHHOTro TekcTa camoro KaHra nByx-
BEKOBOVI JJaBHOCTY U [lake B 3HAUMTEJIBHOV Mepe
ee 1IpeBocXoauT. IIOHSTHO, YTO 3TOT TEKCT MMeJl
ocoboe, 3K3MCTeHIIMaIbHOe 3HaYeHVe /15l ero aB-
Topa. DyKo Harvcasl 0 TOM, «4TO TaKoe IIpocBelle-
Hie», yXe OyIy4un cMepTeIbHO OOJIBHBIM, HO ellle
He 3Has O XapakTepe 00sIe3HM, KOTOpasi CBeIeT ero
B MOIWIy HoJjirofga craycts, B uroHe 1984-ro. Kak
yKasbIBaloT Owmorpadel, dpwiocodpa Mydmwin ro-
JIOBHBIE O0M, OeccoHHMIlA, HeOXMIaHHBIE IPU-
CTyHBI JIMXOpaaku. BepodTHo, oH Jorajbisasics,
UTO C HUM ITPOVICXO[IUT, IIO3TOMY €CThb Cepbe3HbIe
OCHOBaHNs paccCMaTpuBaTh ero craTeio «4ro Ta-
koe I TpocBerieHne?» Kak cBoeoOpasHoe drtocod-
ckoe 3aBenjaHue. PyKko MOABOAUT B HeVl UTOT CBO-
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future” toward which he/she is being led not
only by self-styled prophets, but by the inex-
orable course of civilisation which I prefer to
call “destiny”. Let us try to answer this ques-
tion with the aid of another interpreter of
Kant’s text about enlightenment, the French
philosopher Michel Foucault.

Philosophical Testament
of Michel Foucault

One of the last texts written by the French
philosopher Michel Foucault, “What Is En-
lightenment?” (1984), occupies a special and
obviously paradoxical place in his formidable
legacy. Kant’s famous 1784 article, written in
response to a question from the Berlinische Mo-
natschrift, engaged Foucault’s mind since 1983,
when he started his course of lectures at the
College de France with the analysis of this ar-
ticle (Foucault, 2010, pp. 7-23). Later he devot-
ed to Kant’s classical essay on enlightenment a
whole article which was printed in The Foucault
Reader. The French translation of the article did
not see the light of day until 1993 (in the “Mag-
azine Littéraire”).

The Foucault article is still the subject of ar-
guments. Its paradoxical character matches,
and in many ways exceeds, the dialectic charac-
ter of Kant’s article of the same title written two
hundred years earlier. The text, of course, had
a special, existential, significance for its author.
When Foucault was writing this article he was
terminally ill, though the nature of his illness
which would kill him six months later, in June
of 1984, was yet unknown. According to his bi-
ographers, he was tormented by headaches,
insomnia and bouts of fever. He probably sus-
pected what was happening to him, so that
there are serious grounds for considering his
article “What Is Enlightenment” to be a kind of
philosophical testament. In it Foucault sums up



ent prstocodckort CyapObI 1 CBOe XIM3HU, Bepo-
ATHO, JlaBasi IIOHATh YMTaTeJIIo, UTO B 3TOM Cyb0e
cJjleyeT CUMTaTh IJIaBHBIM, & UYTO — IOBEPXHOCT-
HBIM VI HAHOCHBIM.

He npeteHsyss HU B KoeVl Mepe Ha CTaTyC 3KC-
riepTa B TBOpYeCcTBe (PPaHITy3CKOrO MBICIIATEIIS, 5
BCelIeJIO JIOBEPAIOCh KOMITETEHTHBIM VccilefioBaTe-
JISIM, HacTaMBAIOIIMM Ha TOM, UTO cTarbs 1984 T
IIpeJiCTaBIIsTeT CcOOOV OTTIOBEIb ITPAaBOBEPHBIM 3a-
ITMTHYKaM IpocBeltieHns Tvia IOpresa Xabepma-
ca, KoTopbIvi B Hauasie 1980-x moBes1 aTaky Ha ppas-
ITy3CKMV TIOCTMOJIEPHV3M KaK Ha aHTMpallIOHaIV-
CTUYeCKoe TedeHVe MBICJIV CO BCeMU ero IOTeH-
IIVJIbHO OIMAaCHBIMM HWUIIIIEAaHCKUMY M3BOIAMIAL.
dyko Oosiee, yeM KTO-IMOO APYTovVi, 3aciTy>KuBal
1Ty OJIMYHOTO MOpUIIAaHMS C JIMbepaTbHO-palliOHa-
JIVICTUYECKOV TOUKM 3peHMs KakK HuIleaHel] Ho-
Mep OIIVH coBpeMeHHOM dvuiocodpum: ertie B 1966 1.
B pabote «CJ10Ba 11 Bely» OH OBLJI BIIOJIHE COIJIaceH
¢ madpocoM HadaIbHBIX I71aB «3apaTyCcTPbh» O He00-
XOIIVIMOCTV WJIV, CKOpee, HeM30eKHOCTH «VICUe3HO-
BeHIs yeslopeKa» (cM.: Dyko, 1994, c. 362). Kak -
1ieT poccuvickum dwiocod Bukrop KarutyH,

...passuBas Hurme, dyko BbICKakeT IIpeji-
IIOJIOXKeHVe, YTO 3Ta HeJJaBHO BO3HVIKIIAs VICTO-
pudeckas popMa — «4UeJIoBeK» — CKOpO Mcues-
HeT... ¥ Ha CMeHy eMy IIpuieT He4uTo MHOe, JIpy-
rasi ucropudeckast purypa (purypsl), KOHTYpbl
KOTOPOW (KOTOPBIX) y’Ke BBIPMCOBBIBAIOTCS Kak
NPpU3HAK M CJIe[ICTBYE ITPOUCXOOAINX (PyH/Ia-
MeHTaJIbHBIX MCTOPUYecKux IepemeH. <..> Ye-
JIOBEK yKe ITOYTU IpeB30oVIeH... KaK McTopude-
ckas popMa, Kak CyIIecTBO, KOTOpoe IIpu3HaeT 1
IpUHMMaeT B KadecTBe YHUBepCaIbHOVI MCTVIHBI
0 cebe 3HaHMe, ITPOV3BOMVIMOE COBPEMEHHBIMM
HayKaMI O 4eJIoBeKe, VI PyKOBOJICTBYeTCs B CBO-
VIX TTOBCeJTHEBHBIX IIPAKTMKaX COOTBETCTBYIOIIIN-
MU 3TOVI popMe 3HaHMSI MOpajIbHO-HayUYHbBIMU
vvnepatnsamu (Kamwryn, 2001, c. 159).

ComnacHo panHeMy (DyKo, yesioBeK oOpeTaeT
CIIOCOOHOCTB ITPeB30TI cebsi, OOHapy XMBasi cO0-
CTBEHHYIO [I€TEPMVHVPOBAHHOCTD «SI3BIKOM», KO-
TOPBIVI ITPEIIIVICHIBAET eMY ObITH TeM, a He IPyTVIM
cymiecTBoM. Tak Ha3bIBaeMoe JIeBOe HUIIIIIEaHCTBO
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his philosophical career and his life, indicating
to the reader what about them should be con-
sidered important and what could be dismissed
as superficial and incidental.

Without claiming to be an expert on Fou-
cault’s thought I put myself entirely at the mer-
cy of competent researchers who insist that
the 1984 article was a rebuke directed against
staunch champions of enlightenment like Ju-
rgen Habermas. In the early 1980s the Ger-
man philosopher launched an attack on French
Post-Modernism as an anti-rationalist trend
with all the potentially dangerous Nietzschean
conclusions. Foucault, more than anyone else,
deserved public censure from the liberal-ra-
tionalist point of view as the number one Niet-
zschean in modern philosophy: as early as
1966 he wrote in his work The Order of Things
that he fully agreed with the thesis of the early
chapters of Zarathustra concerning the need, or
rather inevitability, of “transcending man” (cf.
Foucault, 2005, pp. 372-373). To quote the Russ-
ian philosopher Victor Kaplun:

[...] developing Nietzsche, Foucault would
suggest that man, a form of fairly recent growth,
would soon disappear [...] to be replaced
by something different, another historical
figure (or figures) whose outlines are already
emerging as a sign and consequence of ongoing
fundamental historical changes. [...] The human
being has already been almost transcended [...]
as a historical form, as a creature that recognizes
and accepts as a universal truth about itself
knowledge generated by modern sciences of
humanity and is guided in its daily practices by
moral-scientific imperatives corresponding to
this form of knowledge (Kaplun, 2001, p. 159).

According to the early Foucault, the human
being acquires an ability to transcend him/her-
self, discovering that he/she is determined by
“language” which prescribes him/her to be
what he/she is. The so-called left-wing Niet-
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B KaKOM-TO CMBICJIE 1 €CTh CTpeMJIeHVe peasin3o-
BaTh MIMITepaTVB 3apaTyCTPbl' — «IIPeoIosIeTh ue-
JIOBeKa» — ecCJIV He 3a CUeT IIPSIMOTO OTBeP)KeHVIS
CYIIECTBYIOIINX OOITIeCTBeHHBIX 3aIIPeTOB, TO II0-
CPefCcTBOM OCO3HAHMS VIX MICTOPUYECKOV OTHOCH-
TestbHOCTI. KoHcepBaTopsr XX cToseTyst oo
paccyXXaaTh O TOM, YTO YeJIOBEK CO3[IaH CUCTeMOV
«3aIIpeToB», B YaCTHOCTW CTOJIb W3JIFOOJIEHHBIM
@pernioM Taby Ha MHIECT; I CTOPOHHUKI DyKO
BIIOJIHe IIPMHMMaJIM 3TOT Te3UC, JOKa3blBas, YTO
3aJlava «COBPeMEeHHOCTV» COCTOUT B IIOVICKe ITyTel
IIPeoI0JIeH s «4eJI0OBeYeCKOro, CJIMIIIKOM YesloBe-
4ecKOro», POXKIeHHOI'0 COLMaIbHBIMI OrpaHu4ge-
HUSMW — B IIEPBYIO ouepeb CeKCyaIbHbIMIAL.
Kaxkoe MecTo B 3TOM B 11€JI0M IIOHSTHOM JIVICKY -
CVMIBHOM TIOJIe MOIJIa ObI MT'paTh MO3OHSS pedpiek-
cud 1o nosony cratet Kanra? BupHo, uro, 3amy-
IasiCh OT MHBEKTMB XabepMaca, PyKo B cTaTbe 1984
I. IO[TYepKHYTO MpoHmdeH. OH fiejlaeT CBOVI BbIIIa]l
IIPOTUB «IIIaHTaXMCTOB» ITPOCBellleHs], CXBaTbIBa-
FOIITVIX JIVIIb TTOBEPXHOCTHBIVI CMBICIT KAHTOBCKOV
«apxeoJIOrv» COBPEMEHHOCTV, HO IIpU 3TOM He-
CIIOCOOHBIX peasIbHO IPaKTUKOBaTh 3Ty COBPeMeH-
HOCTB, He JTOXOISIIIVIX IO OCO3HAHS TOTO, B YeM OHa
Mor1a Obl 3aKmodarsest. CoracHO ppaHITy3cKoMy
MBICJIUTEJTIO, «COBPEMEHHOCTE», KaK ee IMOCTYJIN-
pyer KaHT, HeBO3MOXXHO OIpelieINTh KaK ITPOCTO
KOHKPeTHBIVI Mepyroj], BpeMeH!, KOTOpOMY Ipe]l-
IIIeCTBYeT HeKasl «IIpeJCOBPeMEeHHOCTb» U 3a KOTO-
PBIM HeM30eXXHO CJIeyeT <« IIOCTCOBPEMEHHOCTh».
«CoBpeMeHHOCTb» — 3TO He CTOJIBKO 3110Xa, CKOJIb-
KO HeKasl njeriHas yCTaHOBKa, KOTOpasi, KaK IINIIeT
dmrtocod, «c Tex caMbIx IOp, Kak OHa oOpa3oBa-
JIach, OKa3aJlach IIPOTVBOCTOSIIIEV TI0 OTHOIIEHIIO
K... yCTaHOBKaM Ha “KOHTPCOBpeMeHHOCTh » (DyKo,

* Mpeiciib 0 TOM, 4TO B crathe «Yro Takoe IIpocserre-

Hue» PyKo IofgaeT PyKy CBOMM KPUTHKaM, YacTUIHO
corIvIalascCh CO CIIPaBeIMBOCTBIO VX YIIPEKOB, BHICKA3bI-
BaIOT 1 NpodpeccOHaIbHbIE VICCIIeIOBaTEeNI TBOPYECTBa
dpanirysckoro meicimTesis: «Beten 3a Kantom dyko moa-
depKMBaeT HallpsDKeHHOe COOTHOIIIEHVE MEXy COBpe-
MeHHOCTBIO 11 r'ymManmsMoM. Crienmyst KaHTy, oH 3asBiisger
0 cebe KaK O COBpeMEHHOM y4acTHMKe He3aBepIIeHHOrO
IIPOCBETUTEIILCKOTO IIPOEKTa, (PaKTMIECKM COIIIAIIasiCh C
TOVI KPUTUKOVI, KOTOPYIO BBICKA3BIBAJIVI B €I0 apec HeKO-
TOpble HeMelKue (pryIocodbl, 1 IIpexie Bcero — Xabep-
Mac» (AsroHoMmOBa, 2009, c. 285).
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zscheanism is in a certain sense an attempt to
realize Zarathustra’s imperative* — to “tran-
scend man” — if not by flatly rejecting the
existing social taboos, at least by becoming con-
scious that they are historically relative. Con-
servatives in the twentieth century liked to say
that the human being has been shaped by a sys-
tem of “bans”, notably Freud’s taboo on incest.
Foucault’s followers accepted that thesis, ar-
guing that the task of “modernity” is to search
for ways to overcome “the excessively human
in the human” born of social taboos, in the first
place sexual ones.

What role could this later reflection on
Kant’s article play in this generally clear dis-
cursive field? Defending himself against
Habermas’ invectives, Foucault in his 1984 ar-
ticle is pointedly ironic. He attacks enlight-
enment “blackmailers” who capture only the
superficial meaning of Kant’s “archeology” of
modernity, but are unable to practise this mo-
dernity and fail to understand what it could
consist in. Foucault argues that “modernity”
as posited by Kant is impossible to define sim-
ply as a concrete pe riod of time preceded by
“pre-modernity” and followed inevitably by
“post-modernity”. “Modernity, he writes, is
not so much an epoch as an ideational attitude
which “ever since its formation, has found itself
struggling with attitudes of ‘counter-moderni-
ty’” (Foucault, 1984, p. 39). Foucault does not
explain what counter-modernity, which oppos-
es enlightenment, consists in. However, the ca-
veat concerning counter-modernity is telling:
allowing for the presence of “counter-modern”

* Professional researchers of Foucault agree that in
his article “What Is Enlightenment” Foucault extends
a hand to his critics, partly recognising the validity of
their critique: “Following Kant, Foucault stresses the
tension between modernity and humanism. Following
Kant, he proclaims himself to be a modern participant in
the ongoing Enlightenment project, effectively accepting
the critique on the part of some German philosophers,
above all Habermas” (Avtonomova, 2009, p. 285).



2002, c. 344 —345; iepeson, yTouHeH. — b.M.). B uem
COCTOUT 3Ta ONIIOHVMPYIOIIAsl IIPOCBEITIEHNIO «KOH-
TpcoBpeMeHHOCT» (“contre-modernité”), dyxo He
riosicHsteT. OMHAKO 3Ta OrOBOpPKa O «KOHTPCOBpE-
MEHHOCTV» 3HaMeHaTeJlbHa — JOMYyIlleHVe Hau-
UVl «KOHTPCOBPEMEHHBIX» YCTAHOBOK B MOMEHT
HaYaBITIeVICS. «COBPEMEHHOCTI» IIpeIIoyiaraeT, YTo
[IepVIOL], VICTOPWY, TIepeXVBaeMbIll HaMl, He eCTb
TOJIBKO JIVIIITb «COBPEMEHHOCTH», He VICKITIOUNTe Tb-
HO «MOJIEpH», HO apeHa CTOJIKHOBEHMS «MOJIepHa»
U «KOHTPMOJEPHa» IIPOCTPAHCTBO KOH(IIMKTa,
paBHO Kak 1 — coryacumcs ¢ Cepreem I'pagyipos-
CKMM — B3aVIMOJIONOJTHEHVISI IIPOTVIBOIIOIIOKHBIX
YCTaHOBOK Ha «COBPEMEHHOCTb» ¥ Ha «KOHTPCO-
BpeMeHHOCTb». MOXXHO CcKa3aTb, pa3BuBasi KJIacCu-
Ka, YTO «KOHTPMOJIEPH» He MeHee COBpeMeHeH, YeM
«MOJIEpPH», TTI0O3TOMY KOHTPIIPOCBEIIEHVIE, COOTBET-
CTBEHHO, He MeHee CO3BYYHO HaIlleMy BpeMeHW,
YeM caMo ITPOCBeIIeHe.

@DyKo, OIHAKO, He OCTaHAB/IMBAETCS Ha YNCTO
HeraTVBHOM OITpelleJIeHNI IIPOCBeIeHNs B KOH-
nentyy Kanra. OH obpariaeT BHMMaHMe Ha TO,
4uTo B cTarbe 1784 I. mpocBeleHre XapaKTepusy-
eTcsd Kak «BbIXO» (Ausgang) miin, TOuHee, «IIlepe-
XOJI» M3 COCTOSIHWSI «HEeCOBEPIIIEHHOJIETS» B He-
Koe ODoslee BBICOKOe, Dojlee CO3HATeIBHOE II0JIO-
JKeHVe, B KOTOPOM Yy dYeJloBeKa IIOSIBIISIeTCS IIpa-
BO II0JIb30BaThCs COOCTBEHHBIM yMoM. Y DyKo, B
otravie ot KaHTa, He BO3HMKaET BOIIpPOCa O TOM,
OTKYy/la y 4eJIOBeKa ITOSIBIISIeTCS TO IIPaBO, KaKV-
MW OOBEKTMBHBIMI (PAaKTOpaMy OHO MOXeT OBITh
noxTeepxaeHo. OpHako aHTUMeTapV3MIecKui
CKEIICVIC He CHVIMaeT BCIO «MPOHWIO» ITPOCBeIIe-
HVIsL, KOTOPYIO Ha caMoM Jiesle OTKpbiBaeT KaHT B
cBoel cTatbe. DyKo IpeKpacHO MOHMMaI (M Jaxe
ZIeJIajl 3TO IIeHTPAJIBHBIM ITyHKTOM CBO€VI ICTOPY-
YecKOV KOHIIEMITNM), YTO COBPEMEHHBIN UesIoBeK,
TO €CTh TOT UeJIOBeK, KOTOPBIVI OOpeTaeT [1ake He
IIPaBO, HO MHTEJUIEKTYaJIEHY 0 BO3MOXKHOCTB OBITH
CBOOOIIHBIM, IIPOM3BOANUTCS Ha CBET IIOCPEICTBOM
JKECTKOTO ¥ CHCTEMATIYeCcKOro Hacwins, B IIpo-
11ecce KOTOPOrO YesIOBEK BBIXOIWT W3 JIMKOCTU VI
IOCTUTaeT IIMBUIN30BAHHOIO COCTOSIHUSI, TO €CTh
oOpeTaeT McTOpUYecKoe IIPaBo KUTb CBOVIM yMOM,
a He TI0 peKOMeHAIIVIM Iy XOBHOTO TIaCTBIPS.
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attitudes at the start of “modernity” assumes
that the period of history we are living through
is not just “modernity”, but an arena of a clash
between “modernity” and “counter-moder-
nity”, a space of conflict and, let us go along
with Sergey Gradirovsky here, mutual comple-
mentarity of opposite commitments to “moder-
nity” and “counter-modernity”. Developing the
classic, we can say that “counter-modernity”
is no less modern than “modernity”, hence
counter-enlightenment is no less consonant
with our time than enlightenment.

Foucault, however, does not stop at the
purely negative definition of enlightenment
given by Kant. He points out that in the 1784
article enlightenment is characterised as an
“exit” (Ausgang) or rather, a “transition” from
the state of “minority” to a higher and more
conscious state in which man acquires the right
to use his own reason. Unlike Kant, Foucault
does not ask how man acquires that right and
what objective factors it can be corroborated
by. However, the “anti-metaphysical” scep-
ticism does not cancel the “irony” of enlight-
enment which Kant effectively unveils in his
article. Foucault knew perfectly well and, in-
deed, made it the central point of his historical
conception, that the modern human being, i.e.
the one who acquires not the right, but the in-
tellectual opportunity to be free, is brought into
the world through brutal and systematic vio-
lence, in the process of which the human being
emerges from savagery and attains a civilised
state, i.e. gains the historical right to live by
his/her own reason and not by recommenda-
tions of a spiritual shepherd.

Foucault must have asked himself whether
the human being gains this right in perpetuity.
The metaphor of “maturity” implies that it is
forever and no one, not even hypothetical ex-
tra-terrestrials visiting a technologically more
backward humanity, could take this away from
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@DyKko He MOT He 3a/]aBaThCsl BOIIPOCOM, TIOJTyYa-
€T JIV COBpeMeHHBIVI YeJIoBeK 3TO ITpaBoO HaBCersa.
Metadopa «coBepIlieHHOJIETVs» IIpefIioIarasia,
YTO 71a, ¥ HUKTO, BKJIIOUasl JlaXke TUIIOTeTUYeCKMX
VHOIUIaHeTsIH, ABVBIIIXCs O0Jlee OTCTaJIOMY B Tex-
HOJIOTTYeCKOM OTHOIIIeHUY 4eJIOBeYeCcTBY, He MOT
ObI OTHATD 3TO ITPABO Y ITPOCBEIIeHHOI0 — MHTeJI-
JIEKTYaJIbHO ¥ MOpaJIbHO — dYeJloBeuecTBa. B 3ToM
VI CMBICIT TOVI MeTapM3MKIM «B3POCIIOCTI», KOTOpast
JIEXXUT B OCHOBAHWM BCeVl KAHTOBCKOW «MeTadpri3u-
KV HpaBoB». B jroruke KaHTa Bpems BycoCTaBHO,
OHO pas[BarBaeTcsl Ha JBe IIOJIOBMHKI: Ha «IIpo-
IIJI0e», B KOTOPOM 4eJIoBeK ellle IIpeObIBal Ha CTa-
AMW OeTcTBa ¥ ObUI JIMIIIEeH CIIOCOOHOCTY TIOJIHO-
LIeHHO T0JIb30BaThC COOCTBEHHBIM pa3yMoM, U Ha
BeuyHOe HacTosillee, MOMEHT HacTyIUIeHMsI KOTOpPO-
ro, o Kanry, it ectsb snoxa I Ipocsemennis. Yerose-
Ky yKe He Ha/JIEXUT M3MEHSIThCSI, BO BCSIKOM CITy-
Jae, MI3MEHSIThCS TIO]], JIEVICTBVIEM He KOHTPOJIpye-
MBIX M CIJI. YeJloBek IiepecTast ObITh pebeHKOM, a
3TO 3HAYWT, YTO OH 3HaeT VIV IOTa/IbIBaeTCs O LIeJIV
CBOETO VICTOPMTYECKOIO Pa3BUTNS, Y YBEPEHHOCTh B
5TOM 3HaHWM He MOTYT IOKoJleOaTh HUKaKMe BO3-
MOKHBIe ITpeTeHIeHThI Ha pOJIb «OIeKyHOB». VIHBI-
MU CJIOBaMM, IIPaBO Ha I10J/Ib30BaHie COOCTBEHHBIM
YMOM, WJIV, ITPOITie FOBOps, IIPaBO Ha Ty XOBHYIO Ca-
MOCTOSITEJTBHOCTb, YeJIOBEK «COBPEMEHHOCTV» 00-
peTaeT TOJIBKO IO TOVI IPUYIMHE, YTO HaxOOUTCs B
JuHaIe 3BOTIONNN YeJIoBeuecTBa, TOIIBKO Ha TOM
OCHOBaHMVI, UTO OH YeJIOBEK «KOHIIA ICTOPYVL».

OTHOCKTENIPHO 3HaMeHUTOV MeTadOpbl «KOH-
11a ICTOPVI» HYKHO HAalIOMHWTB, YTO KHITa, KOTO-
pasi OblIa BbIITyIIleHa B cBeT B 1992 . osmTosiorom
®psnHcrcom PyKysIMOV IO MOTMBaM €ro 3HaMeHU-
Ton cratbu 1989 1, comepkasia MPsIMYIO OTCBUIKY
K M3BecTHOMY 0Opasy Hurrie 3 xauru «Tak ro-
Bopw1 3aparyctpa» (Pykysma, 2004). Ona Hasbl-
Baslach «KoHeIl mcTopuit 11 OCIIeIHNI UeJIOBEK».
«JTociremHmUM 4desioBeK», cortacHo Hwiirre, — 310
JeJIoBeK, yOeXXIeHHBIVI B TOM, YTO OH y>ke JOCTUT
pVHAIIBHO 11eTTV ICTOPU U eMy He HY>KHO Me-
HSITBCS VIV, €CJIV YTOIHO, PasBUBaThCA IS TOTO,
9TOOBI IIpeonosieTh ceds, He HY)XHO IPUHOCKUTH
cebst B xepTBY Oynyiemy. «He Oymer Oombire HI
OemqHBIX, HM OOraThIX: TO, ¥ APyToe CIIVIIKOM 00-
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intellectually and morally enlightened human-
ity. Herein lies the meaning of the metaphys-
ics of “maturity” which underpins the Kantian
“metaphysics of morals”. According to Kant,
time consists of two parts: the two halves are
the “past” in which the human being was in a
state of childhood and did not have the capac-
ity to use his/her reason fully, and the eternal
present ushered in by the Enlightenment era.
The human being no longer needs to change
him/herself, at least not to change under the
impact of forces beyond his/her control. The
human being has ceased to be a child, which
means that he/she knows or guesses the goal
of his/her historical development, a knowledge
that cannot be shaken by any claimants to the
role of “guardians”. In other words, “modern”
humans gain the right to use their own reason,
i.e. spiritual independence, by being at the fi-
nal stage of humanity’s evolution, simply on
the grounds that they are humans “of the end
of history”.

As regards the famous “end of histo-
ry” metaphor, it is worth recalling that the
book published in 1992 by Francis Fukuyama
on the basis of a famous 1989 article, con-
tained a direct reference to the famous im-
age of Nietzsche’s book Thus Spoke Zarathustra
(Fukuyama, 1992). It was entitled The End of His-
tory and the Last Man. The last man, according
to Nietzsche, is the one convinced that he has
reached the final goal of history and has no
need to change or develop in order to transcend
himself and has no need to sacrifice himself for
the sake of the future: “One no longer becomes
poor and rich: both are too burdensome. Who
wants to rule anymore? Who wants to obey
anymore? Both are too burdensome. No shep-
herd and one herd! Each wants the same, each is
the same, and whoever feels differently goes
voluntarily into the insane asylum” (Nietzsche,
2006, p. 10; my italics. — B.M.).



pemenuTerbHO. KTO 3axoTest Obl ellle yIIpaBiIsaTh?
Kro — eme nopnHoBaTeca? To m gpyroe camimkomM
oOpemeHMTeIBHO. Hem nacmyxa, 00Ho Auuis cmado!
Kaxapivt Jxes1aeT TOro ke, Bce paBHbIL: KTO 4yBCTBY-
eT MHaye, TOT I00POBOJIBHO MAeT B CyMacIleIIIIiI
mom» (Hure, 2007, c. 18; kypcms Movt. — B.M.).

[ Tocnegumit vennosek» Huirme, K koTopomy oH
OTHOCUTCSI C HECKPBIBaeMbIM IIpe3peHVeM, — 3TO
BeJIb V1 eCTh KAaHTOBCKMUI «desioBek» [IpocBerienis,
TOT, KTO, IIO COBETY HeMeLIKOro poryiocoda, CMOT Bbl-
VITV U3 COCTOSIHMS «HeCOBEpIIIeHHOJIeTNS», YTOObI
PelmTheCs 3asdBUTh O CBOEM «MY>KeCTBe» II0JIb30-
BaThCs COOCTBEHHBIM YMOM. DTOMY UeJIOBeKY, Kak
MBI IOMHMM 10 TekcTy KaHTa, He TpeOyeTcs «1a-
CTBIPb», IIOCKOJIBKY OH CUMTaeT ceOsi ¥ CBOVX «IIpO-
CBEIIIeHHBIX» COBPEMEeHHWKOB CIIOCOOHBIM XITD B
OTCYTCTBUV KaKOVI-TO BHEMTIHEV I10 OTHOIIIEHVIIO K
HuM Hen. «[ locieHMT yesoBek» — He KTO MHOW,
KaK «ITPOCBEIIEHHBIVD YeJTIOBEK KaHTa, 3aBicimii B
3TOM MHMMOM, 110 MbIcIv Huriiire, «<seuHoM HacTo-
SI1IeM», TO €CTh ITPeOBIBAOIIN B VIJUTIO3MI «KOHIIA
uctopum». OyKo — IIepBbINT «HUIIIIIeaHell» 3arajl-
Hom pvstocodpmnm — aKTUUecKt BCTaeT B 3TOM
TeKCTe Ha CTOPOHY TOro IlepcoHaXka, KOTOpOro Tpe-
TupyeT 3aparycTtpa. OH He ITPOCTO 3alUIIAeT «II0-
CJIe[THETO JeJIoBeKa», HO OCMeJIMBaeTCsl Ha3BaThb €ro
«repoeM», TIOCKOJIBKY, COIVIaCHO, HaBepHOe, BaX-
Heri1ter popMyJIMpPOBKe, cofeprKalriericsi B pabote
1984 r., ycTaHOBKa Ha COBPEMEHHOCTh — 3TO «Tepo-
M3aIys HacTosIIero». Harmomero 31v1 3ameuaresib-
Hble ¢j10Ba: «COBPEeMEHHOCTh OT/IMYAeTCS OT TOTO
OOBIKHOBEHV51, KOTZIa MBI TOJIBKO V1 JIeJIaeM, UTo CJle-
IiyeM Oery BpeMeHI; 3TO yCTaHOBKa, KOTOpasi I0-
3BOJISIET CXBATUTB TO, UTO SIBJISIETCS “TeporrdecKmmM”
B HacTog1eit MuHyTe. COBpeMeHHOCTb — He B TOM,
YTO MBI YYBCTByeM yOeraroliiee HacTosilee, 3T0 —
BOJIA “repomsupoBars’ HacTosiee» (Pyko, 2002,
c. 345). [1anee, mpapaa, Pyko 4yTh-4yTh OTCTyIIa-
eT OT CBOero BIPYT HeOXMIAHHO ITPOCHYBIIErocs
aHTVHWIIIIeAHCTBA — OH IIPU3HAeTCs, 9TO OOHa-
py’keHHas 1M y KaHTa «reponsamnyist HaCTOSIIIero»
VPOHIYHA, YTO ee He CJIe/lyeT CBA3bIBaTh CO CTPeM-
JIeHVieM yJiep’kaTh MOMeHT HacTogitiero. V1 3ieck oH
obpalriaeTcs K cBOeMy JIFoOMMoMy 1103Ty bomiepy
VI OTKpbIBaeT B HEM TOT XYJIO)KeCTBEHHBIVI CMBICII,
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Nietzsche’s “last human”, whom he openly
despises, is precisely the Kantian “enlighten-
ment” human who, on the advice of the Ger-
man philosopher, managed to emerge from
the state of “minority” and declared him/her-
self to be mature and has the “courage” to use
his/her own reason. As we remember from
Kant'’s text, this person does not need a “shep-
herd” because he/she deems him/herself and
all “enlightened” contemporaries to be capable
of living without any externally set goal. “The
last human” is none other than Kant’s “enlight-
ened” human suspended in what Nietzsche
called the “eternal present”, i.e. labouring un-
der an illusion of “the end of history.” In his
text Foucault, the first Nietzschean in West-
ern philosophy, effectively takes the side of the
character whom Zarathustra mocks. He does
not just defend “the last human”, but dares
to call him a “hero” because according prob-
ably to the key formula contained in the 1984
work, orientation toward modernity means
“heroisation of the present”. To remind you
of these remarkable words: “Modernity is dis-
tinct from fashion, which does no more than
call into question the course of time; moder-
nity is the attitude that makes it possible to
grasp the ‘heroic” aspect of the present mo-
ment. Modernity is not a phenomenon of sen-
sitivity to the fleeting present; it is the will to
‘heroise’ the present” (Foucault, 1984, pp. 39-
40). True, further on Foucault steps back from
his suddenly reawakened anti-Nietzscheanism
and admits that the “heroisation of the pres-
ent” he had found in Kant is ironic and that
it should not be construed as the wish to pre-
serve the present moment. And here he turns
to Baudelaire, his favourite poet, to discover
in him an artistic meaning which can be fitted
into the orientation toward “modernity”. But,
for all his irony, Foucault cannot hide the anti-
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KOTOPBIVI MOXXET OBITh BJIOKEH B YCTAaHOBKY Ha «CO-
BpeMeHHOCTb». Ho mmpu Beert cBoent ponnm Pyko
He MOKeT CKPBITh aHTVHWIIIIIeaHCKII IMIIepaTyB,
KOTOPBIVI OH BKJIaJIbIBaeT B ycTa aBropa «LIBeTos
371a»: «Y Bac HeT npaBa rHyIIIaThCsA HACTOAILVIM>
(Tam xe, c. 346). OT™MeTNIM, UTO «Tepom3alier» Ha-
crosirero MyKo BOJIBHO VIV HEBOJIIBHO YCIIOXKHSIET
KaHTOBCKYIO CTPYKTYPy BpeMeHI: OHO y>Ke He pas-
JIBavBaeTCsl, HO pasziesiseTcsl Ha TPy repuofa — Ha
IIPOIIUIOE, HacTosIIIee ¥ Ha BpeMsl BO3SMOKHOI'O BO3-
BpallleHVs B IPOIIoe, KOTOpOe MOXeT MMeTh U Xa-
pakTep «IIpopbiBa B Oyayliee». «[epoil HacTosIIIe-
ro» — 3TO IePCOHaX, KOTOPBIVI He OOUTCS 3aBUC-
HYTb B «HAaCTOSIIIEM», 3CTeTUYeCKN KYJIBTUBUPYS
ero. B mHOM ciTy4ae B 3TOM IlepcoHa)ke HEBO3MOX-
HO ObUIO OBl pasIvIAeTh HIUYero repordecKoro.

«[TocytemHMI YesloBeK» CTAHOBUTCS «TepoeMm»,
KOIJa IIoJIydaeT BO3MOXKHOCTB BBIOMIpaTh MeXIy
yCTaHOBKaMM Ha COBPeMEHHOCTb ¥ KOHTPCOBpe-
MEHHOCTB, KOIZla OH YXOOWUT B OBIT ¥ ITOBCETHEB-
HOCTB, OTKa3bIBasiCh IPUHOCUTD MX B XEPTBY Me-
Tadm3mdecky HeobecriedeHHOMY Oyayiemy. Ecim
100aBUTE K 3TOVI MeTadpope eIlie 1 OTUeTIIVBO BbIpa-
»xeHHoe PyKO B TaHHOV CTaTbe HelTpusATHe KyJIbTa
«HOBOTO YeJIoBeKa», CTOJIb CBOVICTBEHHOIO, II0 €ro
MHEHWIO, «HaMXYOIIVM» TIOJIATUYECKIM CVCTe-
MaM XX B. (Tam xe, c. 354), To He OyeT IIpeyBeV-
yeHIeM CKasaTb: (PpaHITy3cKI PprIocod MMEeHHO
B 3TOM (pMHAJIBHOM TeKCTe HeBOJIbHO yKas3bIBaeT Ha
VIMIUIUIIUTHO KOHcepBamubBHblil TIONTEKCT IIpOeKTa
IIpocBelleHns], Kak oH ObuT onvica KaHToM B ero
crarbe 1784 1. Be3ycsioBHO, 3TO yKasaHue — MpO-
Hy4yHO. DYKO OTHIONb He CTAaHOBUTCS «KOHCEepBa-
TOPOM» (XOTSI OTMedy, uTo XabepMac KaK pa3 Kpu-
TUYeCKM yKa3biBajl Ha obpaTtHoe (Habermas, 1994)),
HO, JIeKOHCTPYMpPys MeTadopy «HecoBepIIIeHHOJIe-
TUsI», TBITAeTCSI BCKPBITh HEBOJIBHYIO [IBOVICTBEH-
HOCTh IMcKypca KaHTa, paBHO3HauHYIO «IBOVI-
CTBEHHOCTV» CAMOI'0 IIPOCBeIIIeHsI.

V1 Tem He MeHee, ITpyOeras K IPYTOVL CTOJIb XKe
CWIBHOV MeTadpope — «repomsally HacToslIle-
ro», dyKo, 110 CyIIecTBy, IIpeAprHIMaeT peadbu-
JINTAINIO0, B TOM YMCJIe 3CTeTUYeCKYIO, «I10CiIe]l-
Hero veJioBeKa» Hullie, KOoTopbIi Tereps Iipe-
CTaeT CBOEro pofa «IIOCJIeHVIM TepoeM» JesIoBe-
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Nietzschean imperative which he puts into the
mouth of the author of The Flowers of Evil: “You
have no right to despise the present” (ibid., p.
40). Let us note that by “heroising” the pres-
ent Foucault wittingly or unwittingly compli-
cates the Kantian structure of time: it falls not
into two but into three periods, the past, the
present and the period of a possible reversion
to the past which may turn out to be a “break-
through to the future”. The hero of the present
is not afraid to be suspended in “the present”
and cultivates it aesthetically. Otherwise there
would be nothing heroic in this character.

“The last human” becomes a “hero” when
he/she has a chance to choose between ori-
entation to modernity or counter-modernity,
when he/she chooses to immerse him/herself
in quotidian life, refusing to sacrifice it for the
sake of a metaphysically unproven future. If
we add to this metaphor Foucault’s rejection of
the cult of the “new human”, clearly expressed
in this article and which he associates with
“the worst political systems [...] throughout
the twentieth century” (ibid., p. 47), it would be
no exaggeration to say that in this final text the
French philosopher involuntarily points to the
implicitly conservative subtext of the enlighten-
ment project as it was described by Kant in his
1784 article. Foucault, of course, is ironic. He
does not become a “conservative” (although it
has to be said that Habermas critically claimed
the opposite (Habermas, 1994)), but in decon-
structing the “minority” metaphor he tries to
reveal the involuntary duality of Kant’s dis-
course, matching the “duality” of the enlight-
enment itself.

Even so, in invoking a similarly powerful
metaphor of “heroisation of the present”, Fou-
cault in fact attempts to rehabilitate, aestheti-
cally at least, Nietzsche’s “last human”, who
now comes across as “the last hero” of hu-
manity because he/she dares to cultivate “the



4yecTBa, MO0 OH OTBaXWMBAETCS KYJIBTMBMPOBATH
«HaCTOsIIIee» Teper] JINIIOM MPadyHOrO IIPOIIIOro
" BeCcbMa IIpo0sieMaTnvHoro oymyirero. ITomyua-
€TCsl, UYTO Ha «II0C/IeHEeM 4YeJIOBeKe» He OKOHUM-
J1aCh VICTOPVISL, HO OH OKa3aJIcs BOJIEIO cyaed 3axar
B CTPAHHOVI VICTOPMYECKOV PacCIIleIiHe — MeXITy
IIPOIUTBIM 11 OyaytyM. VI v3 3Tovt pacItiesnHbI OH
I10 CBOVIM — B TOM UVICJIe MPOBO33PEHYECKIM —
HIPUYVHAM He CTPEMUTCS BBIOPAThCs HapPyKy, Be-
POSITHO CO3HaBasi, YTO 3/1eCh, B 3TOW WCTOpUUe-
CKOVI HUIIIE, TOJIBKO ¥ MBICTIVIMA peasibHas CBOOO-
na. Hu B mporutoM, Hu B Oyy1ieM 3Tovt CBOOOIEI
y JesioBeKa yyke HeT. OHa ITPUCY TCTBYeT TOJIBKO Ha
3TOM y3KOM OTpPe3Ke BpeMeH, KOI7Ia YeJIOBeK yike
BBIIIIEJT 113 HECOBEPIIIEHHOJIETVIS, HO ellle He 0CO3-
HaJl ce0si, IT0 IPU3BIBY 3apaTycTpbl, KAHATOM, Ha-
TSHYTBIM «MeX/Iy 3BepeM V1 CBepXUesIOBeKOM», Ka-
HatoM Haj, riporacTteio (Hurie, 2007, c. 15). «Ilo-
cIleTHMY repovi» [TpocBertieHns — 4yesioBek, KOTo-
PBIVI Ha CaMOM JieJle 3HaeT O CYIIeCTBOBaHMI 3TO-
ro «KaHaTa», Ja)ke BUOUT ero, HO OTKAa3bIBaeTCsI I10
Hemy maT. OH IPOIO/DKaeT HEMHOIO abCypIiHO
CYMTATh CaMOro ceDsl ecI He «IIeJIbI0 VICTOPVVI»,
TO TeM KaMHeM, KOTOPBIVA, ITOITajiasi B )KEPHOBa He-
YMOJIVIMOI'O IIpOrpecca, Ha BpeMsl IIPYOCTaHaBI IV~
BaeT ero POKOBYIO ITOCTYIIb.

«KOHCGPB&TPIBHOG IIpocBeeHmne»
B 3II0XY «IIp€0J0JI€HNMs YeJI0OBEKa»

ITponorrkast Boen, 3a Pyko M ero JOOMMBIM
bonsiepom siHMIo Ha MpOHMYHOE KyJIBTMBUPOBa-
HVe «HaCTOSIIEero», BCIIOMHVM, KaKVMM CJIOBaMU
omnvckIBasl pok-Tiesel] BukTop Lot ceoero «tociien-
Hero reposi» 13 ogHouMeHHoV necHn 1984 1. B ox-
HOM W3 IHTEPBBIO OH TOBOPWJI O HeM TakK: «2TO, KO-
HEYHO, B IIeCHE TepOoV TaKOVL. MHoro Takmx ecThb...
DTO IIPOCTO He3aBUCUMBIV YesloBeK. VI KoTophIi
xo4eT ObITh TakuM. Vi emy Kaxkercs. Ho sTo He
4. 51 me repon» (Lo, 2022, c. 196). 113 TekcTa 3TOM
IIeCHV MOXXHO BBIBECTV HECKOJIBKO CYIIIeCTBeHHBIX
XapaKTepPUCTUK «II0CJIe[IHero repos». Bo-riepBblx,
OH VICITBITBIBAET OIpefie/leHHbIe IICX0JIOrUecKye
TPYAHOCTY, OOYCJIOBJIEHHBIE OTCYTCTBUEM JKV3-
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present” in the face of the grim past and a very
problematic future. It turns out that “the last
human” does not mark the end of history, but
is trapped by destiny in a historical time warp
between the past and the future. He/she is not
eager to get out of this time warp for his/her
own reasons, partly having to do with world
view, probably being aware that real freedom
is only possible in this time warp. The hu-
man being does not have this freedom either
in the past or in the present. It is present only
in a short space of time when humanity has
emerged from “minority” but has not yet be-
come aware of itself, according to Zarathustra,
as “a rope fastened between animal and over-
man — a rope over an abyss” (Nietzsche, 2006,
p. 7). “The last hero” of the enlightenment, who
actually knows about the existence of this rope
and even sees it, but refuses to walk on it. He/
she continues, somewhat absurdly, to think of
him/herself if not as “the goal of history” at
least as a stone which, caught in the millstone
of relentless progress, temporarily halts this
fateful tread.

“Conservative Enlightenment”
in the Era of “Transcending Humanity”

Following Foucault and his beloved Baude-
laire and continuing the line toward ironic cul-
tivation of “the present” let us recall how the
rock singer Viktor Tsoi described his “last
hero” in his 1984 song of that title. He said:
“He is of course a hero in the song. There are
many of them out there [...] He is simply an
independent person. Or wants to be one. Or
it only seems to him. But that is not me, I am
not a hero” (Tsoi, 2022, p. 196). The text of the
song gives several clues as to what the “last
hero” is like: first, he has certain psychologi-
cal problems because he has no life goal (“the
night is short, the goal is far away”, “you greet
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HEeHHO! 11eJ1M («<HOYb KOPOTKa, I1eJIb JajleKa», «Thl
BCTpevaelllb paccBeT 3a UI'POVI B IypaKa»). Bo-BTo-
PBIX, OH CTPeMUTCS K OAMHOYeCTBY, HO CTaJIKM-
BaeTCsl C HEeBO3MOXHOCTBIO peasM3aluiyi 3TOro
CTpeMJIeHMs («Thl XOTeJI OBITh OHMH, 3TO BpeMs
nporuio»). ObpaTM BHMUMaHMe Ha TO, UTO IIeCHs
«[TocrienHMII TeporI» MOSIBIIIACH B COCTaBe ajIb0o-
Ma «HauvaipHuK KamuaTki» poBHO B rof, BBIXOIA
cratbit PyKo ¢ ee madpocoM «repomsalm HacTo-
giero». @panitysckum pustocod 3adrKcrpoBal
B CBOEM 3CCe TOT MOTUB I1apaJlOKCaIbHOV «TepOou-
KV» SK3VMCTeHIIMaJIbHOIO OMIHOYeCTBa, KOTOPBIN
CTaJI XapaKTEePHOV YepPTOV eBPOIIEVICKOV JITepa-
TypBI BTOPOV TTOJIOBMHBI XX B., OKa3aB BIIVISIHVE B
TOM 4WCJIe Y Ha POK-TIO33UIO. DTOT XKe 3K3UCTeH-
LVaJIbHBI MOTVB PyKO reHraIbHO YJIOBWII B KaH-
TOBCKOVI KOHIIETIIIVV ITPOCBeIIeH s

JIroOoIIBITHO, UTO B TOM K€ CaMOM TOfYy, KO-
TOPBIVI IPOCJIABWIICS TIOgBJIeHVeM 3cce Muire-
11 Pyko m mecHu BukTopa Llos o «mociemnem
repoe», B 1984-m, Ha cTpaHUIlax XypHaila «3Ha-
HUe — Cujla» OpUIM omyOIMKOBaHBI TIepBbIe IJla-
BBl HOBOW IoBecT OparbeB Crpyrankmx «Boi-
HBI TacAT BeTep». VIMeHHO 3TMM Hpom3BeeHVeM
3HaMeHMTble paHTACTHI 3aBEPLIVIIN CBOVI MHOTO-
JIETHUV IVIKJI, KOTOPOMY dayin oOlllee Has3BaHVe
«Mup Ilonynns». HammoMHIO, 94TO B 3TOM LUKJIE
Crpyrankme ONMCBIBaJI KOMMYHWCTUYECKYIO
YTOIMNIO, B KOTOPYIO JI0JDKHA ObliIa ITIpeBpaTUThCs
Harra wiaHeta B XXII B. I71aBHOI 0cOGeHHOCTHIO
3TOVI YTOIMW CTaJIO IIpesroJiarasiieecss OCHOBO-
IIOJIOXKHMKaMV MapKC/3Ma VCUe3HOBEeHVe ITPYHY-
AWTEJIBHOIO TPy/ia M cOXpaHeHVe TOJILKO TBopye-
CKMX IIpodeccuit — B JIyxe TOV caMOVI 3HaMeHM-
TOVI MAaKCUMBI «OT KaXkJIOTO II0 CIIOCOOHOCTSIM, Ka-
KAOMY IO HOTpeOHOCTSAM». B3siTas Ha Boopyke-
Hue B Oy/yllleM TaK Ha3bIBaeMasi Bbicokas Teopmst
BOCHMTAHMS JOJDKHA ObUIa criocoOCTBOBATh OCO3-
HaHWMIO ¥ Pa3sBUTUIO KaXIIbIM YeJIOBEKOM CBOVIX
TaJIaHTOB, II03TOMY JIOOOVI IOHOIIIA IV JIeBYIIIKa
B 3TOM MVpe MOIJIV Obl HalITH CBOe MeCTO B K3~
HW VI TIOJTy YUTh VIHTEPeCHYI0 115 cebs padoTy.
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the sunrise at a card game”); second, he seeks
solitude but is unable to find it (“you want-
ed to be alone, but that time is gone”). Let us
note that the song “The Last Hero” was part
of the album “The Chief of Kamchatka” which
was released the year Foucault’s article with
its “heroisation of the present” was published.
I think it is a telltale coincidence. In his essay
the French philosopher captured the paradoxi-
cal “heroics” of existential loneliness which be-
came the hallmark of European literature in the
second half of the twentieth century and influ-
enced even rock poetry. Foucault in a stroke of
genius caught the existential motive in Kant’s
concept of enlightenment.

Interestingly, 1984, the same year that saw
the publication of Michel Foucault’s famous es-
say and the release of Viktor Tsoi’s song about
“the last hero”, saw the publication, in the mag-
azine “Znaniye-Sila” (“Knowledge —Power”),
of the first chapters of a new story by the broth-
ers Arkady and Boris Strugatsky The Waves Ex-
tinguish The Wind (in an earlier translation: The
Time Wanderers). This story crowns the many
years’ cycle of works by the famous sci-fi writ-
ers under the umbrella title The Noon Universe.
The cycle describes a communist utopia into
which our planet would turn in the twenty-sec-
ond century. The main feature of this utopia is,
as predicted by the founders of Marxism, the
disappearance of coercive labor and the sur-
vival of only creative professions in line with
the famous maxim “from each according to his
ability, to each according to his needs”. In the
future, the High Theory of Education would
enable every person to discover and develop
his/her talents, such that every young man and
woman would find a place in life and an inter-
esting job.

Some time in the late 1960s elements began
to creep into the Strugatskys’ prose, not exactly
of scepticism about the beautiful utopia of the
future, but of anxiety about it. More and more



Ysxe ipubnmsnTenpHO ¢ KoHIa 1960 IT. B 110-
BecTsix CTpyrankix Havasiy HOSIBIIATBCS eciIv He
JIEMEeHTBI CKeIlCVica B OTHOLIEHUM IIPeKpacHOV
yTonum OymyIIero, To TpeBOXXHBIE HOTBI Ollace-
Hu4 3a Hee. [Iucarenu Bce yallle pasMBIIUIAIOT O
TOM, He gBJIsieTCs JIM 3TO Oyylllee JIMIIB IIOATO-
TOBKOVI K KAKOMY-TO MHOMY, OoJlee fjajleKoMy T'psi-
ZlyllleMy, ellle HeBe[JOMOMY COBpPeMeHHMKaM, HO
BMecCTe C TeM y)Ke JlafolieMy o ceOe 3HaTh B BuJle
PasIMYHBIX IIPU3HAKOB CBOETO IIPUOJIVDKEHMS.
Yro, ecrim Mup IlonynHs elme He «KOHeI] MCTO-
pym»? YTo, ecrm «11ocsie KOMMYHM3Ma» YeJloBede-
CTBO OXWIAIOT SBOJIFOIMOHHBIE HEOXMIAHHOCT,
00ycIIOBJIeHHBIe He CTUXUVHBIMI OeACTBMSAMU U
He KaKVMW-TO CIOPIIpM3aMM M3 KOCMOca, HO BHY-
TPeHHVMM IIpo0JIeMaMVI CaMOro UejioBeKa, TeMII,
KOTOpble He MoJIydaT CBOero paspelleHus v Ipu
KOMMYHU3Me?

Eciiv BHUMaTesIbHO ITpoaHa/IM3MpPOBaTh BCe
TBOpYecTBO CTpyTralKnx HadMHas C CepeyHbI
1960-x rT., TO MOXXHO 0€301I1MO0UHO CKa3aTh, B UeM
OHVI yCMaTpVBaJIV TaKyIo IIpo0sIeMy, KOTopasi B KO-
HEYHOM cueTe He30e>XXHO JI0JDKHaA OblIa B30pBaTh
KOMMYHVCTUYECKVV paVi MJIV, BO BCIKOM CITydae,
OTKPBITE eMy Oyzylilee, K KOTOPOMY OH COBCEM He
crpemwicsd. Taxkont mpobriemort dpaHTACTBI SIBHO
CUMTAaJIV CTOJIKHOBEHVIE UejIoBeKa CO CBOMM «Dec-
CO3HATEJIPHBIM», TO €CThb C HabDOpOM BBITECHEH-
HBIX JKeJIaHW, He peasI3yeMbIX B XXM3HU, HO TeM
He MeHee BO3MOXHBIX B paHTasum. CTpyraikue
OueHb BEPHO MOYyBCTBOBasIN ellle B 1964 1., Korna
IIVICaJIV IOBECTh «XUIIIHbIE Bellly BeKa», YTO IIpo-
Osiema IIOVICKa BUPTYaIbHBIX yIOBOJIBCTBUIL CTa-
HeT LIeHTPaJIbHOV [IJIs1 pa3sBUTHS UeJloBedecTBa, 1
3TU «IIOCTBITHBIE YIOBOIBCTBYISA» 3aMEeHSIT UesloBe-
Ky cBOOOJIHBIE TI0JIeThI B KOCMOC, PacKpbITHe TallH
SHEprMm M Haxe MHOMCKM OeccmepTms. Bummmo,
1o cepenyHbl 1960-x Crpyrarikie Beiies 3a CBOMM
yunuresieM VisanoMm EdppeMoBbIM Bepiiiv B TO, 4TO
YeJjIoBeK BOCITMTAHHBIV, TO €CTh YeJIOBEeK SIIOXV
KOMMYHM3Ma, CHPaBUTCI C «Oecco3HaTeIbHbIM»,
He 3ax04eT OTKPBIBaTh CBOe CO3HaHNe ITOTOKY 3a-
IIPEeTHBIX YIOBOJILCTBUI, TO €CTh BCEMY TOMY, YTO
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frequently they wondered if the future they
painted was merely a prelude to a different and
more remote future still unknown to contem-
poraries but already sending messages about
its approach. What if the Noon Universe is not
yet “the end of history?” What if “after Com-
munism” evolution springs surprises on hu-
mankind not in the shape of natural disasters or
something out of the cosmos but of human be-
ings” internal problems that even communism
would be unable to deal with?

An attentive analysis of the whole body of
the Strugatskys” works, beginning from the
mid-1960s leaves no doubt as to what they saw
as the problem which would eventually blow
up the communist paradise or at least pres-
ent a future it did not bargain for. The prob-
lem would be humanity’s encounter with its
“unconscious”, i.e. the suppressed desires that
cannot be met in real life, but are possible in
fantasy. The Strugatskys sensed as early as
1964 when they were writing The Final Circle of
Paradise that the problem of virtual pleasures
would become central to humanity’s develop-
ment, so that these “shameful pleasures” would
replace for human beings free space flights, the
cracking of the mysteries of energy and even
the quest for immortality. Apparently, until the
mid-1960s the Strugatskys, like their teacher
Ivan Yefremov, believed that a human brought
up under communism would be able to keep
his “unconscious” under control and would
not succumb to the flood of forbidden plea-
sures, i.e. all that is associated with soft drugs,
mind-expanding substances and ultimately the
internet world. But beginning in 1966, when
they put their favorite hero Gorbovsky in the
story Disquiet (the initial variant of The Snail on
the Slope) face-to-face with the Forest generat-
ing erotic dreams on the planet Pandora, it be-
came clear that unlike Yefremov they did not
think that the communist world was immune
to “metaphysical pornography” which, as they
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HeCyT ¢ coDOV1 JIerkrie HapKOTMKM, pa3HOTroO pora
Ipernaparel, BO3[EVICTBYIOIIVe Ha CO3HaHMe, U, B
KOHIIe KOH1I0B, Mup VIHTepHeTa. Ho yxe c 1966 T,
Korja B HoBecTn «becriokomcTso» (paHHeM Bapu-
aHTe «YJIUTKM Ha CKJIOHE») OHM IIOCTaBWJIV CBOe-
ro JrobmmMoro reposi IopOoBckoro JImMIoM K JIMILy
C TIOpOX/JAIOIIVM 3poTrUecKye rpesbl Jlecom Ha
wiaHeTe Ilannopa, cTaio CHO, 4TO, B OTJINYME OT
EdpemoBa, KOMMYHUCTMYECKII MUP OHU HU B
Koell Mepe He HaJle/Is/I UMMYHUTETOM OT, ecyIn
YTOIHO, «MeTadpr3ndeckoy MOpHOrpadmm», Ko-
TOPYIO CUUTAJIV, VI COBEPIIeHHO CITpaBe/lJIiBO, BO
BCeX CBOMX MHOTOYVCJIEHHBIX BapuallMisiX MaJlo
COBMECTVIMOVI C KOMMYHVCTUYECKM PaeM.

B moBecTn «YrmTKa Ha CKJIOHe» (a TakKXke B ee
IIepBoON pefakiuy — IoBecTu «becriokorcTBo»)
ABVDKeHVIe B CTOPOHY ITOJIHOVI aflaliTallvi JIFOe
K IIPUPOIHON Cpefle NMOKa3aHO KaK HacTyIUIeHVe
3pbl MaTpuapxaTa. B Heckonpkmx Mectax «becrio-
KOVICTBa» IIpAMO yKasbIBaeTCsS Ha TO, UTO IIpel-
CTaBjIgeT COOOVI «IIpOIacTh», B KOTOPYIO MOXeT
CBAJINTBLCS He Ioflo3peBalolliee O Hevl KOMMYHW-
cTrdeckoe desioBeuecTBo Ilonmyansa. JKeHIyHb
Oyny1iero, onvicaHHbIe B «YJITKe», 00IaaloT He-
KVIMW BBICIIVIMY MarvyecKuMU CUJIaMWU, ITPeBOC-
XOISAIIVIMU BCIO IIPeMYAPOCTh TEXHOKPAaTMUeCKOV
umsInsamy. OHM CIIOCOOHBI YIIPaBIISATh XXKUBOV
VI HEXXVMBOVI IIPUPOHOV BIUIOTH 0 IIpeBpalleHs
OIHOW B JpPYIyIo, K TOMY JXe VX BCeMOTyIIIeCTBO
00yCJIOBJIEHO ¥ HEeKMM IICHIXOJIOTMYEeCKUM THATO-
TeHVeM JIofell K 9TOMy MaTpyapXxaTHOMY COCTO-
sHMIo0. Bee 3TO B coBOKyIIHOCTM f1es1aeT siroent o-
ynHs 6eccyuibHBIMM Heper, yapamu Jleca. «51 vix
BIDKY, — TOBOPWUT O TaMHCTBEHHBIX OOMTaTeIIsX
ITannopsl, pycaskax, repovt nosectu «becriokon-
ctBO» TypHen. — VI TpeyronbHbm nipys,. Vl tymas,
U 3eJIeHyI0 JIyHY. Bce 3TO & By Tak oTYeT/IN-
BO, UTO MOT'Y OINCATh BO BCeX MOAPOOHOCTSIX. [11s
MeHsI 3TO M eCTb KpUTepuil peaJIbHOCTH, 11 OH He
xy>ke jroboro npyroro» (Crpyratikme, 2018, c. 188).
«Pycaskm» 3axBaThIBaIOT BOOOpakeHVie TOCTeN 13
Mmupa Ilorrynss, v noToMy nocienHve oopedeHbl
CBJIUTBCS B Pa3BeP3IIyIOCs TI0JT, IX HOTaMM «ITpo-
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rightly believed, was hardly compatible with
the communist paradise.

In The Snail on the Slope (as well as in in its
early version, Disquiet) movement toward com-
plete adaptation of people to the natural en-
vironment is shown as the advent of an era of
matriarchate. In Disquiet there are recurring ref-
erences to the “abyss” into which unsuspecting
communist humanity of the Noon may fall. The
future women described in The Snail possess
some magic powers which surpass the wisdom
of the technocratic civilization. They can con-
trol wildlife and inorganic nature and even turn
one into the other and besides, their omnipo-
tence stems from the fact that humans gravitate
toward the state of matriarchate. As a result,
the people of the Noon are unable to resist the
lure of the Forest. Speaking about the mysteri-
ous mermaids inhabiting Pandora, the hero of
Disquiet, Turnen, says: “I can see them. The tri-
angular pond. The fog and the green Moon. I
see all this so distinctly that I can describe it in
detail. To me this is the criterion of reality, and
itis as good as any other” (Strugatsky and Stru-
gatsky, 2018, p. 174). The “mermaids” capture
the imagination of the visitors from the Noon
Universe, which is why they are doomed to
fall into the gaping abyss under their feet. The
only force that is able to resist the Forest, if only
psychologically, are those who will eventually
form the select minority of “overpeople”.

Let us note some of the details in the Stru-
gatskys’ texts about the Noon Universe. In
Disquiet Gorbovsky tells Turnen about the “dis-
graceful mystery” that threatens humanity:
“Don’t you see that they have all become like
children? Don’t you want to build a fence on
the edge of the abyss where they play?” (ibid.,
2018, p. 260). Boris Strugatsky himself offers
this comment on the conception of Disquiet in
Comments on the Time Elapsed:



[1acTb». EAMHCTBeHHON CUIION, CIIOCOOHOV XOTS OBl
TICVIXOJIOTVYeCKM ITPOTUBOCTOATE Jlecy, okasbiBa-
IOTCSL Te, KOMY B KOHEUHOM cueTe U IIpuUaeTcs co-
CTaBUTB M30paHHOe MEHBIIIVHCTBO «CBEPXJIOIEV».

OtrmMmeTrM HeKOTOpbIe JleTasiv B TekcTax Crpy-
ranknx o Mupe Ionynnsa. B mosectn «becriokori-
cTBO» TopOoBckmyt ropopuT TypHEHY O «IOCTBI-
HOWI TaviHe», yTpoXKarolen JesopedecTBy: «PasBe
BBl He BUJIMTE, UTO OHM BCe CTa/Iu Kak jeTn? Pas-
Be BaM He XO4eTCsl BO3BEeCTM Orpajly BHOJIb IIpO-
I1acT, BO3JIe KOTOpom oHM urpart?» (Tam xe,
c. 260). Cam bopuc Crpyramkmui B «KoMmmeHTa-
PVISIX K IIPOVIZIEHHOMY» pacCcKasbIBaeT O 3aMbICiIe
«becriokoricTBa» ciienyrolee:

T'opbosckomy crpamHo. ['opOoBcKMit OHM-
MaeT, 4TO 0OpOM TaKas CUTyalls KOHYMTHCS
He MOXXET, YTO PaHO WIN IIO3IHO UeIOBeYeCTBO
HaropeTcs B KocMoce Ha HEKyI0 CKpPBITYIO yTpo-
3y, KOTOPYIO IIpeJicTaBUTh cebe cerryac fgaxe He
MOYKET, 1 TOI/Ia YeJI0BeUEeCTBO OXMIAeT IIIOK, Ue-
JIOBEYECTBO OXXWIAeT CThII, CMEPTV U BCE TAKOE. ..
U Bor I'opOoBckmii, TOJIB3YsCH CBOMM CBepXbe-
CTeCTBeHHBIM 4yTheM Ha HeoObI9atHOCTh, TacKa-
eTcd ¢ IUIaHeThl Ha IUIaHeTy U MUIIeT CTpaHHoe.
Yro — oH cam He 3HaeT. Bor sta Ilannopa, xo-
TOPYIO 3eMJIsIHe OCBaMBalOT yKe HeCKOJIbKO Jle-
CSITKOB JIET, KaXKeTCsl eMy CpefIoToureM KaKX-TO
yIpo3, OH caM He 3HaeT Kakux. Ho oH cumur
3/1eCh IJIsI TOTO, YTOOBI OKa3aTbCsl Ha MeCTe B TOT
MOMEHT, KOIJIa 4To-TO mponsoviger. CugnT as
TOTO, YTOOBI IIOMeIIaTh JIIOASM COBEpIIaTh I10-
CTYIIKM OIIpOMeTuMBble, Toporuiusele... (CTpy-
raukme, 2022, c. 132—133).

OTMeTnM, UTO Ta >Xe JIMHWS PacCy>XKOeHWUV C
TeM JXe MOYepIHyThIM 13 poMaHa ConmHXepa
00pa3oM «IIpOoI1acTy BO PXKi» IIPOSIBIISETCS U B BbI-
HIeyIIoMsIHy TovI moecTut 1984 r. «BosiHbI racAaT Be-
Tep» BO BpeMs pasrosopa Jlorosenko ¢ Toriso Iiy-
MOBBIM, I7I€ BBISICHSITCS, YTO JIFOIEHBI JTOJDKHBI
HIOZIIePXKMBATh YeJI0OBeYeCTBO HaJl «IIPOMNACThIO BO
PXX1» TI0CIIe TOro, Kak Ha 3emJle COCTOATCS HeKye
norpsicenns: «CyThb: Bce He TaK IPOCTO, KaK MBbI
aTO cebe mpericTapisieM. Harpumep, yTeepxiaeT-
csi, OyITO TIePUO] CTAIIVIOHAPHOI'O Pa3sBUTIS YeJIo-
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Gorbovsky is afraid. He feels that the
situation can lead to no good, that humanity
will sooner or later run into a hidden danger
in the cosmos, a danger it cannot even imagine
now, and then humanity will experience
shock and shame, death and such like... So
Gorbovsky, using his supernatural nose for
things out of the ordinary, hops from planet
to planet looking for strangeness. Pandora,
which the Earth people have been exploring
for several decades, seems to him to be a
concentration of some mysterious threats. He
does not know what threats. But he stays put
in order to be on the spot at the moment when
something happens. He sits here in order to
prevent people from rash acts [...]” (Strugatsky
and Strugatsky, 2022, pp. 132-133).

It is noteworthy that the same line of rea-
soning with the same image borrowed from
Salinger’s The Catcher in the Rye is found in
the above-mentioned 1984 story The Waves Ex-
tinguish the Wind in the conversation between
Logovenko and Toivo Glumov, from which
we learn that Ludens, after some upheavals
occur on the Earth, should hold humans back
from falling into an abyss. “Essence: it’s not as
simple as we imagine it all. For instance: it is
maintained that the period of stationary devel-
opment in humanity is coming to an end, the
epoch of shocks (biosocial and psychosocial) is
coming, and the main goal of Ludens in rela-
tion to humanity is, it turns out, to be on guard
(like “the catcher in the rye’)” (Strugatsky and
Strugatsky, 1995, p. 312). If we take Toivo and
Logovenko at their word and compare Logov-
enko’s reference to an abyss with that Gor-
bovsky was thinking about when reflecting on
Pandora, we are bound to conclude that the
“disgraceful mystery” threatening humankind
is somehow connected with a return to a ma-
triarchate, which for the Strugatskys means
degradation of humankind into a kind of hu-
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BeuecTBa 3aKaH4MBaeTcs, OIIM3MUTCs 310Xa TOTpsi-
ceHMM (OMocoLMaIbBHBIX ¥ IICMXOCOLVAJIBHBIX),
IJIaBHasl 3ajlaya JIIO[IEHOB B OTHOIIIEHWY YesloBe-
4JecTBa, OKa3bIBaeTCsl, CTOSITh Ha CTpaXke (Tak CKa-
3aTh, Haj, “miporacteio Bo pxu’)» (Crpyraixue,
1995, c. 312). Eciin moeepuTh Ha ci10B0 Toviso m Jlo-
TOBEHKO ¥ COOTHECTM YIIOMSHYTYIO IOCJIeHVIM
«IpoHacTh BO PXW» C TOVI, O KOTOPOVI pa3MBbIITI-
ns1 Ha ITangope TopGoBckui, To MBI IIpuzeM K
OYeBIIHOMY BBIBOILY: «IIOCTBIIIHAsI TallHa», YTPO-
JKaroITasl 4ejIoBeYeCTBY, Kak-TO CBsi3aHa C BO3Bpa-
IIeHVeM K MaTpuapxary, 4To ajig CTpyraukmx o3-
HavaeT II0CTelleHHYIO JierpaJjaliiio yesloBedecTBa
B HEKUI YeJIOBEKOOOPasHBbINI MypaBeMHUK VIV
yiert. OO0 3ToM mpenynpexaany HeKOTOpble 330-
tepuku Tua I1.[1. Yenenckoro. BaxxHo, 4To nmen-
HO OT 3TOVI IIePCIEeKTMBLI 11 00eperaroT elre Hil O
UeM He Iof03peBarolliee 4eJloBeYeCTBO CBepXJIIo-
an «JITIO[IEHbI», KOTOPbIM HAIJIEXWUT WUTPaTh
POJIb «CTpaker» MJIV e «OIIeKYHOB» ellle JajIeKo
He COBepIIIeHHOJIeTHeT O YesloBeyvecTBa.

Eciim oTBjiedbcs OT 330TepuyecKor ITpodiie-
MaTuKy rosectert CTpyrarkmx M OCTaTbCs TOJIb-
KO B paMKax pallVOHaJIbHOCTM, TO MBI TIOJIy4aeM
HIpeficTaBJIeHe O TOM, YTO 3a IIpeferamu Oymy-
IIIero vMeeTcs HeKas dyHIaMeHTaIlbHas aHTpPO-
roJIornyeckast pasBuiiKa, IIOHSITh KOTOPYIO COBpe-
MeHHBIVI YeJIoBeK B TOYHOCTY He criocobeH. Yesto-
BeK yepecuyp IojIaraeTcsi Ha CBOVI pa3yM M CIJIMIII-
KOM OecrieuHO OTHOCUTCSI K cOOCTBeHHOMY Oec-
CO3HATeJIbHOMY, JIOITyCKasl, 4YTO OHO CpaBHUTEJIb-
HO Oe30macHO 11 ero (PU3MYecKoro CyIlecTBoBa-
Hus. HelHemmame jmrogm Takke odeHb Oy1aromyI-
HO CMOTPAT Ha BUPTYaJIbHBIVI MUP, Ha/ledaCh, 4YTO
MeXIy HVM U MUPOM peajIbHOrO («ITyCTBhIHEeV pe-
aJIbHOrO», KaK TOBOPUTCS B IIepBOM rIbMe 13
M3BeCTHOM TeTpasiornu «Marpuiia» Oparbes Ba-
YOBCKM) IIpoJieraeT Hempoxommmas depra. CTpy-
rarkue ObUIM yOeXeHbl, UTO 3TOT pyOex MHM-
MBIVI M paHO WJIM IIO3JHO YeJIOBeYecTBO ITpojie-
naeT Opertb Mexxy Mypamn. [TosTomy uestoseye-
CTBO Ha CaMOM JieJIe ellle He BBIIIIO U3 COCTOSHS
JIeTCTBa, OHO ellle IIpeObIBaeT Ha CTaJV HeCcoBep-

152

manoid anthill or beehive. Some esoteric schol-
ars, like Petr D. Uspensky, issued the same
warning. It is important to note that it is this
prospect that “super people”, Ludens, are to
protect unsuspecting humans from, in that they
play the role of “guardians” to the still imma-
ture humanity.

Away from the esoteric elements of the
Strugatskys’ stories, staying within the frame-
work of rationality, we have the notion that
beyond the future there is some fundamental
anthropological roadfork which the modern
human is incapable of fully understanding.
Human beings trust their reason too much and
are too careless with regard to their uncon-
scious, assuming that it does not threaten their
physical existence. Likewise, they take a non-
chalant attitude to the virtual world, hoping
that there is a watertight boundary between
the latter and the real world (“the desert of the
real”, to use a phrase from the first film in the
famous tetralogy The Matrix by the Wachowski
brothers). The Strugatskys are convinced that
it is an imaginary wall and that sooner or lat-
er humankind will breach that wall. Thus, hu-
manity has not yet emerged from the state of
childhood, it is still in the state of minority,
which means that it needs guides or shepherds
who are called upon to prevent the “playing
humanity” from falling into a pit which they
do not notice. In other words, in this evolu-
tionary perspective Kant’s enlightenment is a
self-assured attitude whose relevance is sup-
ported only by ignoring the problems of the
unconscious.

Undoubtedly, Freud, the founder of psy-
choanalysis, proceeded in the framework of
enlightenment when he sought to transfer
the whole sphere of the unconscious into the
sphere of consciousness and thus liberate man
from morbid neuroses on the understanding



IIIeHHOJIeTHS, & 3TO 3HAYNT, YTO eMy HY KHBI ITOBO-
IBIPY, TIACTYXMV, MJIV, TOYHee, IacThIPW, KOTOpPbIe
IIpU3BaHbI 0Oeperars ero OT MafeHNs B «IIPONacTh
BO PXXI», Ha KOTOPYIO «MTpalolliee 4eJIoBeueCcTBO»
IIOITPOCTY He oOpalljaeT BHUMaHM. VIHBIMI CII0-
BaM1, KAHTOBCKO€ ITPOCBeIIIeHVIe B 3TOVI SBOJIIOI V-
OHHOVI TIEPCITEKTVIBE IIPeICTAaeT CBOErO POJIa CaMo-
HaJesHHOV YCTaHOBKOVI, peJIeBAaHTHOCTb KOTOPOW
obecrieunBaeTcsl WCK/IIOUUTEILHO OTBJIEUeHIEM
OT IIpobsIeMaTVKy OeCCcO3HATEeIBHOTO.

Bre BcsIKOro cOMHeHMsI, cO3aTe/Ib IICMXOaHa-
Jm3a (IDpeVm JEVICTBOBAJI B JIOTMKe ITPOCBEIIeHVIS,
KOI'7Ia CTpeMWICs ITepeBecTy BCIo cdepy OeccosHa-
TeJIBHOTO B cdpepy CO3HAHMS U 3a CUET 3TOrO OCBO-
OGomnTh UesioBeka OT 0OJIe3HEHHBIX HEBPO30B, I10-
HVIMasl, 9TO IIpUpofa HEBPO30OB — CTpaX YesloBe-
Ka Iepeq; cBomMMM XertaHusMu. Ho ecint «pas0y-
JKEeHHBIV» 4eJIOBeK y>ke 3HaeT CBOU JKeJIaHWs 1 He
OomTcy 1X, IIOHMMas, YTO HammeT MM 0e30r1acHoe
yIIOBJIETBOPEHVIe B BUPTYaJIbHOM MUpe, TO Oyaer
JIVL OCMBICJIEHHBIM ITPUJIOXKeHVe K YyBCTBaM 4esIo-
BeKa TI0 ITOBO/LY TaKOTO pojia JKeJlaHWUVI KaTeropum
«CThIga» (KoTopyto mcrosnb3oBail Bir. CosoBreB B
«Onpapaannm 7oOpa», CTpeMsCh JOIOTHUTD «Me-
TacpnsmKy Hpasos» KanTa)? VI Hac 3meck nHTepe-
CyeT APYTOoVl BOIIPOC: KaKyie BO3SMOXKHOCTI eCThb Y
4JesioBeKa JIJIsI TOTO, YTOOBI OTCTOSITH CBOE ITPABO Ha
coBepIrreHHoOsIeTVIe? Bempb yke Oe3 BCSIKOV CCBUIKM
Ha CTpyraiikmx, HO IIpOCTO aHJIV3UPYs TeKyIIye
COOBITHS, MOXKHO CKa3aTh, YTO YeJIOBeK CTOJIKHYII-
Csl B JIUIIe BUPTYaJIBHOTO IIPOCTPAHCTBa C YeM-TO,
YTO YCKOJIb3aeT W3-TIOf] SICHOTO HPaBCTBEHHOIO
KOHTPOJIS CO CTOPOHBI pa3yMa, C HEKOTOPOV CU-
JIOVI, KOTOPasi IIPEBOCXOANUT CIIOCOOHOCTD YeJIoBe-
Ka OTBETCTBEHHO ITOIOVITV K CBOEMY IIOBEIIeHMIO.
ITosToMy [ajyieko He CiIy4arHO, YTO TOCYIapCTBO
BHOBb — KakK 11 B 310Xy 110 [Ipocsemiennss — Geper
Ha ce0st PyHKUMUM POAUTENISI M CTPEMUTCS Orpa-
HUYMBATh IIpaBO Ha CBOOOIHBIV HOCTYII TIOJIB30-
BaTeJId K «B3pOCJIOMY» KOHTEHTY.

«KoHTpcoBpeMeHHBIe» YCTAHOBKW CETOfHSI He
CJIy4ariHO CTaHOBSATCS JIOMUHUPYIOIIUMU — IPU-
4yeM KaK B TOM CJIydae, KOrfla pedb MeT O 3alipe-
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that neuroses stem from the human’s fear of
his/her desires. But if the “awakened” human
already knows his/her desires and is not afraid
of them knowing that he/she can safely satisfy
them in the virtual world, would it still make
sense to regard these desires as “shameful” (the
category Vladimir Solovyov used in The Justi-
fication of the Good, seeking to augment Kant’s
“metaphysics of morals)?” The question that
interests me is: What can humanity do to up-
hold its right to be mature? Without reference
to the Strugatskys, by simply looking at cur-
rent events, we can say that in virtual space
human being has encountered something that
eludes moral control by reason, a force that ex-
ceeds human’s capacity to behave responsibly.
It is, then, by no means accidental that the state
again, as in the Enlightenment epoch, assumes
the functions of parent and seeks to limit access
of users to “adult” content.

It is not by chance that “counter-modern” at-
titudes are in the ascendant, both when some
virtual spaces are banned and when such con-
tent is foisted on people as super-progressive.
Counter-modernity manifests itself not in the
fact of imposing a ban, but in the fact of actual-
isation of the future which defies understand-
ing by human beings and their autonomous
Reason which has no toolkit to approach its
problems. I refer here in particular to what
Horkheimer and Adorno ascribe to Odysseus
in the first edition of the famous Dialectic of En-
lightenment (Horkheimer and Adorno, 1972,
pp- 43-80). It will be recalled that, according
to the German philosophers, Odysseus has a
clear task of remaining free from the power of
nature: to disentangle himself from the charms
of Circe, not to be enchanted by the singing of
sirens, to outwit the Cyclops etc. In that sense,
the authors of Dialectic of Enlightenment argue,
he is indeed the hero of that epoch and prob-
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Te KaKOro-TO BUPTYyaJIbHOI'O ITIPOCTPaHCTBa, TaK 1
B CJIydae, KOI7a IOIOOHBINI KOHTEHT, HAIIpOTUB,
HaBs3bIBaeTCd 4YeJIoBeKy KaK CyIlepIIporpeccuB-
HbN. «KOHTPCOBpeMeHHOCTb» IIPOsIBIIeTcs He B
camMoM dpakTe 3aIlpeTa, a B ¢paKTe aKTyasIu3allum
Oymy1iero, 110 OTHOIIEHUIO K KOTOPOMY y YeJIoBe-
Ka, y ero aBTOHOMHOro Pasyma HeT ajleKBaTHBIX
CPeIICTB pacIio3HaBaHMs U K IIpodieMaM KOTOPOro
OH He MOXET ITOOOMTY C MHCTPYMEHTaIbHOW yCTa-
HOBKOW. B wactHocTM, ¢ TOM, KOTOpYIO M. XOpK-
xavep 1 T. AgopHo nipemnvceiBaroT Ofyiccero B
IIepBOM 3KCKYypPCe CBOeVl 3HaMEeHUTOVE KHUru «/Iu-
astekTuKa ITpocserieHns» (XopkxariMep, AIOpHO,
1997, c. 61—103). HartomHI0, 4TO, COIJIaCHO HeMeIl-
KM dwiocodpam, y Onyiccest MMeeTcs siBHad 3a-
Jla4a OCTaThCs CBOOOIHBIM OT BJIACTVI ITPVIPOIBI —
BBIITYTaThCs 13 "yap Llypiien, He 3acityiaTecs Iie-
HIEM CUpeH, IepexXTPUTh IIMKIIOoNa 1 IIp. B aTom
CMBICJIe OH, KaK ¥ IMcajIv aBTOPHI «/IMajteKTmKm
ITpocsertienns», I1eVICTBUTEIIBHO T'epol 3TOV 3I10-
XV, MOXXHO CKa3aTbh, IIEPBBIVI T€pPOVl COBpeMeHHO-
CTV. 3aMeHVM peasIbHbIVI MUP MUPOM BUPTYyallb-
HBIM, IpefcTaBuM Bcro «Opuccero» Kak ITyTellle-
CTBUIE B MUpe Tpe3, mpuueM Oe3 SICHOV 3afaun
povity 1o VItaku. He TepsieT jivt cMBICII B 3TOM CITy-
4Jae KPUIITOIIPOCBETUTEIIBCKUI MOTUB «He IIOfI-
naTbest cobnasny»? VI B ToM camoM OJvokariiem
OynyIrieM, KOTOpoe CTaBUT Ileper, HaMM Ipobiie-
My BUPTYaIbHOTO MMpa KaK OCHOBHYIO, MOXKeM JIV
MBI OpaTh B KauecTBe 0Opasiia OBeIeH sl IMEHHO
Onycces? Bo BcsikoM ciTyyae, COBpeMeHHBIV YesIo-
BeK efIBa JIYI CMOTPUT Ha CBOV BUPTYasIbHbIE ITy-
TellecTBIs ¢ XapakTepHo a1 Ofyicces: ycTaHOB-
KOV «He IIONacTh B 3aBUCHMOCTB», efIBa JI COBpe-
MeHHBIV YeJIOBeK VMeeT YCTpeMIIeH e ITPOVAT Bce
OITaCHOCTVI, MMHOBATh BCe COOIa3HBI 1 JOOpaThCs
1o moMa. Ho He o3HadaeT jIiu 3TO, UTO, B OT/IMYVIE
ot Omuccesi, cOBpeMeHHOMY 4eJIoBeKy TpelyeTcs
BHEITHUV PYKOBOAUTEJIb — B BUIe aBTOPUTAPHO-
IO rocyjapcTBa, TpaaUIIVIOHHOV KOHdeccum i,
BO3MOKHO, KaKOVI-TO IIIKOJIBI IICHIXOTepaIum; py-
KOBOZIMTEITh, KOTOPBIVI CMOT OBI BECTV €rO II0 K3~
HY, OOBSCHSS, 9YTO B 3TOM HOBOM MUpe Oe3Bperl-
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ably the first hero of modernity. Let us substi-
tute the real world with a virtual one, imagine
the Odyssey as a journey through a dream
world, but without a clear task of reaching
Ithaca. Would not this render meaningless the
crypto-enlightenment motive of “not yield-
ing to temptation?” And can we see Odysseus
as a model in the near future which stark-
ly confronts us with the problem of the virtu-
al world? In any case the modern human being
hardly looks at his/her virtual travels from the
“Odyssean” point of view and is driven by the
wish to avoid all dangers, resist all temptations
and reach home. And does it not mean that, un-
like Odysseus, the modern human being needs
an external guide in the shape of an authoritar-
ian state, a traditional religion, perhaps a psy-
chotherapy school — a guide who leads him/
her through life, explaining what in this world
is harmless and what, after all, poses a danger?
Does it not mean that person needs someone
to keep him/her from falling off a cliff, i.e. to
perform the function which the Strugatskys en-
trusted to imagined Ludens? It is no accident
that the modern world sees a soaring demand
for psychotherapy sessions, consultations with
psychologists etc.

In Lieu of a Conclusion:
Problematisation of Banning

The risks for enlightenment arise not from
the existence of forbidden pleasures, but from
the problematisation of banning. A ban may
be called into question for a variety of rea-
sons. Some bans are exclusively religious, oth-
ers have to do with violence toward another
person (which are more or less taken on board
by altruistic morals), and there is a third cate-
gory which is largely connected with the fac-
tor of social environment, its habits and what



HO, a 4TO BCe-TaKM ITpeJCTaBjIseT cobom orac-
HocTh? He 3HAUWT J111 3TO, UTO YeJIOBEKY HYXXeH
KTO-TO, KTO yAepXMBajl Obl ero HaJl, «IIpOIacThiO
BO PXI» — TO €CTh UCIOJIHSII Ty (PYHKIINIO, KOTO-
pyto Crpyraiikue JJ0BepvIv IIPUIyMaHHbBIM VMW
«roneHaM»? HeciydailHO B COBpeMeHHOM Muipe
TaK BBIPOC 3aIlpOC Ha CeaHChI IICHXOTepariy, Ha
KOHCYJIBTAIIVM C TICKIXOJIOTaMM W IIp.

BmecTo 3aKks1I0UeHM:
l'IpOﬁJ'IEMaTI/ISaI_U/IH 3alpeTa

Puick i1t TIpocBeltieHVist BO3HVMKAEeT He B CBSI3N
C HaJIM4MeM 3alIpeTHBIX YI0BOJILCTBIU, a B CAaMO
rpo0siemMaTM3alny 3ampeTa. 3aIpeT II0 I1eJIOMy
psy IPUYMH CTaBUTCA II071, coMHeHMe. YacTsb 3a-
IIPeTOB VIMeeT VICKJIIOUNTEIbHO PeJTUTMO3HBIN Xa-
paKTep, Apyras KacaeTcsi HacvIvisl Hafl IPyTVIM de-
JIOBeKOM (11 OHU OoJlee-MeHee OepyTcsi Ha BOOpPY-
JKeHVie aJIbTPYVCTUYeCKOV MOPaJIbio), 1 €CTh Tpe-
ThSI YacTh: OHA B 3HAUMTEJIHHOV Mepe 00ycIIoBIIe-
Ha aKTOPOM COITMaIbHOTO OKPY>KeHsl, ero IIpu-
BBIUEK V1, MOXKHO CKa3aTh, Ipepaccygkos. CoMHU-
TEJIBHO, YTOOBI BCe 3TU 3aIlpeThl, Jake aIbTPyu-
CTUYeCKMe, COXPaHSIIN CBOIO peJIeBaHTHOCTD JJIs
BUpTYyaIbHOro Mupa. Ho, B KoHIIe KOHIIOB, 11 3a ero
IpeeaMy MHOTOe M3 paHee 3alpeTHOro CTaHoO-
BUTCS BIIOJIHe JONYCTUMBIM. Borrpoc B Tom, TIpu-
MeM JI1 MBI Boler, 3a CTpyraikyuMu JonylieHue,
YTO OKOHYATEJIbHOEe IIPUHSTVIE BCETO, UYTO BBITEC-
HeHO B Oecco3HaTeIbHOe, — 3TO IYTh SBOJIIOLVIOH-
HOT'O BBIPOXKIIEH Vs YetoBeKa. VI ke MBI IOJKHBI
npusHaTh Boies 3a AsmictepoM Kpoyiin, Buibresis-
MoM ParixoM 11 MHOrO4VCIIeHHBIMU aJlelITaMi KOH-
TPKYJIBTYPBI, UTO YeJI0BeKy HaIJIeXXUT PacKpPBITh-
cs BceM cobrIasHaM ¥ TOJIBKO TaKMM ITyTeM, ITyTeM
TpaHCIPeccuy U pa/IKajIbHOIO CHATUS BCex Tady,
OCYIIIECTBUTH CKauOK Ha OoJiee BBICOKMII YPOBEHBb
aHTpoIIoJIorueckoro passuTus? [Tpobrema B ToM,
uTO y Pasyma Kak TakoBOro HeT OTBeTa Ha BOIIPOC,
YTO IlepeJ] HaMI: «ITPOIIacThb VIV B3JIeT», Jerpajia-
VIS VUV ITy Th K CBEPXUeIIOBEeYeCTBY?
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may be called its prejudices. It is doubtful
that all these bans, even altruistic ones, are
relevant to the virtual world. But then many
things outside it end up being allowed. The
question is whether we will go along with the
Strugatskys’ assumption that final acceptance
of what has been driven into the subconscious
is the path of man’s evolutionary degradation.
Or else we would have to agree with Aleister
Crowley, Wilhelm Reich and a host of oth-
er adepts of counter-culture that man should
make himself open to all the temptations in
order to take a leap to a higher level of anthro-
pological development through transgression
and the lifting of all taboos. The problem is
that Reason as such has no answer to the ques-
tion whether we are heading toward an abyss
or soaring heights, degradation or becoming
super-humans.

In either case the emergence of a certain
future whose outlines are not fully accessi-
ble to consciousness cannot but suggest that
the human being has not yet reached matu-
rity, that he/she is still in a state of childhood
and hence needs teachers, gurus and proph-
ets to whom he/she can entrust him/herself.
To put it simply, he/she needs a religion or an
esoteric teaching, Reason alone is not enough
to enable him/her to take the right steps into
the unknown future. Some gurus would urge
him/her to beware of the virtual world while
others, on the contrary, would recommend ac-
cepting the Matrix of the “unconscious” as ex-
pansion of the sphere of possible experience.
The “counter-enlightenment” implications of
the whole situation will stem from the percep-
tion that it is in general impossible to do with-
out gurus at a point in history when the process
of secularisation has penetrated the intimate
sphere, overturning and problematising all pre-
viously immutable taboos that used to deter-
mine our behaviour.



b.B. Mexyes

VI B TOM, 11 B IpyroM ciIydae IIOgBJIeHNe Yy Ye-
JIoBeKa Hekoero bynyirero, KoHTypbl KOTOpPOro
He IIOJIHOCTBIO JIOCTYIIHBI CO3HaHWIO, HEeBOJIBHO
MOABOAUT K MBICJIVI, YTO YeJIOBeK ellle He JTOCTUT
CTaZli COBepIIIeHHOJIeTs, YTO OH ellle IpeObl-
BaeT B COCTOSHUM JIeTCTBA, a 3HAUYWUT, eMy HYX-
HBI yUWUTels, Typy WIW IIPOPOKM, KOTOPbIM OH
661 Mor goBepuThes. Ipoiltie roBops, eMy HY>KHBI
peiIuig VIn JKe 330TeprudecKoe yueHwe, OHOro
Pasyma eMy HemocTaTO4HO, YTOOBI C/eslaTh ITpa-
BUJIbHBIE IIIary B HeBeIOMOM J1JId Hero OyziyIieMm.
OpHu rypy Opu30ByT €ro oracarbcs BUPTYaIbHO-
ro Mupa, Ipyrve, HallpOTVB, PEKOMEHIYIOT IIpU-
HATh Marpuily «becco3HaTeJIbHOrO» B KadecTBe
pacipenusi cdepbl BOSMOXKHOIo onbiTa. «Kon-
TPOPOCBETUTEIBCKVIVI» KOHTEKCT BCEVI 9TOV CUTY-
aryy OyJieT 3a/1aH TIOHVMaHVeM HeBO3MOKHOCTY
obonTyck BooOIIIe 6e3 rypy B 3TOT MOMEHT VICTO-
pUM, B KOTOPOM IIPOLIECC CeKYIIPU3aL JOCTUT
cdeprl MHTUMHOIO, B3pbIBasd U ITpo0sieMaTusu-
Py Bce paHee He3blOleMble Taly, orpesesisBIiIvie
Hallle IoBefieHue.

MO>XXHO 711 B 35TOT MOMEHT MCTOPUM HaIeAThCs
Ha TO, YTO IIPOEKT IIPOCBeIeHNs B KaKOM-TO op-
Me ITPOJIOJDKUT CBOe cyIriecTBoBaHMe? Ham KaxeT-
Cs1, YTO MOKHO, HO TOJIBKO B TOM CJIy4ae, ecyiv Pas-
YM CMOXeT OTKPBITb [1J151 ceDsi COI03HMKA B Tpay-
nyn. Ecyiv oH 3TOro crienaTe He CMOXKeT, Y Hero He
OKa)KeTCsl HMKAKVIX VIHBIX CPeJICTB JIJIsk TOT'O, YTO-
ObI IpoBeCTV YesIoBeKa IO XKM3HM, He Iojlarasch
Ha IIPOPOKOB U JDKEIIPOPOKOB, MPeTEeH/IYOMIVX
Ha 3HaHMe Oy/ly11ero, Ha ocoOyo IOCBAIIEHHOCTh
B OTHOILIEHWM Hero. JTO M ecTh IIyTh KOHCepBa-
TUBHOTO IIPOCBeIeHNs, IyTh coro3a Tpagnimm
VI KpUTUYECKOTO MBIIIIEHVSI, IPY KOTOPOM YeJIo-
BeK Mor Obl ITPOIOJIKATh pa3BUBaTh Ty JKe CaMylo
YCTaHOBKY COITPOTMBJIeHMs OynyIieMy, KoTopasi
npopyuvpoBaHa onvcaHHov Mumesem Dyko J1o-
TVIKOVI «Te€POV3alV HACTOAIIET 0,

Baazodapnocmu. Cmames nodeomobierna 6
PAMKAX Npo2paMMbl CHpane2uteckoeo akademue-
cxoeo audepcmba «[Ipuopumem 2030» barmuiicko-
20 pedeparvroeo yHubepcumema um. M. Kanma.
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At this juncture in history is there hope that
the enlightenment project will survive in some
form? I believe that it is possible, but only if
reason finds an ally in tradition. Otherwise it
will not have any instruments to guide human
beings through life without turning to prophets
and false prophets claiming to know the future
and to be initiated in it. This is the path of con-
servative enlightenment, the path of an alliance
between tradition and critical thinking, so that
human beings can continue developing the at-
titude of resistance to the future which arises
from the logic of “heroisation of the present”
described by Michel Foucault.

Acknowledgements: This publication was sup-
ported by the Russian Federal Academic Leadership
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OPUS MAGNUM
ITPOPECCOPA JI.A. KAJIMHHUKOBA

B.A. Komne8'

Pen. Ha xH.: Kaimauamukos JI.A.
duocodckan cucrema Kanra. 3ampicesn v utorm :
moHorpadms. Kaaumauarpan : VisgarenbcTBo
B®Y um. M. Kanra, 2021. 222 c.

ABTOp Ha3BaJl cBOXO KHUTY «PDuytocodckas cu-
crema Kanra». Takoe Ha3BaHMe 3acTaBiIgeT 3ay-
Marbcs. Kak aTo — «cucrema Kanrta»? Benb kputu-
YeCKMM MeTOM, CO3IaHHBIN KéHVIrc6eprCKVIM qm—
710co0dpOM, M3HAYaJILHO HeceT B cebe M0 yCIIOB-
HOCTY BCSKOTO IIOCTPOEHM YMa, a CVCTeMa Beera
HallejleHa Ha 3aBepIIIeHHOCTb Y TOTaJIbHOCTb.

Cosmectmmbl v KaHT 1 crictema?

OnyOrmmkoBaHHBIe counHeHMs driocoda mayic-
KpPeTHBI: KaXKIIbIVI TEKCT 3aKOHUYEeH U coflep>KaTelIb-
HO, VI KOMITO3UIIMOHHO. []a)ke BbICKasaHHbBIe PrIo-
codpckue men CyIIecTBYIOT B CBOeVI OTAJIbHOCTH,
XOTs M OTCBUIAIOT ApYT K Apyry. Ho meicas dputo-
codpa, ero unmesseKkmyaivtoe cosepyanue He aVic-
KpeTHBL. MBICIIb ¥ MHTeIeKTyaIbHOe co3eplia-
Hue dprtocodoM Mypa — 3TO XMBasi ¥ IIOCTOSH-
Hasi paboTa OCMBICTIeHs BOJIHYoIIe dpriocoda
uen / mpobsieMsl / 3arafikui, ¥ 3Ta MBICJIb He MO-
JKeT He OBITH 11eJIbHOVI, OITperieJIeHHOV U CVCTeM-
Hovt / cucremarmueckoit. ITostomy JI. A. Kaymn-
HVMKOB OTKa3bIBaeTCsA OT ITPMBBIYHOIO JieJIeHVs
TBOpYecTBa KaHTa Ha OOKPUTUYECKUTI U KPUTH-
YecKUV IeprozIpl, a IIpefjIaraeT CMOTPeTh Ha pas-
BuUTHE (Pristocodpckoro MmpoBosspeHms KaHnra kak
Ha «MeTaMopd03 HaceKOMBIX C IIPOXOXIeHVeM
CTaZIVVi pa3sBUTV OT JIMYMHKY K KYKOJIKe U OT Hee
K B3pocyiont 6abouke» (Kamunamkos, 2021, c. 56)2.
3HaunUT, HY)XHO HamTu To B MbIciin KaHTa, 4TO,
pasBuBasiCh, COXpaHseT CBOVI VIEVIHBIVI CMBIC]T.

1 CaMapCKmZ HallMOHAJIbHBIN mcciie10BaTe IbCKUM
yHmusepcureT uM. akagemnka C.IT. Koporésa,

443086, Camapa, yi1. MockoBckoe 1110cce, 1. 34.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuto: 08.12.2022 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2023-3-7

2 Jlaslee B CChUTKaX Ha KHWUTY YKa3bIBAIOTCS TOJBKO
CTPaHUIIEI B KPYIJIBIX CKOOKaX.

PROFESSOR KALINNIKOV’S
OPUS MAGNUM

V.A. Koneo!

Book Review: Leonard A. Kalinnikov,
Filosofskaya sistema Kanta. Zamysel i itogi
[Kant’s Philosophical System. Conception and
Results]. Kaliningrad: IKBFU Press, 2021. 222 pp.

The author has entitled his book Kant’s Philo-
sophical System. This title may give one pause.
Kant’s system? The critical method developed
by Kant implies that all intellectual constructs
are relative, whereas a system always aspires to
be complete and total.

Are ‘Kant” and “system’ compatible?

The philosopher’s published works are dis-
crete, each text being complete in content and
composition. Even his philosophical ideas ex-
ist separately, albeit the link between them is
there. But the philosopher’s thought, his intel-
lectual intuition are discrete. Kant’s thought and
intellectual contemplation of the world repre-
sent living and constant work of mulling over
the idea/problem/riddle which engages his
mind, and such thought cannot be anything
but whole, definite and systemic/systematic.
Which is why Kalinnikov renounces the habit-
ual division of Kant’s work into the pre-critical
and critical periods and chooses to liken the de-
velopment of Kant’s philosophical worldview
to the “metamorphosis of insects that pass-
es through stages from larva to pupa to ful-
ly-grown butterfly” (Kalinnikov, 2021, p. 56).2
Hence in Kant’s thought we should look for
that which, while evolving, preserves its
ideational meaning,.

! Samara University.

34 Moskovskoye shosse, Samara, 443086, Russia.
Received: 08.12.2022 e.
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2 Elsewhere only the pages are indicated.
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B.A. Kones

Ho re 11 xak 0OHapyXUTb caMy MBICIIb PUIIO-
codra, ecI OCTaIVICh TOJIBKO €T0 TeKCTHI? B k13HM!
cammx TeKCToB! B ToM, Kak OHUM BJIMSIOT Ha [IpYy-
r'vie TeKCTBI, KaK TeKCTHI IlepekiInKatoTcs. [Ipocre-
JKMBasi, HamprMep, Kak cjioBo KaHTa oT3pIBaeTcA
B MBICJISIX M UyBCTBaX PYCCKMX priocodos 1 Io-
3T0B, KaJIMHHIMKOB He IpOCTO pacimpsieT rpaHu-
IIBl PYCCKOV KaHTVaHBI CBOVMIMVI XOPOIIIO M3BECT-
HBIMU CTaTBsIMU VI KHUTaMM, HO TeM CaMbIM IIpV-
o0II1aeTcsl K COCTOSIHMIO KAHTOBCKOVI MBICIIN, K ee
JKM3HEHHOV Cile, K TOMY IIOPSIIKY MBIC/IV, KOTO-
PBIVI OIpenesyl CTpOeHVe KaHTOBCKOM (PVII0Co-
dvm. Tak xxe cMoTpuT KasMHHMKOB 11 Ha TEKCTBI
camoro Kanra. EMy BakHO yBUIIETb X KaK CJIeIbI
peam3ariny 3apOAMBIIETOCS B CO3HAHMM (PUITO-
codpa 3ambIciIa.

BHuMaTteslbHO umTasi caMmble IIepBble PabOThI
KamnTa, KoTOpBle, KaK CUmTaeTcs, [IOCBAIIEeHbI TOJIb-
KO ecTeCTBeHHO-Hay4YHO ITpoOiiemaTke, Kama-
HVKOB BBIJIeJIZeT B HUX Ty PUIIOCOPCKYIO Mo,
KoTOpas OyneT BOJIHOBaTb MBICIB (prslocoda Ha
MPOTSDKEHMM BCeVl €ro XXM3HN. DTO, 10 MHEHUIO
aBTOpa KHWUIW, Vfiesl Mypa Kak IIeJIOro, eIVIHCTBO
KOTOPOro o0ecriednBaeTcs IIOBCIOAY [eVICTBYIO-
IIeVi TOHKOV MaTepueri, TOTOBOV IIPUHSTh JII000M
o0k 1 dopmy (c. 25—26). KasmmHHMKOB IOKas3bl-
BaeT, KaK 3Ta MBICJIb O e[IMHCTBe MIpa OOHaAPYXKU-
BaeT cebs B epBov o1y 0s1KoBaHHOM padoTte Kan-
Ta — COYMHEHMUM O XXMBBIX CJIaX, 3aTeM pa3BuBa-
eTcs B padote «Bompoc o ToM, cTapeeT yi 3emiIs
C (m3MUecKoy TOUYKM 3peHMs», B MarucCTepCKO
AviccepTaliy 00 OrHe 1 HaKOHeI] CTAHOBUTCS Be-
nyiient B «Opus postumum». Takosa jimHMS pas-
BUTNS 00KkmpuHabHotl 9act dprtocodprm Karra,
TrojlaraeT aBTOp KHWUIM. Bropas ee wacte — kpu-
muveckas pviocodpust — MoJIydaeT CBOO TIOIHYIO
peanmzarnio B «KpuTmkax», XOTs nes TpaHCIIeH-
HeHTaM3Ma, cunTaeT KaJMHHIKOB, 3apoXKIaeTcs
B IIepBBIX paborax KaHTa, TOCBAIIeHHBIX ysicHe-
HUIO V/IeVl eIVIHCTBAa MUpa, OHa JKe BOOyIIIeByIsdeT
MBICIIB pvstocoda 1 Ipy paboTe Ha/l, TIOC/IETHVIM
ero countHeHVeM «O0 OCHOBaHHOM Ha allpyIOPHBIX
HNpVHLNIIAX Ilepexofie OT MeTapr3ndecKyx Hadall
€CTeCTBO3HAHM K (Pr3MKe».
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But where and how can we discover the
philosopher’s thought if all we have is his
texts? The answer is, in the life of the texts
themselves. In how they influence other texts
and how the texts correlate with one another.
For example, in tracing how Kant’s ideas are
echoed in the thoughts and feelings of Russian
philosophers and poets, Kalinnikov does not
merely extend the boundaries of the Russian
Kantiana by his well-known articles and books,
but thereby approaches the state of Kant’s
thought, its power and course which determine
the structure of his philosophy. And this is also
the way Kalinnikov approaches Kant’s texts.
He seeks to find the traces of implementation
of the concepts born in the philosopher’s con-
sciousness.

In closely reading Kant’s early works which
are thought to be devoted entirely to problems
of natural science, Kalinnikov identifies the
philosophical idea which informs his thought
throughout his life. The author calls it the idea
of the world as a whole, whose unity is ensured
by matter which is ubiquitous and is ready to
assume any form (pp. 25-26). Kalinnikov shows
that the idea of the unity of the world reveals
itself in the very first published work of Kant,
devoted to the living forces, is then developed
in “The Question, Whether the Earth Is Ageing,
Considered Physically”, in the magisterial dis-
sertation on fire and finally becomes central in
the Opus Postumum. So much for the doctrinal
part of Kant’s philosophy. The second part —
critical philosophy — is fully developed in the
Critigues, although Kalinnikov believes that the
idea of transcendentalism is already present
in Kant’s early works in which he explores the
idea of the unity of the world, and inspires his
last work On the Transition, Founded on A Prio-
ri Principles, from the Metaphysical Foundations of
Natural Science to Physics.



Tpwu gacTy KHUTYM [OJDKHBI, IIO MBICIIN €e aB-
TOPa, PacKphbITh JIOTUKY pa3BUTHA PrIIOCOPCKON
cucreMbl KaHTa, BBIpaCTaroIIeV 13 3TOV VUIEN.

B wactu mepsont «“/lokpurnueckoe” TBOpue-
crBo KaHTa Kak WMCTOK CHCTeMBbl KPUTWYECKON
TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHO aHTponoiorun» Kaimh-
HVKOB, aHaJIM3MPYs PabOTHI 3TOrO Meproza, Ipu-
XOAUT K 3aKJIIOUeHMnIo, «4To B cosHaHuM Kanra
MHTepec K ecTeCTBO3HaHMIO KaK orope puioco-
dum Bce Gosiee OINOIHLAETCS BO3pacTaHVEM VH-
Tepeca K aHTPOIIOJIOTMM, K TIOHMMAaHMIO, YTO BCe
TariHbl Prytocodny MMeIT CBOVI KJIIOY B TaKoW
TaliHe, KaK ueJioBek» (c. 45). HeciryuariHo camyto
3Ha4YMMYI0 paboTy 3TOoro nepuonga — «Bceoburyro
ecTecTBeHHYIO MCTOPUIO U Teopuio Heba» — KanT
3aKaHYMBaeT CJIOBAMIL

[ericTBUTENIFHO, KOTJa AyX VCIIOJIHEH pas-
MBIIIJIEHMI, IIOMOOHBIX HACTOSIIMM... TOITA
BUJI 3Be3JHOrO HeOa B SICHYIO HOYb JOCTaBJISIeT
TaKOe yJ/IOBOJIbCTBYIE, KAKOe VICITBITHIBAET TOJIBKO
Ormaroponnast myiia. [Tpu Bceobiiem 6e3morBum
IPUPOIbI ¥ CIIOKOVHBIX UYBCTBAX 3arOBOPWUT
TOI/la CKpBITAs ITO3HABaTeJIbHASl CIIOCOOHOCTH
GeccMepTHOTO yxa Ha HEM3BSICHUMOM S3bIKe U
BHYIIIT HepasBUTBIE IOHSTVS, KOTOPble MOX-
HO, IIpaB/ia, II0YyBCTBOBAaTh, HO HeJIb3S OMVCATh
(AA 01, S. 367; Kanrt, 1994, c. 260).

Tax B dwmtocodpckom cosHanum Kanrta 3a-
poXaeTcs mesl aHaIn3a s3bIKa IT03HaBaTeJIbHOM
CIIOCOOHOCTY, KOTOpas, KaK IIOKas3blBaeT aBTOpP
KHUTY, B «['pe3ax AyXOBUMAlla, IIOBEPEHHBIX I'pe-
3aMy MeTapU3MKI» 3acTaBiIsieT BUAETh B MeTa-
umsMKe HayKy «0 epanuyax uesobeteckoeo pasyma»
(c. 53) 1 KoTOpas 3aBeprTCs cozganveM «KpnTn-
KV 4MCTOTO pasyMan.

Ilepsble paboTs! KaHTa cBIIETEIIBCTBYIOT, CUM-
TaeT KaJIMHHWMKOB, YTO, «II0 CYTHU [IeJ1a, CO3PesIo
3€PHO, 13 KOTOPOro TOTOBO OBLIIO BBIPACTVI HOBOE
1leJloe — CHUHTe3MpyIollas Bce IOCTVDKeHUs dpu-
jocoduy, MMeBIIIVie MecTO B ee WCTOpPUM, Kpu-
TUYecKasi TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHas crcTeMa» (c. 58),
II7Is1 KOTOPOVI ObUIM OAVMHAKOBO BaKHBI KaK JIOK-
TpVHAJIbHAS, TaK VI KpUTUYecKasl 9acTU CYICTEMBL.
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The three parts of Kalinnikov’s book purport
to reveal the logic of Kant’s philosophical sys-
tem arising from this idea.

In the first part “Pre-critical Work of
Kant as the Source of the System of Critical
Transcendental Anthropology” — Kalinnikov,
analysing the works of that period, comes to
the conclusion that “in Kant’s mind interest in
natural sciences as the basis of philosophy is in-
creasingly complemented by a growing inter-
est in anthropology, the understanding that the
clue to the mysteries of philosophy is contained
in the mystery of man” (p. 45). It is no accident
that Kant’s most important work of that period
ends with the following words:

In fact, when we have completely filled our
dispositions with such observations and with
what has been brought out previously, then
the sight of a starry heaven on a clear night
gives a kind of pleasure which only noble
souls experience. In the universal stillness of
nature and the tranquillity of the mind, the im-
mortal soul’s hidden capacity to know speaks
an unnamable language and provides inchoate
ideas which are certainly felt but are incapable
of being described (NTH, AA 01, p. 367; Kant,
2008, p. 160).

Thus Kant conceives the idea of analysing
the language of the cognitive faculty which,
as the author shows, in Dreams of a Spirit-Seer
Elucidated by Dreams of Metaphysics, sees meta-
physics as the science “of the limits of human rea-
son” (p. 53), and is crowned with the Critigue of
Pure Reason.

Kalinnikov finds already in Kant’s early
works the “seed out of which would grow a
new whole — the critical transcendental system
synthesising all the achievements of philosophy
in its history” (p. 58), the system for which the
doctrinal and critical parts were equally impor-
tant.
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Yacte BrOpas, «CucremHocTh “KpuTnkm dam-
croro pasyma’ u cucrema Kanra», kak BUIHO 13
ee Ha3BaHs, TIOCBsIIIeHa He IIPOCTO 00CYXIIeHMIO
cvcteMbl «KpUTHKM UMCTOTO pasyma» MIIU CHUCTe-
MBI Beet prtocodpum KaHra, a ToMy, Kak B caMOM
rnoctpoeHmn nepsont «KpuTHK» BbICBeUBaeTCs
11eJIOCTHOCTb KaHTOBCKOM wutocodpum. Tpakrar
«Kputrka 4mcToro pasyma» He OrpaHUYMBaeT-
Cs1 THOCEOJIOT eV, «KaK ero TPaJWIIVIOHHO ITOHVI-
MaloT, a eCTh B TO JXe BpeMsl OUepK BCell CUCTEMBI,
B pasBepHyTOM Buje IpesicTaB/IeHHBII KaHToM
ToipKo Tpems “Kpurukamn™ (c. 70). Kaymuan-
KOB CMOTPUT Ha TeKCT «KpuTuKM 4mcroro pasy-
Ma» KaK Ha CBOeoOpa3HBIVI ITaJIMMIICeCT, Korja 3a
IIpefiCTaBJIeHHBIM TEKCTOM KPUTWYecKon ¢uio-
codmm BBICBEUMBAETCS «TEKCT» 3a/lyMaHHOV CU-
CTeMBbl. ABTOp IIOKa3bIBaeT, KaK B IIpoliecce IIpo-
asvokeHns: Mbiciiv KaHTa 110 1y T pasBuTus Kpu-
TUYECKOV MEeTOHNOJIOrUN ¥ POpMUPOBAHNS TPaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaIbHOVI VJIeV ITIOCTeIIeHHO BbIPVCOBbIBa-
eTcsl KapTiHa HOBOV MeTadpVI3KIA

Bospaxas Kapity fIcriepcy, KOTOpBIVI HAXOAUT y
KanTa Tonpko ayxoromum uybcmbenrocms | pac-
cyook, paccyook / pasym, npupoda / c0600a v To-
IBITKY C TIOMOIIBIO «pedyIeKTUPYIOIIerl CIIoco0-
HOCTU CYX[IEeHWs» KaK-TO YIIOPSIOYNUTH CHCTe-
MaTUKy w3jIokeHns, KaaMHHMKOB packpbiBaeT
He TOJIBKO CUCTEMHYIO yIIOpSIOYeHHOCTb CaMMX
«Kputuk», HO 1 crcTeMHOe BUJIeHMe MIUpa, IIpefi-
CTaBJIeHHOe B HMX. ABTOpa MHTepecyeT He TO, KaK
pematorcst KaHToM THOCeosiormdeckue Ipo0iie-
MBI, YTO IIpeKpacHO M3Yy4YeHO, a TO, KaK B IHOCe-
OJIOTTYeCKMX ITpo0JIeMaXx BBICBEUBaeTCs IOKTPU-
HaJIbHasl CTOpOHa KaHTOBCKoOW ¢pustocodpmm. Ilo
MbIciu KajlMHHMKOBa, 3TO IpeJicTaB/IeHNe O Iie-
JIOCTHOCTU M e[IMHCTBe Mupa 3apoansiochk y Kan-
Ta B €0 PaHHMX paboTax 1 MOIYYWIIO pa3BUTHE B
«Kpurnkax». Vaes Mypa Kak peryJIsiTUBHas uoes
pasyMa, corjlacHO TpaHCIIeH leHTaIbHOM (prsIoco-
dum, HampasisieT paccyok Ha opMUpOBaHVEe
dursmgeckont KapTUHBI MUpa, HO M caMa TpaHC-
LleHJIeHTasIbHas1 dvtocodmd, cunrtaeTr KanmuHn-
KOB, MMIUIVIIMTHO HeceT B ceOe HeKoe MeTadusu-
yeckoe ITpeJiCTaBjleHVe O Mupe Kak 1esiom. Ilo-
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Part two, “The Systemic Character of the
Critique of Pure Reason and Kant’s System”, as
its title suggests, is devoted not only to dis-
cussing the system of the Critique of Pure Reason
or the system of Kant’s philosophy as a whole,
but to showing how the very structure of the
first Critique highlights the integrity of Kant’s
philosophy. The treatise Critique of Pure Rea-
son is not limited to epistemology “as it is tra-
ditionally understood, but is an outline of the
whole system presented at scale only in the
three Critiques” (p. 70). Kalinnikov sees the text
of the Critique of Pure Reason as a palimpsest
where beneath the text of critical philosophy
is revealed the “text” of the conceived sys-
tem. The author shows how, as Kant’s thought
moves toward developing a critical methodol-
ogy and a transcendental idea, there emerges a
new metaphysics.

Challenging Karl Jaspers who finds in Kant
only the dichotomies sensibility /understand-
ing, understanding/reason, nature/freedom
and an attempt to use the “reflective capac-
ity of judgment” to bring some order to the
system of presentation, Kalinnikov reveals
not only the underlying system of the Cri-
tiques, but the systemic vision of the world
they present. The author is interested not in
how Kant solves epistemological problems, a
well-studied territory, but in how epistemo-
logical problems bring out the doctrinal side
of Kant’s philosophy. Kalinnikov takes the
view that the notion of wholeness and unity
was born in his early works and was devel-
oped in the Critiques. According to the tran-
scendental idea of philosophy, the idea of
the world as the regulative idea of reason di-
rects reason to form the physical picture of
the world, but Kalinnikov believes that tran-
scendental philosophy itself implies a cer-
tain metaphysical notion of the world as a
whole. He believes that the latter is rooted in



cJlefiHee, TI0 MBICJIVI aBTOpa KHUTY, YKOPEeHeHO B
KaHTOBCKOM MOHSATUV BO3MOXXHOI'O OITbITa, OCHO-
BaHMs KOTOPOro paspabaTbiBaeT TpaHCIIEH/IeH-
TaJIbHas dprstocodmsi.

«Boo0rie kxaTeropmi MogajIbHOCTH, — CYMTa-
et KaymmHHMUKOB, — 3aHMMaloT B cucreme Kan-
Ta 0c000Oe MeCTO, IO CYTU /eI, C VIX TIOMOIITBIO U
BO3IBUTaeTcs crcreMa. <...> Kareropwm momaiib-
HOCTV UT'PalOT pellaloilyio pojlb B IOCTPOeHUN
CHUICTeMBI KpUTHUYeCKON (prstocopmmt Kak 11eI0ro»
(c. 94—95). Ontmpasich Ha 3TOT TE3VC, aBTOP KHUTM
CUMTaeT, UTO eCJIN eCTb B03MOXKHbLI OIIBIT, TO €CTh
VI OIIBIT OeticmBumeavhblil, a TAKXKe OIBIT Heo0x00U-
Mmutil. VI Torma KaskZIoMy 13 3THX OIIBITOB OyAeT OT-
KpbIBaTbCs CBOVI MUP. MMp BO3MOXXHOTO OITbITa —
3TO «MUP KaK I1eJI0e», «MUP Belreit B cebe», Mup
ZIEVICTBUTEIIBHOTO OIIBITa — MUP SIBJIEHUT, a MUP,
OIIpele/IAIOMNIL VI HATIPaBJIAIOIINI SIBJIeHUs, —
Mup HeobxomgmmocTu (c. 95). VI KanmmuaHmKoB [o-
Oapiisiet: «[lejieHVIe TaKOroO pofa MOXKHO IIpeJICTa-
BUTH KaK TPV BKJIIOYEHHBIX JIPYT B Ipyra Kpyra.
KanT nicas no aromy nosozy: “CKyIocTb Hallmx
OOBIYHBIX YMO3aKJIIOUEHNT, C TIOMOIIBIO KOTOPBIX
MBI y3HaeM 00 OOIIVIPHOM IIapCTBe BO3MOXKHOCTY,
I7e BCe JeVICTBUTeIbHOe (BCce ITpelIMeThI OITbITa)
cocTaBJIsgeT JIMIIb MaJIyIO YacTh, BOODIIe OpocaeT-
st pe3ko B 1aza”’» (Tam xe).

Ho MHe nipeficTaBIsg€TCs, UTO aBTOP 3/1€Ch OIIN-
Gaerca. Cremyer oOpaTnTh BHMMaHVE Ha Havalo
LIMUTaTEl 13 HepBoit «KpUTHUKI», KOTOPYIO IIPUBO-
IIUT aBTOpP B IIOATBEPKIEHVIe CBOETO 3aKJTIOUeH IS
KanT orMmeyaeTt, uTo makoe mpeficTasiieHe 0b OT-
HOIIIEHVIVI OITbITa BO3MOYKHOTO V1 IEVICTBUTEIIEHOIO
BO3HUKAET B XOZle 00b/0eHH020 PacCyKIeHMS («CKy-
JIOCTh HAIIMX 00b/4HbIX YMO3aKJIIOUeHUM»). [i1d
KpuTH4deckon dwiocodpun, Kak HeOoTHOKpPaTHO
3aMmeuaeT KaHT, ecTb «OOVH-eIVHCTBEHHBIV BCe-
oxBaTeIBatoIuit oneIT» (B 284; KanT, 2006, c. 379),
KOTOPBIN 1 eCTh TO, uTo KaHT 0OBIYHO Ha3bIBaeT
603MOJKHBLI OIIBIT, TaK KaK «PaCcCyIOK a4 priori TaeT
OIIBITY 6000uje TOJIBKO IIpaBWIa IO CYyOBEKTUB-
HBIM 1 (POpMaIbHBIM YCJIOBUSAM 4YBCTBEHHOCTM
VI aIfepleniny — IpaBiIa, 0e3 KOTOPBIX OIBIT
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the Kantian concept of possible experience for
which transcendental philosophy develops
the grounds.

Kalinnikov points out that “the categories of
modality occupy a special place in Kant’s sys-
tem for they essentially support the whole sys-
tem. [...] The categories of modality play the
decisive role in the building of critical philos-
ophy as a whole” (pp. 94-95). Proceeding from
this thesis, the author argues that if there is pos-
sible experience there is also real experience, as
well as necessary experience. And then each of
these experiences reveals a different world. The
world of possible experience is “the world as
a whole”, “the world of things in themselves”,
the world of real experience opens up the
world of phenomena and the world of necessi-
ty determines and guides phenomena (p. 95).
Kalinnikov adds: “This kind of division can
be presented as three circles within one anoth-
er. As Kant wrote, ‘the poverty of our usual in-
ferences through which we bring forth a great
realm of possibility, of which everything actual
(every object of experience) is only a small part,
is very obvious’” (ibid.).

I would take issue with this last statement.
We should pay attention to the beginning of
the quotation from the first Critique which the
author uses to bolster his conclusion: Kant
notes that this notion of the relation between
possible and actual experience arises in the
course of usual reasoning (“the poverty of our
usual inferences”). As Kant repeatedly stresses,
for critical philosophy there is “a single all-en-
compassing experience” (KrV, A 232 / B 284;
Kant, 1998, p. 331), which is what Kant usual-
ly calls possible experience because “The under-
standing gives a priori to experience in general
only the rule, in accordance with the subjective
and formal conditions of sensibility as well as
of apperception, which alone make it possible”
(KrV, A 230 / B 283; Kant, 1998, p. 331; my ital-
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Hebosmosxen» (B 283; Kanrt, 2006, c. 379; xypcus
Mont. — B.K\). B cBsi3ut ¢ 3TMM cilefiyeT BCIIOMHUTD
V1 OCHOBHOVI Bopoc «KpuUTUKIm» — Kak 603M0xHbL
CHHTeTUYecKye Cy K/IeHVs allpuopu. DTy 603M0x-
HoCmb VI aHAJIM3UIPYeT KpuUTudecKas pvtocodris,
pacKpbIBasi OIBIT IIO3HAHVIS.

Beixor 3a mpepesibl BO3MOXKHOTO OITBITa, TO
€CTb OIIbITa, KOTOPBIVI OCHOBAH Ha IIpaBuIax 4yB-
CTBEHHOCTM 1 paccyzKa, Obls1 Obl BO3MOXeH, ecIn
Ob1 ObLIM ApyrUe POPMBI CO3epliaHMs U APyTrie
dopmMBI paccyrka, KOTopble Mbl, 110 MbIcii Kan-
Ta, IPeJICTaBUTh U IOHATH He MoXeM. [ToaTomy B
«Kputnke uwncroro pasyma» KaHT orpanmdmnsa-
eTCsl KpUTWYECKVIM aHaJIN30M 603MO0XHO020 OIIbITa,
«OCTaBUB BCe OCTaJIbHble BOIIPOCHI Hepa3bsiCHEeH-
HBIMY 00 0abHeniuie20 ucciedobanus» (B 285; Kanr,
2006, c. 381; xypcus Mom. — B.K.). DTO «IaibHen-
Ilee MCcilefloBaHMe» — aHaJIU3 OMaIeKTUKI pas-
yMa, a 3aTeM U WM3JIOKeHVe JTOKTPUHBI, KOTopoe
KanTt npenmnpumert B «Opus postumumb.

OpHako cama HOKTpMHa/IbHasl Wies IIOCTO-
AHHBIM (POHOM YK€ COIPOBOX[IaeT KaHTOBCKMIA
KPUTHUYECKUTI aHaJIV3 OIBbITa MO3HAHMS U OTHO-
IIIeHs YeJjloBeKa ¢ MUpoM. VIMeHHO To, KaK OHa
npercrasiieHa B repBont «KpuTmke», m paccma-
TpuBaeT Ka/IMHHMKOB. A IIpeJicTaBleHa OHa, KakK
CIIpaBe[lJINBO CUMTaeT aBTOP KHWUIY, IIOHSTHEM
Beuyu, 0bvexma Booduje.

KanToBCcKOe TIOHSITHe Belly B ce0e, KaK M3BeCT-
HO, BCeraa CTaHOBWIOCH 11t pry1ocopoB KaMHEM
npeTkHoBeHMs. Kak IMOHSATE, 4TO, «XOTd 4yBCTBEeH-
HO BOCIIPMHIMMaeMbIM 00BbeKTaM HeCOMHEHHO CO-
OTBETCTBYIOT YMOIIOCTMTaeMble CYLIHOCTY, ITyCThb
3TO CYIIHOCTM, K KOTOPBIM Hallla CIIOCOOHOCTH
UyBCTBEHHOTO CO3epliaHMs He MMeeT HMKAKOIo
OTHOIIIeHN, TeM He MeHee Halllil PacCyIOYHBle
HOHATNS, OyayuM JIUIIh popMaMi MBIITUIEHWS
71 HaIlIMX YYBCTBEHHBIX CO3EPLIaHMV, HUCKOIIb-
KO He pacIpoCTpaHsoTcsl Ha 3Tu Ben» (B 308 —
309; Kanr, 2006, c. 407)? C ogHOVI CTOPOHBI, Heco-
MHEeHHO eCTb OOBEKTEI 3a IIpefieslaMyl UyBCTBEHHO-
CTW, HO 1meM He MeHee pacCyIOK II0YeMy-TO X MbIC-
JIUTH He MOXKET, XOTs CaM JKe CO3/1aeT «IIpeJicTaBIIe-

ics — V.K\). It is worth recalling that the main
question in the Critique is how are a priori syn-
thetic judgments possible? It is this possibility
that critical philosophy examines in revealing
the cognitive experience.

It would have been possible to go beyond
the possible experience, i.e. experience based
on the rules of sensibility and understanding
if there were other forms of intuition and oth-
er norms of understanding which, Kant claims,
we cannot imagine or understand. Therefore, in
the Critique of Pure Reason Kant confines him-
self to critical analysis of possible experience,
leaving “the matter in obscurity pending fur-
ther treatment later on” (KrV, A 232 / B 285;
Kant, 1998, p. 332; my italics — V.K.). “Further
treatment” is analysis of the dialectic of reason
followed by the presentation of the doctrine
which Kant would undertake in the Opus Pos-
tumum.

However, the doctrinal idea provides a con-
stant background to Kant’s critical analysis of
the cognitive experience and the human’s rela-
tions with the world. Kalinnikov concentrates
on how the idea is presented in the first Cri-
tigue. He rightly believes that it is represent-
ed through the concept of the thing, the object in
general.

The Kantian concept of the thing in itself
has always been a stumbling block for philos-
ophers. How should we interpret the statement
that “although beings of understanding certain-
ly correspond to the beings of sense, and there
may even be beings of understanding to which
our sensible faculty of intuition has no relation
at all, our concepts of understanding, as mere
forms of thought for our sensible intuition, do
not reach these in the least”? (KrV, B 308-309;
Kant, 1998, p. 361). On the one hand, there are
undoubtedly objects beyond the limits of sensi-
bility, and yet reason somehow cannot think
them although it itself creates a “representa-
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HVie 0 npedmeme camom no cebe» (B 306; Kart, 2006,
c. 405). IToaTomy Takovt 00BeKT JIMbO oTOpachIBa-
1, Kak PrixTe, He JKeJlasi OrpaHNYMBATh BCECVIIb-
HBIVI pa3yM, JIMOO TPaKTOBaJIM ero Kak HeKoe Mp-
palmoHasIbHOe Havyaslo, Kak IllomeHrayap.

KanmmHaMKOB mmpeaiipuHmMMaeT IOIBITKY IIPo-
BeCTH jieJleHNe TIOHATVS Bellell BooOIlle 1o pas-
HBIM OCHOBaHMSIM — OHTOJIOIMYEeCKVIM, KOHCITVO-
JIOTMYecKrM (OT JIaT. conscientia — cosHaHMe) 1
THOCEOJIOTMYeCKUM (C. 96). DTUMM pacCy KIIeHMs-
MM aBTOp KHUTY, KaK MHe IIpeICTaByIsgeTcCs, BHO-
CUT CBOVI BKJIa[l B MHTEepHIpEeTalNiO Ba’KHEVIIIIErO
KOHIIeIITa KaHTOBCKOM dprstocodpmn. OH cTpeMuT-
Cs1 ITIOKa3aTh, YTO Belllb B cebe — 3TO He TOJIBKO fe-
MapKalIOHHOe IIOHSITIe, VMelolllee HeraTVBHBIN
CMBICJI, HO ¥ TIOHSTVe, 3acTaBJIsoliee BUIETh OC-
HOBY sBJIEHUV B Belllax caMuXx 110 cebe. Bpsim j1v1 co
BCeMM yTBepXaeHMsaMU mpodeccopa Kammnan-
KOBa MOYKHO COIJIACUTECH, HO BaKHO TO, YTO CaMa
ues Ben B cebe, BeIIBUHYTass KaHTOM, OKasbl-
BaeTCsd, KaK yTBepXKJaeTcs B KHUTe, KpariHe IIpo-
JIYKTVBHOW, 3acTaBiisid PyIoCOPUIO ITOCTOSHHO
pasgBUraTh JIeMapKallIOHHYIO JIMHUIO, IIpodep-
UYeHHYIO 3TVM IOHATVIEM. DTO 0COOEHHO OTYeTIIN-
BO IIposiBiIsieTcsl Torfa, Korga KaHT obOparraercs
K aHaJIM3y VICTOPUYECKON 1 KYJIBTYPHOV cdepsl,
I7e «<HOpMaM KakK BelllaM YMOIOCTUIaeMbIM COOT-
BETCTBYIOT TaKvie coflepKaTeIbHble HOyMeHBbl, KaK
JI0JIT, MOpaJIb, IIPaBo, a TaKXXe TaKue, Kak cBOOo7Ia,
1106po...» (c. 110). 'HOCceonormueckast Moyiesb, pas-
paboraHHas B «KpuTHKe 4mCTOro pasyMa» «ode-
criedyBaeT BO3MOXHOCTb IOCTVDKEHWMS Bbicuie20
0402a VI KOHEYHOVI 1IeJIM 4eJjioBeduecTBa Kak yap-
cmba yesetl, IOKa3biBasg, — yTBepXKaaeT Kamma-
HVKOB, — KaK COBEpIIIEHCTBYeTCS MUP SIBJIEHUT],
pacimpsisack M yIiyOsdsch 10 Mepe IIO3HaHMS
MUpa Belreil B ceOe, UYTO M BBICTYHAeT yc106uem
IOCTVDKVIMOCTYL KOHEYHOM 11erv» (c. 114).

51 He MOT'y CcOIJIaCUTBCS C BBIpa’keHVeM aBTopa
KHUTW «110 Mepe no3nanus Geujetl 6 cebe», mIoToMy
YTO B 3TOM CJIy4ae Belllb B ceDe IIpeCTaBIIseTCs
KaK He4To euje He IIO3HAHHOE, KaK TO, Ha 4TO pac-
IIpOCTpaHseTCs Mo3HaHMe. Bellb B cebe Kak mmest
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tion of an object in itself” (KrV, B 306; Kant, 1998,
p. 360). Therefore such an object was either cast
aside not wishing to limit the omnipotent rea-
son (Fichte) or interpreted as an irrational ele-
ment (Schopenhauer).

Kalinnikov attempts to differentiate the con-
cept of things in general according to differ-
ent principles, viz. ontological, consciological
(from Latin conscientia, or consciousness) and
epistemological (p. 96). I believe that in this
way the author makes a contribution to the in-
terpretation of a key concept of Kantian philos-
ophy. He seeks to show that the thing in itself
is not only a concept of demarcation with a
negative connotation, but a concept that makes
one see the foundation of phenomena in the
things in themselves. One can hardly go along
with all the claims made by Kalinnikov, but
what is important is that the idea of the thing
in itself put forward by Kant turns out, as the
book rightly claims, to be highly productive,
causing philosophy to constantly extend the
demarcation line drawn by this concept. This
is particularly clear when Kant turns to the
analysis of the historical and cultural matters
where “norms of understanding correspond
to such substantive noumena as duty, morals,
law as well as freedom, good [...]” (p. 110).
The epistemological model developed in the
Critique of Pure Reason “makes it possible to
achieve the highest good and humanity’s ulti-
mate goal of the kingdom of ends”, demonstrat-
ing how, according to Kalinnikov, “the world
of phenomena is improved by broadening and
deepening, which is the condition of achieving
the ultimate goal” (p. 114).

I cannot agree with the author’s expression
“as the world of things in themselves is cognised”
because it represents the thing in itself as
something that has not yet been cognised, as
something to which cognition is being spread.
The thing in itself as an idea points to the ac-
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yKasblBaeT Ha camo Ovimue Bemm (ObITVE camoil
BeIIN), KOTOpOe JAEeVICTBUTEIIBHO SIBJISIeTCS YcA08u-
eM JTOCTVIKeHMS 11eJIeVi yejIioBeka. Berrp B cebe st
KanTa oTKpBIBaeTCS KpUTVIKE, KOTOpast BUANT 00-
HOBpemeHHO Belllb KaK sBJIeHVe 1 KaK Belllb B cee.
Kax sBjeHue Bellb OTKpbITa UyBCTBEHHOCTU U
pacCcyaIKy MM OTKpbITa UyBCTBEHHOCTBIO U pac-
CYZIKOM, a BeIllb cama I1o cebe B ee O€30THOCUTEITb-
HOCTM K Hallleil 4yBCTBEHHOCTM ¥ IOHVMMaHWIO
OTKpPBIBAeTCs JIJIsI HaC TOJILKO KaK yCJIOBMe Hallle-
IO CYIIIeCTBOBaHMs, OTKPbIBAETCS IIPAKTIYECKOMY
nosHaHmio (cM.: B IX—X; KanT, 2006, c. 11). «OnHa-
KO, — 3aMedaeT KaHT, — mpm aTOM... y Hac Bceria
JIOJDKHA OCTaBaThCd BO3MOXKHOCTB €CJIV M He 10-
3HaBamy, TO IO KpaviHeVI Mepe TaK>Ke MblCAUNb STV
IIpeIMeTHI (TO eCThb IIpeaMeThl onbiTa. — B.K.) Kak
Beru camu 1o cebe» (B XXVL; Kanr, 2006, c. 29).

ITpoBemennb KasImHHMKOBBIM BO BTOPOV Ya-
CTV KHUTM aHaim3 «KpuUTHUKM 4mcToro pasyma»
C TOYKW 3peHMsl IIPOsBIIeHNs B Hell IOKTpVHaIb-
HBIX MOeV KaHTOBCKOV CUCTEMBI y6em/1Teano 110-
KasbIBaeT, YTo XoTs «KpuTuka» M ecTb TpakraT o
MeTojie, «HO TeM He MeHee B HeVl COIeP)KUTCS 10~
Hblil OdepK MeTadpM3MKY, KacaloIIuiics BOIIpoca 1
0 ee TpaHMIIAX, ¥ O BCeM BHyTpeHHeM ee pacuJie-
HeHum» (B XXII—-XXIIL KanT, 2006, c. 25; Kypcus
Mmom. — B.K\). Ho xots KanT n1 chaernarn Takoe 3assite-
Hue B IIpenucioBun Ko BTopoMy msgaHmio «Kpu-
TUKI YVCTOTO pa3yMa», Bce-TaKy HeOOXOIVIMOCTb
COBEpIINTDb B MeTaU3lKe «II0JTHYIO PEeBOIIOLINIO»
OCTasIach. DTO ¥ HOTPeOOBasIo TOM PadOTHI, KOTO-
pad oTpaswiack Ha cTpaHuiiax «Opus postumumy».
Amnarnmsy HasHadeHUs «Opus postumum» B dpuio-
codpckont cucreme KaHTa 1ocssiiiieHa TpeTbs 4acTb
xHurm J1. A. KanvyHankosa.

Kax 13BecTHO, YepHOBOVI XapaKTep IIOCjIeIHe-
ro Tpyna Kanra nopoxpaeT pasHble ero MHTep-
peTaluy — ¥ B IJIaHe TOro, KakoBa ero KOMIIO-
3UIIMSL, M B IJIaHe TOro, KaKOBO ero Has3HaueHle
u copgepkanue. KanyHaMkoB cMoTpuT Ha «Opus
postumum» Kak Ha HeOOXOIVMMBINI 3Tall B Pa3Bu-
VL MbICTII KaHTa, CMBICII KOTOPOTO «HeJIb3s I10-
HSITh, He IIPUHSIB BO BHUMaHMe CUCTeMBI B 11eJI0M,
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tual being of the thing (the being of the actual
thing), which is indeed the condition of achieve-
ment of humanity’s goals. For Kant the thing
in itself opens up to critique which sees the
thing simultaneously as a phenomenon and a
thing in itself. As a phenomenon the thing is
open to sensibility and understanding or is dis-
covered by sensibility and understanding and
the thing in itself regardless of our sensibility
and understanding opens up to us only as the
condition of our existence which lends itself
to practical knowledge (cf. KrV, B IX-X; Kant,
1998, p. 107). “Yet [...] even if we cannot cog-
nize these same objects as things in themselves,
we at least must be able to think them [i.e. the
objects of experience — V.K.] as things in them-
selves” (KrV, B XXVI; Kant, 1998, p. 115).

In the second part of his book Kalinnikov
analyses the Critique of Pure Reason, looking
for manifestations of the doctrinal ideas of the
Kantian system and shows convincingly that,
being a treatise on method, it nevertheless “cat-
alogs the entire outline of the science of meta-
physics, both in respect of its boundaries and
in respect of its entire internal structure” (KrV,
B XXII-XXIII; Kant, 1998, p. 113; my italics —
V.K.). But although Kant makes this statement
in the Preface to the second edition of the Cri-
tigue of Pure Reason, the need for a “total revolu-
tion” in metaphysics has remained. This is the
task addressed in the Opus Postumum. The sig-
nificance of the Opus Postumum in Kant’s philo-
sophical system is analysed in the third part of
Kalinnikov’s book.

Kant’s last work has features of a rough
draft, which gives rise to various interpreta-
tions of the work’s purpose and content. Kalin-
nikov sees the Opus Postumum as a necessary
step in the development of Kant's thought
whose meaning “cannot be understood with-
out taking into account the system as a whole,
and the system cannot be understood without



a CrCTeMy HeJlb3s ITIOHSTh, He YUUThIBask Ha3Have-
Hug “Opus postumum™ (c. 134). V1 aBTOp KHUTH
uHTepnpeTupyer «Opus postumum» Mcxonst u3
«rroHMMaHMs crcTeMbl KaHTa Kak TpaHCIeH/eH-
TaJILHOVI aHTPOIIOJIOI VYA, OLVIpalOIIierics Ha IIpVH-
LIVITT MamepuaisHoeo edurcmba mupa» (Tam xe).

ComepxaHme ¥ HaIlpaBJIeHHOCTH IIOCIIEIIHEV
paboter KanTa, cornacHo KanmaHuKoBy, ornpese-
JIsIeTCsl BO3POXK/IeHVeM ero MHTepeca K eCTeCTBeH-
HO-HayYHOVI IIpo0JIeMaTVKe, KOTOpasi Terepb pac-
CMaTpuBaeTcs C JOCTUTHYTHIX B «KpuTukax» BbI-
COT TpaHCLeHAeHTaIbHOV drtocodmm. [Tockorts-
Ky TpaHClLIeH/IeHTaJIbHas PprIocodust MCXOOUT 13
TOT'O, UTO BCSIKOMY OIIBITY IIPEIIIeCTBYIOT a priori
ero opMBbl, KOTOpBIe [eJIaf0T OIBIT BO3MOXKHBIM,
IIOCTOJIBKY VIMEHHO 4YeJIOBeK C ero CIIOCOOHOCTS-
MV IO3HaHMs, CY>XIIeHWs VJIV JeVICTBUS JI0JDKeH
CTaTh IIPeIMETOM ¥ OPMEHTUPOM Pritocodpcko-
ro memuleHus. ITostomy, cunrtaer KaavHHMKOB,
«Opus postumum» Kak IOKTpMHaJIbHas 4YacTb
CUCTeMBI JI0JDKHa ObliIa JaTh Hay4YHYIO KapTUHY
MIpa KaK MaTepraIbHOIO I1eJI0ro, obecrieunBaro-
IIlero cyIecTsoBaHMe Yesioseka (c. 150). B Takom
cjlyyae IUIaH pabOThI JOJDKeH COCTOATh M3 Tpex
paszfernos: «1) TeopeTndecKyie OCHOBaHMS HayKy O
HEeXMBOVI MaTepum — (PU3MKa, IIOCKOJIBKY 3aKOHBI
HEXIMBOVI MaTepM CBOVICTBEHHBI KaK >KMBOVI, TaK
Y MaTepuu OfyIIeBJIeHHOV; 2) TeopeTuIecKie oc-
HOBaHWs HAayKM O XM3HM — Onostorum, Oasmpyro-
Ievics Ha Onodwsuke v OvoxmMmy; 3) TeopeTn-
yecKyie OCHOBBI HayKM O ueJjloBeKe 1 OOIIecTBe —
aHTPOIIOJIOI MW, COLIVIOJIOIWY, VICTOPUV, BO3MOX-
HOCTBb KOTOPBIX 3ajI0keHa B pu3mKe 1 O1oIornm»
(c. 150—151). Takas maTepHpeTanus Tpyda Kan-
Ta, HECOMHEHHO, ITpeJICTaBIIgeT MHTepec, TeM 0o-
jlee YTO aBTOp IIOKas3bIBaeT IIOTEHIIMAJIbHYIO Ha-
YYHYIO TIEPCIEKTUBY MHOI'VIX VIJIEV VI TIOJIOXKEHWITA,
BBICKa3aHHBIX KaHTOM B 2TOVI padoTe.

Opnako B cdopmynmpoBaHHoM KamHHIKo-
BBIM IIOHMMaHMM 3a7ad «Opus postumum» Iie-
JlaeTcsl aklleHT Ha aHa/Iu3e YHMBepcaJIbHOW Ha-
Typdnitocodckort KapTUHBI Mypa, KOTOPYIO pas-
paGarbiBaer KaHT, a HOCTVOKeHMSI KPUTMYECKON
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taking into account the purpose of the Opus
Postumum (p. 134). He interprets the Opus Pos-
tumum proceeding from “the interpretation of
Kant’s system as transcendental anthropology,
based on the principle of the material unity of the
world” (ibid.).

The content and the main thrust of Kant’s
last work, according to Kalinnikov, are deter-
mined by his revived interest in natural sci-
ence which he now surveys from the heights
of transcendental philosophy as achieved in
the Critiques. Because transcendental philoso-
phy proceeds from the assumption that all ex-
perience is preceded by its a priori forms which
make experience possible the human being
with his/her capacity to cognise, judge and
act should be the object and reference point
of philosophical thought. Kalinnikov believes
that the Opus Postumum as the doctrinal part
of the system was called upon to provide a sci-
entific picture of the world as a material whole
which ensures man'’s existence (p. 150). In that
case the work should consist of three sections:
“1) theoretical foundations of the science of in-
organic matter, physics, because the laws of
inorganic matter apply both to living and an-
imate matter; 2) theoretical foundations of
the life science, biology, based on biophysics
and biochemistry; 3) theoretical foundations
of the science of the human being and soci-
ety, i.e. anthropology, sociology, and history
which are made possible by physics and biolo-
gy” (pp. 150-151). This interpretation of Kant’s
work is undoubtedly interesting, all the more
so because the author shows the scientific po-
tential of many of the ideas and propositions
Kant enunciates in this work.

However, Kalinnikov’s interpretation of
the tasks of the Opus Postumum focuses on
the universal natural science picture of the
world developed by Kant while the achieve-
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dvtocodmmt OTXOOSAT P 3TOM Ha BTOPOVI IIJIaH.
YrorpebiieHne Takmx TepMMHOB, Kak «Omodu-
3MKa», «OVIOXVIMMS», «COLIMOJIOTS», BHOCUT B 3TY
VHTepIIpeTaluio JIeMeHT HeHY>KHOV MOJIepHU-
3aluM KaHTOBCKMX IIpeficTaBiieHni. Kpome Toro,
yroTpe0sieHVie TEpPMIHOB TUIIa «KMBas MaTepyisi»,
«OfylleBJIeHHasT MaTrepus» IIPSIMO IIPOTMBOpPe-
uUT 1IpencTasieHnsaM KaHTa o MaTepui, Kak OHa
IIOHVMaeTcs MM B JJaHHOM Tpyze: «Kupas Mare-
pus — sto cotradictio in adjecto, yrpassistrormi
NPVHLONUII He MaTepuajieH», M B JIPYyrOM MecTe:
«MoryT cylecTBOBaTh XXVBBIE 1me1d (He MaTepuisi).
IIpunyun xusnu ne mamepuasen» (AA 22, S. 481;
KanrT, 2000, c. 502). Mo)XHO Ip1BeTCTBOBATh CTPeM-
JIeHVe aBTOpa oKas3aTk, uTo KanT Obu1 mpuBepkeH
viee eIVHCTBA MUPa ¥ YTO 3TO eIVHCTBO IOJDKHO
VIMeTh eCTeCTBEHHO-Hay4YHOe OOBsICHEHMe, O YeM,
KaK CITpaBelJInBo 3aMedaeT KaJMHHMKOB, TOBOPST
BbIIBUTaeMast KaHToM mjiest ocobort HayKm (Turep-
m3MKM) 1 ero MHOrOUMCIIeHHbIe YTBEPXKIEeHMS O
TeJIax M ABVDKYIIVX CYJIaX MaTepui, KOTOpBIe JaeT
onsIT. Ho Bpan, it 310 03HauaeT, yto KaHT mcxo-
OUT M3 TpV3HAHWS IIPUHIIAIIA MAMepuassHo2o
eduncméa mupa B TOM CMBICIIe, KOTOPBIVI IIpUa-
Bajla 3TOMY IIOHSTUIO HO3[IHenIas dprtocodms
(= Bce TOJDKHO OBITH OOBSICHEHO KaK MaTepyisi MJIN
ObITH ITPOV3BOIHBIM OT Hee). A yTBepXAeHUs O
TOM, YTO CO3HaHIe eCTh CBOVICTBO Marepum (c. 152)
VIV UTO YeJIOBEK CYyIIeCcTBO colyasibHoe (c. 185),
KOTOpBbIe HepeIKO BCTpevaloTcs B pelieH31pyeMont
KHITe, Taf0T OBOJ, [IJIsI TAKOTO TOJIKOBAHWSI TIOHSI-
TS «MaTeprasIbHOe eIVTHCTBO MUpa.

Mexy TeM aBTOp cCIIpaBe[lJIMBO yKa3blBaeT Ha
TO, UTO, IIOCKOJIBKY KaHT Ha3bIBaeT rOTOBSIITYIOCS
paboty «Ilepexomom oT MeTadpm3MUecKMX Haydal
€CTeCTBO3HAHWS K (DVI3VIKe», CTIOBO «Hepex00» SIBIIs-
eTcsl B Hevl OCHOBHBIM (c. 152). Te arrpriopHble Hava-
J1a, KOTOpble OTKPBIBAIOTCS TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO
dwtocodmert, morpkHEL, 110 MbIc KaHTa, cTaTh
CYIIIECTBEHHBIM 3JIEMEHTOM IOKTPMHAJIBHOW Ya-
cTu ero cuctembl. KaIMHHIMKOB cYMTaeT, YTO BbI-
dcHenve KanToM pormm MeTadmsmyeckux Hadall
€CTeCTBO3HAHWIS «TOBOPWUT, BO-TIEPBBIX, O POV Me-
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ments of critical philosophy recede into the
background. The use of such terms as “bio-
physics,” “biochemistry” and “sociology” un-
duly modernises Kant’s ideas. Besides, the
use of such terms as “living matter”, “animate
matter” is at odds with Kant’s notions about
matter presented in this work: “Living matter
is a contradictio in adjecto: The guiding princi-
ple is immaterial”, and elsewhere: “There can
be living bodies (not matter). The vital prin-
ciple is immaterial” (OP, AA 22, p. 481; Kant,
1993, p. 137). We can go along with the au-
thor’s wish to show that Kant was wedded to
the idea of the unity of the world which must
have a natural science explanation, as wit-
nessed (Kalinnikov rightly notes) by Kant’s
idea of a special science (hyperphysics) and
his numerous references to bodies and moving
forces of matter yielded by experience. But it
is unlikely that Kant recognises the principle
of material unity of the world in the sense with
which later philosophy invested it (= every-
thing must be explained as matter or as its de-
rivative). And frequent assertions in the book
under review that consciousness is a property
of matter (p. 152) or that man is a social crea-
ture (p. 185) suggest this interpretation of the
concept of “material unity of the world”.

And yet the author rightly points out that
because Kant calls his forthcoming book Tran-
sition from the Metaphysical Foundations of Nat-
ural Science to Physics, the word “transition”
is key (p. 152). According to Kant, the a priori
principles discovered by transcendental phi-
losophy should be an important element of
the doctrinal part of his system. Kalinnikov
assumes that Kant’s clarification of the role of
metaphysical principles of natural science “at-
tests, first, to the role of metaphysical propo-
sitions as foundations of natural science and
second, to the transition from there to physics”
(p. 153). This, the author argues, ensures grad-



TaPU3MIeCKIX TIOJIOKEHUTI 17151 TIOJTy YeH Vs OCHO-
BaHWII HayKy O IIPUpPOLEe ¥, BO-BTOPBIX, O IIepexo-
Tie oT HuX K dusmke» (c. 153). DTmM, 1o MBIC/IN aB-
TOpa KHUTH, JOCTUTAeTCs TTOCTETIEHHBIV «I1epexo]]
K TeOpeTnYecKVM IIPVHIINIIAM BCe MeHBIIIeVI CTe-
IeHy abcTpaKium 1 OOITHOCTH, IOKa MBI He [10-
CTUTHEM MHOroOOpa3HOro MaTepuasia, Jarolile-
rocs 4yBCTBEHHOCTBIO, KOHKPETHBIMI OpraHammu
uyBcTB» (TaMm xe). ABTOp, onmpasich Kak Ha Mare-
puastel «Opus postumumy», Tak 1 Ha JpyTrue Tpy-
1b1 KaHTa, mokaseiBaeT, Kak, 10 ero MHEHWIO, 3TOT
repexoji, copeplaeTcs oT dpuiocodpum yepes yHU-
BepcaJIbHBIN ypoBeHb (PU3nKM K dusmke specialis,
a OT Hee K IPyIVM cIlelVaIbHbIM HayKaM. Kasms-
HVKOB IIOYepKMBaeT IIpo30psmBocTb KaHTa B ero
TIOHVIMaHWV Pa3BUTVISL HAYKW, XOTsI BPSIZI, JIVI BCe CO-
I7IacATCs C Te3VICOM aBTOpa, uTo ycmsamm «Opus
postumum» usmKa mprodpesia HOBBIV, IO CYyTU
CBOETI ITOCTHEKITACCITUeCKTL, XapakTep (. 162).
MHe aJIb, 4TO IIpY aHaJIM3e VAN «Ilepexoia»
npodeccop KanmHHMKOB ynennsi Majo BHMMa-
Hs TOVCKY KaHTOM Tex arrpropHBIX Havyasl, KOTO-
prle naBasiv ObI BOSMOXKHOCTD YBUAETh 3TOT IIepe-
X0f, OT MeTadM3MKM K eCTeCTBO3HAHWIO B paKyp-
ce kpuTmdeckom dpvutocodpmn. Cam KanTt Heckosb-
KO pa3 oTMeYaeT: «DTO YAMBUTEIIBHO; 3TO KaXKeT-
Csl JaXke COBEpPIIIEHHO HEeBO3MOXKHBIM — ITpeficTa-
BUTD a Priori BOCIpUATIS 044 HYKO 0nbima, Vi TeM
He MeHee 0e3 3TOoro He ObUIO OB HMKAKOV PU3VIKY,
B KayecTBe KOTOPOV BBICTYIIaeT cycTeMa 3TUX BOC-
npustu» (AA 22, S. 504; Kanr, 2000, c. 515; kyp-
cuB Moni. — B.K). VI B gpyrom mecte: «2TO yau-
BUTEJIBHO, 3TO KaXkeTcsd [Ja’ke HeBO3MOXXHBIM
IIPEeNICTaBUTDb 0BuUXyujue cuibl MaTepum (IevCTBY-
IOIITVe IIPVYVIHBI BOCIIPUSTU KaK SMIIVPUYeCKIX
IIpezicTaBJIeHn I, KOTOpble MOXeT MMeTb CyObeKT)
a priori, T.e. He3aBMCHMO OT OIIbITa, VI TeM He Me-
Hee 3T0 — HeobOxofuMoe TpebosaHMe [1j1d pu-
sukm» (AA 22, S. 397; Kant, 2000, c. 455; xkypcus
Mom. — B.K\). VIMeHHO B 3TOM HOVCKe allpYOPHBIX
Havasl 603M0)KHOCMU OIbITa, TOTO OIIbITa, O KOTO-
poM rosopwia «KpuTuKa 4mcToro pasyma», Xopo-
ITI0 IIPOCTIEXMBAETCS CBSI3b KPUTWYECKON W JIOK-
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ual “transition to theoretical principles that be-
come less and less abstract and general until we
reach manifold material given to us through
senses” (ibid.). Proceeding from the Opus Postu-
mum and Kant’s other works the author shows
how this transition takes place from philoso-
phy through the universal level of physics to
physics specialis, and from there to other spe-
cialised sciences. Kalinnikov stresses Kant's
foresight in understanding the development
of science, although the author’s claim that the
Opus Postumum lends physics a new, essential-
ly post-nonclassical character is unlikely to be
universally accepted (p. 162).

I wish Professor Kalinnikov in analysing
the idea of “transition” paid more attention
to Kant’s search for the a priori principles that
would show this transition from metaphysics
to natural science from the perspective of crit-
ical philosophy. Kant himself observes in sev-
eral places: “It is strange — it even appears
impossible — to present perceptions a prio-
ri for the sake of experience; yet, nevertheless,
without this, no physics, as a system of ex-
perience, would emerge” (OP, AA 22, p. 504;
Kant, 1993, p. 148; my italics — V.K.). And
elsewhere: “It is strange, it even appears im-
possible, to present the moving forces of matter
(the causes of perceptions as empirical repre-
sentations the subject may have) a priori, i.e.
irrespective of experience, and yet it is a nec-
essary requirement for physics” (OP, AA 22,
p. 397; my italics — V.K.). It is this search for a
priori principles of the possibility of experience,
experience referred to in the Critique of Pure
Reason, that highlights the link between the
critical and doctrinal parts of Kant’s philoso-
phy. The discovery of such a priori principles,
and according to transcendental philosophy
they can be found only in reason (the subject’s
consciousness), would give the human being
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TpUHasIbHOM YacTten dpustocodprm Karra. O6Hapy-
JKeHVe TaKMX allpyOPHBIX HadaJl, a OHM, COIJIaCHO
TpaHCLleHAeHTaIbHOV driocodmm, MOryT ObITh
TOJIBKO B pasyMe (CO3HaHMM CyOBeKTa), OTKPBUIO
ObI uestoBeKy (1 Hayke) JOCTYII K BeIly caMOV T10
cebe. Ho BBISABUTE 3TN anpriopHble POPMBL, KOTO-
PpBle MOV ObITh TOJIEKO (POpMaMM KaKOTO-TO UHO-
20 OIIbITa, OTJIMYHOTO OT YK€ M3BeCTHOro pusmKe
(Hayke, Kak ee moHMMaeT «Kpurmka»), KaaTy, k
coxasleHIIo, He yaasiock. He yaanoce He motomy,
UTO He XBaTWJIO CWI WJIN TaJlaHTa, a IIOTOMY, UTO
KaK reHum, OTKPBIBIINV 3Py KPUTUYECKOV MbIC/IN
B (prstocodpumt 1 HayKe, OH IIOHSJI, UTO KeJlaHVe
pasyma 3psI [Ipocsertiennst Bce 0ObATE 1 Bce 00b-
ACHUTD eIVIHOVI CVICTeMOVI IIPOTVBOPEUYNUT CaMOMY
IPVHLINITY KPUTUYECKOV MBICIIVAL

DTO U [ieJIaeT BeJIMKOro KEHUICcOeprcKoro MbIc-
nmTens ¢puiiocodoM Ha Bce BpeMeHa.

Kaxmast 13 Tpex 4acTemt KHUTM IIpelBapsieT-
cs noprperom Kanra. Mer Buayv KanTa pasHoro
BO3pacTa, HO BUJIVIM OJTHOIO M TOTO e JeJIoBeKa.
Tax 1 dutocodckme nponssegenms Kanrta — o
Ppa3sHOM, OHU CTaBAT M PeIIaloT pasHble IIpooIie-
MBI, HO BO BCex HUX JXMBeT OffHa oOIiasi dpwio-
codpckasi MBICIIb O eIHCTBe Mupa. Ee 11 BbicBeun-
BaeT aBTop KHUrK. He co BceMu yTBepXXIieHMAMM
J1. A. KasiMHHMKOBa MOXKHO COIJIaCUTbCS, HO HeJlb-
35 He IIpU3HaTh, YTO padoTa, M IIpojie/laHHasl, 3a-
CJTy>KMBaeT BBICOKOVI OIIEHKN ¥ HeM3MeHHO OyzeT
OOy XKaTh YMTaTesIsl K pasMBIITUIEHMIO Hall Ha-
cIIeqIvieM BeJIMKOro MbicimTerts n3 Kéunrcbepra.
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(and science) access to the thing in itself. Un-
fortunately, Kant failed to identify the a priori
forms which could be only forms of some oth-
er experience different from that already known
to physics (science as understood in the Cri-
tiqgue). He failed not because he lacked strength
or talent but because, being a genius who ush-
ered in an era of critical thought in philosophy
and science, he realised that the ambition of En-
lightenment-era reason to embrace everything
and to explain everything through a single sys-
tem runs counter to the very principle of critical
thought.

This is what makes Kant a philosopher for all
times.

Each of the book’s three parts begins with a
portrait of Kant. We see Kant at different ages,
but it is one and the same man. Likewise, Kant’s
philosophical works are about different things,
address different problems, but one and the
same philosophical thought of the unity of the
world throbs in all of them. The author of the
book under review brings out that thought. Not
all Kalinnikov’s claims are indisputable; what is
indisputable is that the work accomplished by
Leonard Kalinnikov merits recognition and will
encourage the reader to reflect on the heritage of
Kant, the great Konigsberg thinker.
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