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Ccbuiky Ha opurnHaibHble TekcTbl KanTta npusongrcs no nzganmio: Kant I. Gesammelte Schriften (Akademie-Ausgabe). Berlin,
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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.

25

E.V. Garcia

(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).

34

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).

36



«..."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

39

E.V. Garcia

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).
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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.
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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
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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-
YeHWsI — XOTSI OHM, BOSMOXKHO, ObUIV BIIOJIHE XO-
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.

Bbaazodapnocmu. Viccaedobanue Muxaura Jle-
Buna 6vi10 noddepxkarno PedepasvHotl npo2pammon
«[Ipuopumem 2030» 6 Baamuiickom cpedepasvHom
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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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Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 07.11.2022 e.
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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
id