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CTATBU

OMAOCOONI KAHTA

VIIK 1(091)

OVIAJIEKTUKA
KAK JIOTMMKA BUOAVMMOCTW.
O KAHTOBCKOM ITPOYTEHUN
«N3ATOI'M» MUXADJIA IIMKKAPTA

M. Baavmep'

Coxpanubwiuiica 6 auuwnoti Oubauomexe Kawma
He 3aMmeueHHblll uccaedobamenimu sx3emnaap (1665)
«M3aeoeu» Muxaszaa Iukkapma (1605) — 66edenus 8
cucmemy apucmomenebekoil ¢gpusocopuu —  Bmecme
c coocmBennvim 3ameuaruem Kawma o6 smom abmope
(AA 17, S. 439) moxem cuumamusca nepboucmouHukom
oa2 kanmoBcxoil «udeocpepsvr». CHauara A ykasviBaro Ha
KoHmexcmvl U caedcmbus asemoopghckoeo apucmornie-
ausma ITuxkxapma 6 eeo omauvuu om kénuecbepeckoeo
apucmomeausma (6 coombemcmbuu ¢ uccredoBanusmu
Ix. Tomearu). C yeavio dasvHeiiuierl npoBepki 1mo2o,
HAcKOAbKO kHuea [Tukkapma A6asemca ucmouHukom 044
Kanma, 5 npoBosxy uccaedobanue KOHKpemHo20 KOHYen-
MYyaisHo20 NpuMepa, Ucnoab3ysa Kpumu4eckoe pasiute-
Hue Kanmom anarumuxu xax «a0euxu ucmursl» (B 85)
u duasexmuxu kax «i02uxu Buoumocmu» (B 86), coerac-
HO K0MOpoMY OuaLeKmuka HOHUMAENCA KaK 4achb apu-
cmomeneBckoeo OeAeHUs A02UKU HA AHAAUMUKY, OUaleK-
muxy u cogpucmuxy (Kénuecbepe / Pabe vs Arvmoop /
[Tuxxapm). Kax A nokassibao va npumepe 3HAMEHUM020
KéHuecbepeckoeo cmoponuuka apucmomesusma Ilayis
Pabe, us eco «@uaocogpckoeo kypca» Kanm ne moe no-
Ayuums cBow udeto 045 npobederus cobcmberHoeo Kpu-
muueckoeo pasiunenus. Iluxkapm ke ccviaaemcsa Ha
ompuwibox u3z «Memadpusuxu» Apucmomens, 6 Komopom
KaK pas npeoaazaenics pasiuvue Mexoy aHaAUmu4eckum
hun0cogpom, UWYWUM HAYUHYIO UCTHUHY, U OUAleKIU-
KAMU C COhucmamu, Komopuie 1o pasHviM NPU4UHAM He
npemeHOyI0m Ha HAYUHYIO Cepbe3HOCHIb.

KatoueBvie caoBa: Kanm, apucmomesusm, Ké-
Huecbepe, Arvmoope, duasrexmuxa, 102euka Buoumocmu,
A0euka ucmunol, cogpucmet, Muxasare ITuxkapm, «V3a-
eo2a», Ilayav Pade

! Yuausepcurer mM. Bukenrtus [TasoiorTy,

Tepmanms, 56179, @amnenpap, [amwtortvmrpacce, 1. 3.
Iocmynuaa 8 pedaxyuro: 26.09.2021 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2022-3-1

ARTICLES

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

DIALEKTIK
ALS LOGIK DES SCHEINS.
ZU KANTS LEKTURE
VON MICHAEL PICCARTS ISAGOGE

M. Walter!

An unrecognised copy (1665) in Kant’s private li-
brary of Michael Piccart’s Isagoge (1605), an introduc-
tion to the system of Aristotelian philosophy together
with Kant’s own remarks on this author (Refl 4160,
AA17, p. 439) can be established as an original source
for the Kantian “ideosphere’. First, I point out contexts
and consequences of Piccart’s Altdorfian Aristotelian-
ism, in contrast to the Konigsbergian Aristotelianism
(emphasised by Tonelli’s research). To further check the
quality of Piccart as a source of Kant's, a conceptual
case-study is elaborated with Kant’s critical distinction
between analytics as a “logic of truth” (KxrV, B 85) and
dialectics as a “logic of illusion” (KxrV, B 86). Here-
by, dialectics is understood as part of an Aristotelian
division of logic in analytics, dialectics and sophistics
(Konigsberg/Rabe versus Altdorf/Piccart). As will be
shown by the paradigmatic case of the famous Konigs-
bergian proponent of Aristotelianism, Paul Rabe, Kant
cannot have received the suggestion for his own critical
distinction from Rabe’s Cursus Philosophicus. In-
stead, Piccart refers to a passage of Aristotle’s Meta-
physics, which suggests the very distinction between
an analytic philosopher who searches for scientific truth
and dialecticians and sophists. For different reasons,
they do not claim any scientific seriousness.

Keywords: Kant, Aristotelianism, Konigsberg, Al-
tdorf, dialectics, logic of illusion, logic of truth, sophists,
Michael Piccart, Isagoge, Paul Rabe

! Vinzenz Pallotti University.

Palottistrafle 3, Vallendar, 56179, Germany.
Received: 26.09.2021.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2022-3-1
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M. Banbrep

1. Beegeume

Bxitan [Ixopmxno ToHeruin B MCTOPUIO TTOHSA-
TUVI, TOJIYUYMBIINV BBICOKYIO OLIEHKY, ITO3BOJIVII
KaHTOBelaM OCO3HATh, UTO Ha PUIIOCOPCKYIO JIeK-
CUKY ¥ KaHTOBCKO€ VCIIOJIb30BaHMe A3bIKa OKas3a-
JIV 3HAYMUTeJIbHOe BJIVgHMe JIOTMKM apucTOTe-
seBckort mIkosibl XVII m vHavasia XVIII 8.2 OgHako
vccienosanysa ToHeIIM IIPOAEeMOHCTPUPOBaIN
TPYyOHOCTY, CBA3aHHbIE C HEBO3MOXXHOCTBIO ITPU-
BeCTM KaKue-JIn00 KOHKpeTHbIe VICTOUYHVIKY, YKa-
3pIBarolIVe Ha To, uTo KanT obparrascs k apucro-
term3my’. [Ipu GrvokariieM pacCMOTpPEHMM MOX-
HO PeKOHCTPyMpPOBaTh MCTOPUYECKYIO CBsi3b, KO-
TOpasd 3aKJIF0YaeTCs B TOM, YTO HEKOTOPBIe U3 YUU-
tesient KanTa, B vactHocTU VioranH Hasumg Kurike,
B JIOMe KOTOPOIrO MOJIOAOV MarucTp IIPOXWI He-
CKOJIBKO JIET ¥ YNTaJl JIEKLIVY, Oyaydnt IIpuBaT-110-
mreHTOM (cM.: Kros, 2021, c. 110—111), Haxogmimich
oyt BrvisiHveM Ilaysis Pabe, mociemero Beigaro-
mterocst apuicrorenvka n3 Kénmrcoepra. [lo ston
IIpUYVHe HEKOTOpble KaHTOBEe/IbI B TeUeHVe MHO-
TVIX JeCSTUIIeTI Opasiv Ha BoopyskeHue «Duto-
codpckmt Kype» Pabe m mpenimmecTByiommx eMmy
apuCTOTeNINKOB AJIBOepTUHBI' M yHOeIsyIin UM
npvctaiabHOe BHMMaHMe (Tonelli, 1962; 1964; Sgar-
bi, 2010; Tommasi, 2010, S. 318—319).

KonnenryayipHO-MCTOpUYeCK e  pe3ysIbTaThl
ToHesuIu no-rpe)xHeMy KaKyTCsl 3aMaHUVMBBIMU U
VIMEIOT Hellpexofisiiiee 3HadeHVe, IIOCKOJIbKY OHU
TIO3BOJISIIOT MBICJIEHHO COJIM3UTH [IBYX BEJIMIKVIX
MeTadpm3mkoB 3amnazga — Apwucrorers n Kanra —
He TOJIBKO I10 COflep>KaHWIO, TO eCTh 110 MeTadpu3u-
YecKMM VIV JIOTMYeCKMM acIieKTaM®, HO ¥ Ha OcC-

2 B Kénurcbepre, moxairyvi, MOXXHO TOBOPUTE 00 orIpe-
TIeTIeHHOVI apVCTOTesIeBCKor opTomokcum. O6 3ToM cBU-
ZleTeJIbCTBYeT CiIydait ¢ MarucTpom PuinepoM, KOTOPHIN
BCTYIIVWI B KOH(PJIMKT M3-3a aHTUAPWUCTOTEIEBCKMX BBbI-
ckaspBaHmmt. Cum.: (Reichel, 1908, S. 327). Kaur coobra-
eT 00 3TOM 1 B CBOeV1 OoJlee IO3THeV! JIEKIIUN 110 JIOTUKe
(Kant, 1998, S. 301).

* TomMasu, BepOSITHO, TIpaB, yTBepXKyas, uTo ToHemm
«He CMOT HanTy 3 PeKTUBHOe CBA3YIOIee 3BeHO MEXKITy
apmcroterm3MoM 1 Kanrtom» (Tommasi, 2010, S. 318).

* Harnapao npencrasiteHo B (Selle, 1956, S. 103, 118, 130,
137, 188).

> Cpemy KIacCMUecKuX paboT, CpaBHMBAIOIIMX TOMIICT-
CKMVI apVCTOTEIIN3M U KPUTUYECKYIo prtocodio, B KO-
TOPBIX OBUIM Ppa3paboTaHbI copepskaTelbHble, HO He

1. Einleitung

Seit Giorgio Tonellis vielbeachteten begriffs-
geschichtlichen Beitrdgen trat ins Bewusst-
sein der Kant-Forschung, dass der philosophi-
sche Wortschatz und Sprachgebrauch Immanu-
el Kants unter anderem mafigeblich gepragt ist
von der aristotelischen Schullogik des 17. und
frithen 18. Jahrhunderts.? Die Untersuchungen
Tonellis sind jedoch mit der Schwierigkeit be-
haftet, keine konkreten Quellen fiir Kants Riick-
griff auf den Aristotelismus anfiihren zu kon-
nen.® Die néchste rekonstruierbare historische
Néhe erfolgte tiber die Feststellung, dass noch
einige Lehrer Kants, insbesondere Johann David
Kypke, in dessen Haus der junge Magister einige
Jahre lebte und als Privatdozent Vorlesungen ab-
hielt (vgl. Kuehn, 2005, p. 74), unter dem Einfluss
des letzten bedeutenden Konigsberger Aristote-
likers, Paul Rabe, gestanden habe. An Rabes Cur-
sus und den ihm zeitlich vorhergehenden Aristo-
telikern an der Albertina* hatten einige Kant-For-
scher daher angekntipft und seit einigen Jahr-
zehnten schwerpunktméfiig den Fokus ihrer Un-
tersuchungen darauf gelegt (Tonelli, 1962; 1964;
Sgarbi, 2010; Tommasi, 2010, S. 318-319).

Tonellis  begriffsgeschichtliche = Ergebnis-
se erscheinen dabei nach wie vor reizvoll und
sind von bleibender Bedeutung, denn nunmehr
konnte man die beiden grofsen Metaphysiker
des Abendlandes — Aristoteles und Kant —
nicht nur inhaltlich, d.h. unter metaphysischen
oder logischen Aspekten,’ sondern auch anhand

2 In Konigsberg wird man vielleicht von einer gewis-
sen Aristoteles-Orthodoxie sprechen diirfen. Dies zeigt
der Vorfall um den Magister Fischer, der wegen anti-
aristotelischer Aufierungen in Konflikte gerat. Vgl. Rei-
chel (1908, S. 327). Kant berichtet davon noch in einer
spdteren Logikvorlesung (Kant, 1998, S. 301).

* Tommasi (2010, S. 318) konstatiert wohl zu Recht,
Tonelli habe , kein effektives Bindeglied zwischen dem
Aristotelismus und Kant finden” konnen.

* Ubersichtlich dargestellt bei Selle (1956, S. 103, 118,
130, 137, 188).

> Zu den klassischen Vergleichsarbeiten zwischen dem
thomistischen Aristotelismus und der kritischen Philo-
sophie, die inhaltliche, aber keine historischen Ankntip-



HOBe VICTOPMYEeCKOV Tpaauliny, KOTopas IIPOYHO
CBsg3aHa C YHMBEPCUTETCKMM ropomom Kénmrcoep-
TOM ¥ KOTOPYIO MOXXHO ITPOCJIEIUTH B IIEPYO]], OT
Cabunyca no MeanxTona. Boren 3a Tonerm
TomMasm B cBoeMm mcCiIeIOBaHMM IIpeCTaBiIseT
MHOTOI'PaHHYIO KapTUHY MCTOPUN TpaHCLIeHIeH-
TaJIbHOM prytocodpum: K paccMaTpviBaeMo 371ech
TeMe OH ITpuMBJIeKaeT mcciiegosanms Tomaca byp-
kxapTa 1 @paniia AnbOepTa DNMHYca (QHaIUTH-
Ka / puarnekTmka) (cMm.: Tommasi, 2008, p. 61—88).
Mmuxasna [Iukkapra, apucroTenvka 13 AibTOop-
da, yrommHaeMoro B craTbe, ToMmmasy Taxxe Ipu-
3HaeT BayKHOV (PUTY POV B ICTOPUY MAeit’.

MoxHo ckasarh, uTo y KaHTta ObUI0 amOuBa-
JIEHTHO€e OTHOIIIeHVIe K APIUCTOTEIIIO M apyCTOTe-
nusMy. Kareroprdeckoe yTsepxieHue 0 TOM, 4YTO
KanT noutn He m3ydasl apucTOTesIeBCKIe TPYIbL,
He MOIJIO 11 He MOXeT YIOBJIeTBOPSITh, €CJIN yUecThb
JIIOMMHMpPOBaHMe rtocopmmt aprcTOTeIeBCKO
IIIKOJIBl HadyMHasl C To3He AHTUYHOCTY, Jajiee
B CpenHuie BeKa 1 B paHHMI neprox Hosoro Bpe-
MeHm. BeIBom Avkeca o TOM, UTO «BeCbMa COMHM-
Tes1bHO, yTO KaHT 3Has1 ApucToTesis... B pe3yJibra-
Te COOCTBeHHBIX MccienoBaHmI» (Adickes, 1887,
S. 79), o o01eMy IpM3HAHMUIO, BCe eIlle IIPOIoJI-
JKaeT OKasblBaTh CYIleCTBEHHOe BJIVsSHIVe Ha CO-
BpeMeHHBIVI 00pa3 Kanra (Walter, 2013, S. 490)’.
[To sToMt mpwYMHe IS KaHTOBEHEHMS TeM Oo-
Jlee BaXKHO HaVITV HOBBIe VICTOpPUYeCKUe U, Cile-
JIOBaTeJIbHO, OCHOBAHHBIE Ha VICTOYHMKAX CBSI3U
C apUCTOTeJIEBCKMM y4eHMeM. DTO 0COOeHHO 3Ha-
41IMO, HalIpMIMep, B OTHOIIIEHU N VHTepIIpeTalm
1 nepeocMblciieHnss KaHToM Teopum KaTeropwmt
Apucroreng (B 107, Kanr, 2006a, c. 173—175; cm.:
Heimsoeth, 1963).

Xotst KanT rosopnit B stekuysx: «Takovt moort. ..
KaK, HalpuMep, AprCTOTe b, IIPUYMHWII YesloBe-

VICTOpVYEeCK/ie MOMEHTBI CBs31, 0COOEHHO BbIIIeJIseTcs pa-
6ota XKozedpa Mapemranst (Maréchal, 1922 —1926). Taxxe
crowrt BcrioMHNTE KHUTY Hlapis Carpysz (Sentroul, 1911),
KOTOpast IojTydria IrpeMito oT KanTosckoro ob1iecTsa.

¢ ToMMa3su [aeT 4UeTKoe IIpeCTaBJIeHNe 00 3TOV HIOpP-
HOeprckon 1mikosie u o xxu3Hu [ Tnkkapra (Tommasi, 2008,
p- 128). O6 mcrop30BaHUM TEPMUHOB «aHAJIMTUKA» U
«anareKTKa» B Anbronopde, a mvenHo y IllepGa, cm.:
(Ibid., p. 132—139).

7 VccnenoBaHme peKOHCTPYUpYeT ToT dpakT, yro KaHT
BJIaziesl coOpaHVeM COUMHEHMIT APVCTOTeS TIof], pelak-
et VMoranua ['ommmba Broste.

M. Walter

einer geschichtlichen Traditionslinie, die mit
dem Universitdtsort Konigsberg fest verbunden
ist und die sich zeitlich via Sabinus bis auf Me-
lanchthon zurtickverfolgen ldsst, gedanklich zu-
sammenfiithren. Im Anschluss an Tonelli zeich-
net sodann Tommasi ein facettenreiches Bild in
seiner Studie tiber die Geschichte der Transzen-
dentalphilosophie (2008): Er bringt mit Blick auf
das hier vorgestellte Thema (Analytik/Dialek-
tik) Thomas Burckhart und Franz Albert Aepi-
nus ins Spiel (vgl. Tommasi, 2008, p. 61-88). Den
hier vorzustellenden Altdorfer Aristoteliker Mi-
chael Piccart erkennt Tommasi gleichfalls als be-
deutende ideengeschichtliche Figur an.®

Kant kann ein ambivalentes Verhiltnis zu
Aristoteles und dem Aristotelismus unterstellt
werden. Die ausschliefiliche Feststellung, dass
Kant kaum je aristotelische Lehrschriften stu-
diert habe, konnte und kann eingedenk der do-
minierenden aristotelischen Schulphilosophie,
wie sie von der Spatantike {iber das Mittelalter
hinweg und bis in die frithe Neuzeit vorherrsch-
te, nicht befriedigen. Adickes” Restimee, es sei
»,sehr zweifelhaft, ob Kant Aristoteles [...] aus
eigenen Studien gekannt” (Adickes, 1887, S. 79)
habe, wirkt freilich noch weiterhin und damit
nachhaltig auf das gegenwiértige Kant-Bild (Wal-
ter, 2013, S. 490).” Umso wichtiger muss es fiir die
Kant-Forschung sein, weitere historische und
damit quellenfundierte Anschliisse an aristote-
lische Lehrstiicke aufzufinden. Beispielsweise
gilt dies besonders hinsichtlich Kants Interpre-
tation und Umdeutung der aristotelischen Ka-
tegorienlehre (KrV, B 107; vgl. Heimsoeth, 1963,
S. 376-400).

fungspunkte ausgearbeitete haben gehoren besonders
jene von Joseph Maréchal (1922—1926). Zuvor ist an
Charles Sentrouls (1911) von der Kantgesellschaft preis-
gekrontes Buch zu erinnern. -

® Tommasi (2008, p. 128) wird eine luzide Ubersicht
tiber diese Niirnberger Schule und das Leben Piccarts
gegeben. Zur Verwendung der Begriffe Analytik und
Dialektik in Altdorf, namentlich bei Scherb, vgl. Tom-
masi (2008, p. 132-139).

7 Die Studie rekonstruiert Kants Besitz der Aristoteles
Werkausgabe, herausgegeben von Johann Gottlieb Buhle.
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4ecTBy HeOOBIUAVTHBIVI Bpe[, 11 BCerya JgepyKail ero
B y31e» (AA 24, S. 740), cam OH BHOBb V1 BHOBb BO3-
BpalllaIcs K apyCTOTeIIeBCKOV Teopum 1 prstoco-
. [JlarHas niTaTa Ha IIEPBBIV B3IJIS ITPEJIIIOo-
jaraeT, uTo KaHT /es1as 3To TOIBKO C HaMepeH!-
eM nojieMukn. Ero Hu B koeM cilydae HeJIb3s 3a-
IIOJIO3PUTH B KaTeropm4eckoM OTpULIAHUU Apu-
croteis. HakoHelr, 113BeCTHO ero MHEHVIE O TOM,
4TO CO BpeMeH ApUCTOTesIs JIOTMKa He cieslajia
Hu mary sreper, (B VIL Kanr, 2006a, c. 9); co Bpe-
MeHU ee KoayduKanmm AprcToresieM JIOrKa co-
HepkaTesIbHO cpopMImpoBalach Kak HayKa, 3aBep-
IIeHHas M caMa 10 cebe IiejibHasl. DTO 3HAMEHU-
TOe BBICKasbiBaHMe KaHTa® MOXXHO B paBHOW CTe-
IIeHV MHTePIIPeTNPOBaTh KaK JOCTOVHBIV ITaMsIT-
HUK APVICTOTEITIO, KOTOPOro ITOYMTAIOT KaK OTIIA
€BPOIIEVICKOVI JIOT VIKVA.

V3noxxeHHas HVDKe IIepclieKTHBa MccilefloBa-
HIs cdOKyCHpoBaHa Ha BOIIPOCe O TOM, B KaKoOW
crenieHy KaHT onmparicsa Ha cofiep>kaHve apucTo-
TeJIeBCKOTrO YUeHWs B CBOeN KylaccuduKalmm Jio-
rukn. CHagasia 3To OyZeT paccMOTpeHO Ha IIpu-
Mepe Hapbl OHATU «aHAJINTIKA 1 [IValeKTVKa».
Ha criemyroriem sTarie 6yayT vcciiejoBaHbI VICTOY-
HVKM, MMelolre oTHoIIeHVe K KaHTy.

2. AHaIMTHKA M OMajIeKTuKa
B apVICTOTEJIEBCKOM MePCIIEKTBE

Crrerindryeckoe  KaHTOBCKOe — pasfiesieHVe
«TPaHCLEHIEHTAJIBHOV JIOTVKM» Ha aHAJIUTUKY
VI AVIaJIeKTVIKY JIeVICTBUTEIIBHO Ha IIePBBIV B3ITISL
Ka’KeTCsI HeCOBMECTVIMBIM C TPaJMIIVIOHHOV VI CXO-
JIACTMYECKV IIPVBBIYHOV MHTepIIpeTariert apu-
croTesteBckovt siorukm (cm.: Tonelli, 1974, p. 189).
160, coBepIieHHO OTKJIOHSSICH OT YIIOTpPeOsIeH s
sI3bIKa TOro BpeMeHu, KaHT HasbIBaeT 1uasiekTu-

8 KCTaTT/I, OH 6epeT €r0, KaK MOXXHO ITpeAIIoJIOKNUTb, 13

npenyicioBus béka K cOOPHMKY JIOIMYECKMX COUNHe-
"t Fordppuma [Diokke (cm.: Walter, 2022, S. 86). 3mech
s XOTeJI Obl 3aMeTUTh OTHOCUTeIbHO Moert kauru (Wal-
ter, 2022), 4To, K COXXaJIeHMIO, M3AaTeILCTBO HaIledyaTasio
He FOTOBYO K [T€9aTV PYKOIIVCH, a IIPeBAPUTEIIbHBIN Ba-
PMaHT; M3-3a 3TOV OILINOKM OCTaINCh HEKOTOPbIe HEIIpY-
IJIHBIE [IOIPEIITHOCTY, KOTOPble, OIHAKO, He BIIVSIOT Ha
cofiepxaHme.
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Obwohl Kant in Vorlesungen dufierte: ,,Solch
ein Ido], [...] z.B. Aristoteles, hat der Menschheit
auflerordentlich geschadet und sie immer ge-
bunden gehalten” (V-Logik/Dohna, AA 24, S. 740),
ist er selbst doch immer wieder auf aristotelische
Theorien und Philosopheme zuriickgekommen.
Das Zitat lief3e prima facie mutmaflen, Kant hétte
dies nur in polemischer Absicht getan. Doch eine
rundweg ablehnende Haltung gegentiber Aris-
toteles kann Kant keinesfalls unterstellt werden.
SchliefSlich hilt er bekanntermafien fest, die Lo-
gik habe seit den Zeiten des Aristoteles keinen
Schritt vorwiérts getan (KrV, B VII); sie sei seit ih-
rer Kodifizierung durch Aristoteles als Wissen-
schaft inhaltlich ausgebildet, abgeschlossen und
in sich vollendet. Diese beriihmte Feststellung
Kants® kann gleichermaflen als wiirdigendes
Denkmal des Aristoteles, der als Vater der euro-
pédischen Logik geehrt wird, gedeutet werden.

Die im folgenden aufzuzeigende Forschungs-
perspektive legt ihr Augenmerk auf die Frage,
inwiefern Kant in seiner Einteilung und Klas-
sifizierung der Logik auf schulphilosophische
Lehrinhalte des Aristotelismus zurtickgegriffen
habe. Dies soll zundchst anhand des Begriffs-
paares Analytik und Dialektik erortert werden. In
einem néchsten Schritt wird die fiir Kant rele-
vante Quellenlage untersucht.

2. Analytik und Dialektik
in aristotelischer Perspektive

Eine Besonderheit der Kant’schen Unterein-
teilung der ,transzendentalen Logik” in Analy-
tik und Dialektik scheint in der Tat auf den ersten
Blick nicht mit der traditionellen und schulméfig
tiblichen Ausdeutung der aristotelischen Logik

8 Er nimmt sie tibrigens — so ist zu vermuten — aus
Vorrede Boks zu der Sammlung von Gottfried Plouc-
quets logischen Schriften (vgl. Walter, 2022, S. 86. An
dieser Stelle sei ein Hinweis in eigener Sache gestattet:
Leider hat der Verlag nicht das druckfertige Typoskript,
sondern eine Vorabversion gedruckt; aufgrund dieses
Irrtums blieben einige unschone Fehler stehen, die je-
doch den Inhalt nicht bertihren).



Ky «BOOOIIe JIormKovi BuayMocT» (B 349; Kanr
20064, c. 455). MHOrVIe apuCTOTeIIVKM TPaKTOBaJIV
IOMaJIeKTUKY KaK TepMMH, 0003HAYArOIINIL JIOT -
KY B I1€JIOM, TEPMVHBI «JIOTMKa» ¥ «IMaJIeKTIKa»
YacTO VCTIOJIB30BAJIVICh KaK CMHOHMMBIL . OnnH 13
IIePBBIX HEMEIIKOSI3bIYHBIX y4eOHMKOB IO JIOTM-
Ke, OpMeHTHpoBaHHBIN Ha ydeHue [lerpa Pamy-
ca, IIpefieJIbHO SICHO TOBOPUT O CMHOHMMMMK. [o-
cBuH Baccepraiirep (Wasserleiter, 1590, Bl. 2) u-
mreT: «COOTBETCTBEHHO, Ha JIATBIHV OHA Ha3bIBa-
etcs “Logica” mym “Dialectica” Oe3 pasimnumns, Ha
HEMEIIKOM — VICKYCCTBO pasyMa»'’.

BmecTe c s1ormkon 1o KpaviHevi Mepe BepOsATHO-
ro, Kak Apwcroresib Boster, 3a [ aronom nepsoHa-
YJaJIbHO XapaKTepy30BaJl IMajieKTuKy (cm.: Wilpert,
1957), muasieKTuKa TakKXXe BKJIIOYaeT aHaJIUTUKY
KaK 4aCTHBIVI CJIy4Yall TapaHTVPOBaHHO BEPOSITHO-
ro ¥, TaKMM 00pa3oM, MCTMHHOIO caMoro Iio cebe
(cm: Walter, 2022, S. 127—130). ITpoTmsoriocTasiie-
HVe 3TUX JIBYX AVCHUIUINH ObUIO ObI BOOOIIE He-
BO3MOXXHO B JJaHHBIX ycjoBusix. Ha ocHoe 3TOTrO
orperiesieHVsi MOXKHO OBUIO OCYIIIECTBUTBH TOJIBKO
nofIBeleHe aHJIMTVIKM TIof, AyaieKTuKy. CBoert
Ki1accudmkarent KaHT mpoBoguT rieMapKaliyioH-
HYIO JIMHUIO K paHHeMYy, aKaleMideckoMy Apu-
CTOTeJIIO, a BMeCTe C HUM VU K OOJIBIIIeVt yacTy Ipesl-
CTaBUTeJIeVl CXOJIaCTMYeCKOro apyrcToTelIM3Ma.

Yro KacaeTcsi 3TUX [IByX 0OO3HaYeHUN 1 YIIO-
pAnodYMBaHMSA aHAJIUTUKM U AUAJIEKTUKM, apu-
CTOTeJIeBCKas cxojlacTudecKasl TpafauIIns M3Ha-
4JajIbHO cJieftyeT pasperiennio «OpraHoHa» AH-
nporukoM Popocckmm (cm.: Moraux, 1973, S. 77).
Y AnppoHuKa ecTh BecKyie IIPUYMHBI IIOMECTUTh
«Tommkm» 1 «CoducTryeckne OIIpoOBep)KeHs»
rocize «AHaJIIUTYK», XOTs «Tonmkm» comepxxar 060-
Jjlee OPUTVHAJIBHBIV IIPOEKT apyCTOTeIIeBCKOVI JIO-
T'MKM, OCHOBaHHBIV Ha AuasiekTuke IliaroHa, u,
CJIeZIoBaTesIbHO, B COOTBETCTBUM CO BpeMeHeM MX

? O craTyc-KBO HAMCKYCCUM B cXoJlacTuke parHero Ho-
BOTO BpeMeHW IO TIOBOY TOTO, SIBJISIeTCS JIV IVaIeKTH-
Ka IVICITUTUTHO JIOTVIKY 1, CJIefTOBaTeTbHO, HayKOVI, CM.
ocobeHHO B paboTe Py6no «Utrum dialectica sit scientia?»
(«SIBisieTcs v aytasieKTMKa Haykom?») (Rubio, 1615, p. 3).
10 910 omHa W3 IepBBIX KHWUT IO JIOTMKE Ha HEeMEIKOM
s3pike (cM.: Risse, 1964, S. 59, 189).
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vereinbar zu sein (vgl. Tonelli, 1974, p. 189). Denn
durchaus abweichend vom damaligen Sprachge-
brauch versteht Kant unter einer Dialektik , iiber-
haupt eine Logik des Scheins” (KrV, B 349). Zahl-
reiche Aristoteliker hatten die Dialektik als Be-
zeichnung fiir die Logik insgesamt gedeutet, die
Begriffe ,Logik” und ,Dialektik” wurden h&ufig
synonym verwendet.” Eines der ersten deutsch-
sprachigen Logiklehrbticher, das sich an den
Lehren des Petrus Ramus orientiert, spricht die
Synonymie {iberdeutlich aus. Goswin Wasserlei-
ter (1590, Bl. 2 recto) schreibt: ,Demnach wird sie
auff Latein on unterscheid Logica oder Dialectica,
auff deutsch Vernunfftkunst geheiflen.”’

Mit einer Logik des mindestens Wahrschein-
lichen, wie Aristoteles die Dialektik zunéchst im
Anschluss an Platon charakterisierte (vgl. Wil-
pert, 1957, S. 247-257), wiirde die Dialektik auch
die Analytik als Spezialfall des gesichert Wahr-
scheinlichen und damit folglich des Wahren in
sich einschliefien (vgl. Walter, 2022, S. 127-130).
Eine Gegensatzbildung zwischen beiden Diszi-
plinen wére unter diesen Voraussetzungen gar
nicht moglich. Lediglich eine Subsumtion der
Analytik unter die Dialektik liefe sich anhand
dieser Bestimmung vollziehen. — Kant zieht mit
seiner Einteilung also durchaus eine Grenzlinie
zum frithen, akademisch gepragten Aristoteles
und mit ihm zu einem grofseren Teil der Vertre-
ter des scholastischen Aristotelismus.

Die aristotelische Schultradition folgt be-
ztiglich der beiden Bezeichnungen und der An-
ordnung von Analytik und Dialektik zun&chst
der Einteilung des Organons durch Andronikos
von Rhodos (vgl. Moraux, 1973, S. 77). Mit gu-
ten Griinden ordnet Andronikos die Topiken und
die Sophistischen Widerlegungen hinter die Analy-

9 Zum Status quo der Diskussion in der frithneuzeitli-
chen Scholastik, ob die Dialektik eine Disziplin der
Logik und somit Wissenschaft sei vgl. besonders , Ut-
rum dialectica sit scientia?” (,Ist die Dialektik eine Wis-
senschaft?”) bei Rubio (1615, p. 3).

10" Es handelt sich um eine der ersten deutschsprachigen
Logikbticher (vgl. Risse, 1964, S. 59, 189).
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BO3HVMKHOBEH [JOJKHBI OBITH TTOMeIlIeHbI ITeper,
AByMs «AHaJIUTUKaMW». PaHHMe TeKCTOBbIe KOM-
NoHeHTH! «TonMKm» yKasbIBalOT Ha TO, 4TO Apu-
CTOTEJIb IOHMMAaJI ee KaK ydeHwe O I10 KpanHen
Mepe IpaBJIoNoI00HOM 1, TaKMM 00pa3oM, Kak JIo-
TMIKY B 11€JIOM; TOJIBKO B O0JIee MO3IHMX pelaKIy-
4X Y1 B 3BECTHOV HaM Bepcuy OH IepedopMyIin-
PYeT ee B JIOTMKY VICKJIFOUMTEIIBHO ITpaBIOIIoI00-
Horo'. I'lo 3Tov IpuynHe B apyCTOTEIM3Me MOTYT
COCYIIIECTBOBATh [Ba CEMAaHTUYECKVI KOHKYPUPY-
FOLIVX [IOHSATUS «IMaJIeKTUKI».

Onnako TOT (pakT, UTO AMaseKTMKa BOOOIIe
3aHVIMAETCSI JIOTVIKOVI BEPOSITHOCTVI, He SIBJISIeTCS
HOKTPUHOV, KoTopyto KaHT pasmestsist ¢ OoIbIImH-
CTBOM apUCTOTEJIMKOB, HE3aBUCVIMO OT TOrO, pac-
CMaTPMBAETCS JIM OHA KaK JIOI'MKa HaVMEHbBIIIero
VIV JIOTMIKa ITpOcTO BeposTHoro. /g KanTa ro-
pasmo BakHee B IIPUHIINIIE, UYTO OVAJIEKTUK YXKe
yOexreH B MCTMHHOCTM CBOEV IIO3UIINM, Jake
ecJIV OH Ha CaMOM JIeJle CTaJl XXepTBOVI 3a0iIyKie-
Hus. OTcrofa crlefiyeT, 4To AMasleKTHK BooOIlle He
MOXeT ObITh (pr110cOPOM, KOTOPBIVI JIOJIKEH UyB-
CTBOBaTh ceOs IIpuBep KeHIIeM CTPOroro Hay4yHO-
TO movcKa MCTUHEI (cM.: Schepelmann, 2017, S. 70).
CBomM CTpOro KOHTPaAVMKTOPHBIM TOJIKOBAaHM-
€M IOHSTUVIHOV IIapbl «aHAJIUTWKa U ayajiek-
TuKa» KaHT, Takum oOpasoM, KakeTcs, TOYHO He
IIPUMBIKAET K IIePBOHAYAIBHOVI apMCTOTEIEBCKON
TpaJuIuY, B KOTOpoy ob0e MVCHMUIUIMHBI ITpU-
HaJIe)XasIvi K JIOTVIKe VICTVIHBI VI IIOVICKA VMICTVHBI
VIV TadKe AvajieKTHKa M3HavaIbHO BKITIOYasia B
cebs KaKy10-11M00 KOHKPETHYIO JIOTMKY ¥ TI03TO-
My ZI0JDKHa ObUIa Ka3aThCs IOAXOISIIEN 111 000-
3HAYEH Vsl BCeV TVICHVIUIVHBL B TIQJIOM.

Ha ocHoBaHwmM I71aBHOrO KOHTPaJVIKTOPHOIO
pas3iuns, ONMCAaHHOIO B KaHTOBCKOM «KpuTuke
UJCTOTO pasyMa», KOTOpoe HaOJIIofaeTcs MeXay
AHWIUTUKON ¥ OUayIeKTrKoVi, TOHeIM IIojIara-
eT, 4To OH OTKpbUI VoaxuMma [Japbeca B KauecTBe
obpasiia [IJIs1 3TOro KaHTOBCKOTrO pasiinums. KaHr,

1 Kak yOenmrenrbHO mokasbaer Cmmr (Smith, 1997,
p- XVI—XIX), rrepBoHavYaIbHO 11€JIbI0 aPVICTOTEIIEBCKO
IVJIEKTVIKV OBUI IVICKYPCUBHBIV IOVICK IIEPBBIX IIPVIH-
LIWIIOB, ¥ IIO3TOMY OHAa M3Ha4YaIbHO paccMaTpyBaslach ca-
MMM ApucTOTesIeM KaK MeTo, pWI0cOdUN B I1eJIOM.
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tiken, gleichwohl die Topiken den urspriingliche-
ren und an Platons Dialektik angelehnten Ent-
wurf der aristotelischen Logik enthalten und
daher hinsichtlich ihrer Entstehungszeit vor den
beiden Analytiken einzuordnen wéaren. Die frii-
hen Textbestandteile der Topica sprechen dafiir,
dass Aristoteles sie als Lehre vom mindestens
Wahrscheinlichen und damit als die Logik ins-
gesamt verstanden wissen wollte; erst die spéte-
ren Uberarbeitungen und damit die uns bekann-
te Version formuliert er zu einer Logik des aus-
schliefslich Wahrscheinlichen um." Daher konn-
ten im Aristotelismus zwei semantisch konkur-
rierende Begriffe von ,Dialektik’ nebeneinander
bestehen.

Dass sich die Dialektik nun aber tiberhaupt
mit einer Wahrscheinlichkeitslogik befasse, ist
keine Lehrmeinung, die Kant mit dem grofieren
Teil der Aristoteliker teilte, gleichgitiltig, ob sie
nun als Logik des mindestens oder als Logik des
blof$ Wahrscheinlichen angesprochen werde. Fuir
Kant gilt vielmehr grundsatzlich, dass der Dia-
lektiker bereits von der Wahrheit seiner Position
tiberzeugt sei, auch wenn er dabei eigentlich ei-
nem Irrtum anheimgefallen ware. Hieraus folgt,
dass der Dialektiker gar kein Philosoph sein
konne, der sich der strengen wissenschaftlichen
Wahrheitssuche verpflichtet fithlen miisse (vgl.
Schepelmann, 2017, S. 70). Mit seiner strikt kon-
tradiktorischen Ausdeutung des Begriffspaares
Analytik und Dialektik scheint sich Kant also
gerade nicht an die urspriinglich aristotelische
Tradition anzuschlieffen, in der beide Diszipli-
nen zu einer Logik der Wahrheit und Wahrheits-
suche gehoren oder sogar die Dialektik jede be-
sondere Logik zundchst einschloss und sie des-
halb zur Bezeichnung der ganzen Disziplin ge-
eignet erscheinen musste.

1 Wie Smith (1997, pp. XVI-XIX), tiberzeugend darstellt,
war der urspriingliche Sinn der aristotelischen Dialek-
tik die diskursive Suche nach den ersten Prinzipien und
damit galt sie Aristoteles selbst zundchst als die Me-
thode der Philosophie insgesamt.



nponosokaeT ToHeuIM, OTKIIOHSeTCS OT apyuCTOTe-
JIeBCKVIX PYKOBOJICTB, HO TeM He MeHee CO3HaTesIb-
HO BO3BpalllaeTcs K apyCTOTesIeBCKOV TePMIHOJIO-
rvn. Koneuno, ToHesum He MOXeT OOBSICHUTEL TOT
nporlecc, korga KanT, coriacoBbiBas CBOIO TepPMU-
HOJIOTMIO C apVICTOTEeJIEBCKOV, BCe JKe OTKJIOHSIeTCs
OT Hee B KOHIIENITyaJIbHOM acIieKTe, OH MOXKeT TOJIb-
KO IIepeuncInTh KOHIIeNITyaIbHble aHaJIorM (CM.:
Tonelli, 1962, S. 139; Tommasi, 2008, p. 139—143)".

Borpoc cocrout B TOM, noueMy KaHTy HeoO-
XOAMMO OBIJIO TIPMOErHYTh MMEHHO K TepMMHO-
JIOTIVI apUICTOTEJIEBCKOVI CXOJIaCTIYeCKON Tpaau-
LMV, OTBEPTHYB IIPU 3TOM ee WJIeu CorepKaHms
VIV TIOABEPIHYB VX PeIlINTeIbHOMY IepeocMbIC-
JIeHuIO. [17151 TOro 4ToOBI OTBETUTH Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC,
HeOoOXOIMMO IIpeKie BCEro BCIIOMHUTB TOT CyIIle-
CTBEHHBIN (PaKT, YTO TPaJVLIV apUCTOTEIIeBCKO
CXOJIacTMKM OblIa cama ITo cebe HeOIHOPOIHO 1
pacriajiajiack Ha pas3jIMuHble, MHOITIa KOHKY pUpPY-
IOIIVe IIKOJIBL [Io cyx mop mcciiefioBaHs TepMU-
Hostorny KaHTa B paMKax McTopuy IIOHSATU ITpe-
VIMYIIIECTBEHHO Opasiv 3a OTIIPaBHYIO TOUKY Ké-
HUTCOEPICKMX «CTapbIX apUCTOTEIVKOB», YTOOBI
HaMTU CBsI3V CO CIIELMAJIBHOVI TEePMWHOJIOIVIEN
KanTta. Takon miomnxos, ogHako, octasiisseT KaHra B
Tpagumy PrTocodcKoro si3bIka ero MOJIOIOCTM
(Komnermym @puneputieanym v AipOepTriHa) 1
HeZIOCTaTOYHO YYWUTBbIBAaeT IIOCTOSIHHO pa3BMBalo-
IIUVICS Iy Th MBICJIM Halllero dusiocoda.

YroGbl BBIABUTE OOOCHOBAaHHYIO TEepMMHO-
JIOTUYeCKYIO M B TO >Ke BpeMsi KOHIIeNTyaIbHYIO
cBsA3b KaHTa ¢ apucroTesn3MoM, B IaHHOM VICCTIe-
JIOBaHWY 51 pacCMaTPUBaI0 Cpeiyt MHOTMIX HallpaB-
JIeHWUVI TPagUIIMOHHOIO aKaJeMI4ecKoro apyucTo-

2 B ynomsiHyToit pabore TOHe/UIM OYTH He IIPUBOINAT
IIPsAMBIX ICTOYHWMKOB. Borspitiert yacThio MCII0/Ib30BAHHBIX
dparMeHTOB TEKCTOB M3 Y4eOHMKOB T10 JIOTMIKE, KOTOPbIe
yrnomuHaeT ToHeM, OH 00sI3aH MCCITeIOBaTeTECKO pa-
6ote Bursrensma Pricce. Iocmemumin 6611 6mmskuM Ipy-
rom ToHe UM ¥ IIpeoCcTaBII B €ro pacIiopsbKeHe CBoe
o01mmpHOe coOpaHVIe ¢ BBIIEP)KKaMM 113 KHUT TI0 JIOTHIKE.
VImenHo Pricce yKasasl Ha BaXKHeVIIIIVe KOHIIEIITyasIbHbIe
anastorvm. Takvie BBIBOJIBI MOXKHO ClleJIaTh 13 HeOIryorm-
KOBaHHOVT YaCTHOVI TEPENVICKU MEX/TY ABYMs MICCITeIIOBa-
TeJIAMYV, BO3SMOXHOCTHb O3HAKOMMUTBCA C KOTOPOVI y MeH:
6bu1a B CaHkT-MHTOepTe B 2008 .
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Aufgrund dieser beschriebenen kontradik-
torischen Leitdifferenz in Kants Kritik der reinen
Vernunft, wie sie zwischen Analytik und Dialek-
tik zu beobachten ist, meint Tonelli nun, Joachim
Darjes als Vorbild fiir Kants Unterscheidung aus-
findig gemacht zu haben. Kant weiche, so fahrt
Tonelli fort, von den aristotelischen Handbii-
chern ab, greife aber doch bewusst auf die aris-
totelische Terminologie zurtick. Diesen Vorgang,
dass Kant seine Fachterminologie an die Aristo-
teliker angleiche, jedoch in konzeptionellen Hin-
sichten davon abweiche, kann Tonelli freilich
nicht aufkldren, sondern lediglich Begriffsanalo-
gien aufzdhlen (vgl. Tonelli, 1962, S. 139; Tomma-
si, 2008, pp. 139-143).12

Die Frage ist also, warum Kant ausgerech-
net auf die Fachterminologie der aristotelischen
Schultradition zurtickgegriffen, ihre inhaltli-
chen Uberlegungen dabei jedoch zuriickgewie-
sen oder einer eindringlichen Umdeutung un-
terzogen haben sollte. Um diese Frage zu beant-
worten, muss zundchst an die grundsétzliche
Tatsache erinnert werden, dass die aristotelische
Schultradition in sich selbst heterodox war und
in verschiedene, teilweise konkurrierende Schu-
len zerfiel. Bisher ging man in den begriffsge-
schichtlichen Untersuchungen zu Kants Termi-
nologie vielfach und tiberwiegend von den Ko-
nigsberger Altaristotelikern aus, um Anschliisse
an Kants Fachterminologie zu finden. Dieser An-
satz beldsst Kant jedoch in der philosophischen
Sprachtradition seiner Jugend (Collegium Frideri-
cianum und Albertina) und geht zu wenig auf den
sich kontinuierlich entwickelnden Denkweg un-
seres Philosophen ein.

2 In dem besagten Aufsatz gibt Tonelli kaum direkte

Quellen an. Ein groierer Teil der verwerteten Textstiicke
aus Logiklehrbiichern, die Tonelli nennt, verdankt er
der Forschungsarbeit von Wilhelm Risse. Dieser war mit
Tonelli eng befreundet und stellte diesem seinen umfas-
senden Zettelkasten mit Exzerpten aus Logikbtichern
zur Verfuigung. Risse war es auch, der auf entschei-
dende Begriffsanalogien hingewiesen hatte. Wissen-
schaftshistorisch geht dies zumindest aus dem privaten,
unverdffentlichten Briefwechsel beider Forscher hervor.
Zu einer Einsichtnahme hatte ich im Jahr 2008 in Sankt
Ingbert die Gelegenheit.
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TeJIV3Ma, PacIpOCTpaHEHHOro B YHUBepCUTeTaX
VI TMMHA3MSIX Y COXPaHSBILIero aBTOPUTET BIUIOTh
110 paHHMX akageMmmdecknx jeT KanTta (cm.: Tom-
masi, 2010, S. 318), Tak Ha3pBaeMyI0 AJBTHOPdD-
CKYIO IIIKOJIY, a B ee paMKax, B CBOIO ouepenib, [Tnk-
KapTa M ero ydeHuKa [roppa. Viccienosanme 1o-
3BOJIsieT OOHAPYXXWUTh [JOIOITHNTEIbHBIE HIOAHCHI
vcnosb3oBaHMsA KaHTOM KOHIleInTyasIbHOV I1aphbl
«aHaAJIMTUKA ¥ OUaJIeKTUKa» Ha OCHOBE KaHTOB-
CKOT'O MICTOYHMKA, KOTOPOMY [0 CMX HOp yAesis-
JIOCh MaJIo BHUMaHUs, — «VIsarorm» Mwxasis
[Mukkapra®. B omimume ot npenmornoxenun To-
HesUIM 00 apucToTesieBcKoM BimMsHUM Ha KamTa,
3TO HasBaHMe, KakK Oy/ieT ToKa3aHO /jajiee, IMeeT
JIBOVIHOEe JOKYMeHTaJIbHOe IOATBep)KIeHle B Ka-
YecTBe McTouHMKa 11 KaHTa.

3. YnopsinodeHme JIOrMKM
M orrpeiesieHVe AMaIeKTUKI

Bo-rrepBbIX, Ba He3aBMCMMBIX BOIIPOCA MIpa-
IOT pOJIb B pasjieleHun 1 yropsigounsanuy Kan-
TOM aHAJIVTUKV U IVAJIEKTUKV 110 OTHOITIEHWIO K
apvictoTesieBckovt Tpazuimi: (1) Borrpoc o mocie-
JIOBATeJIHOCTY VI BHY TPEHHEVI CBSI3HOCTY JIOTye-
CKMX TPYHOB ApHUCTOTeIIs U (2) BOIIPOC O TOM, KaK
OIIpeJIesIsSIeTCSI apVCTOTeIIeBCKAs AMaJleKTHKa VI
YTO B KOHEYHOM CueTe TI0f] Hevl TIOHVMAaeTCs (J10-
I'VIKa B 1I€JIOM, JIOI'MKA BepOSITHOCTEV, JIOTMKA BU-
IIVIMOCTW).

(1) Bo-miepBbIX, IO BOIIPOCY O IIOCIIEIOBATEITH-
HOCTM JIOTVYeCKMX AVCHUITINH B «KpuTnke» 110
CPaBHEHWMIO C APVCTOTEJIEBCKVIMI COYMHEHUSIMM
ormeuy, urto [layne PabGe m3 KéunrcOepra naum-
HaeT JIOT'VIKY B IIeJIOM C TpaKTara II0 IVaJIeKTVIKe,
HIPEITIOIIOKITEIIBHO CIIEYS IIPYIMEPY BU3aHTUV-
ckoro dustocoda Mumxania Ddecckoro, KOTOpPbIN
YTBEPXKIIAeT, YTO IMAIEKTUKY M COPUCTUKY CIle-
AyeT IperofjaBaTh 10 alloAMKTUKM (cM.: Moraux,
1973, S. 92). OOmmM [IOCTOSIHVIEM apUCTOTEJIeB-
CKMIX IIIKOJI SIBJISIETCS CJIeYIOIIasi TOUKa 3peHms,

3 HackombKo MOXHO CY/IUTE, TOTTBKO ToMMa3su ccpitascs
Ha 3TOT VICTOYHVIK B ITOPSIJIKE TYIIOTEe3BI.
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Unter den vielen Traditionslinien des akade-
mischen Aristotelismus, der sich an den Univer-
sitdten und Gymnasien lebendig hielt und bis zu
Kants frithen akademischen Jahren eine mafsge-
bende Richtung war (vgl. Tommasi, 2010, S. 318),
greift die vorliegende Studie die sogenannte Alt-
dorfer Schule und aus dieser wiederum Piccart
und seinen Schiiler Diirr heraus, um einen ter-
minologischen und zugleich konzeptionellen
Anschluss Kants an den Aristotelismus plausi-
bel nachzuzeichnen. Die Untersuchung gestat-
tet, weitere Nuancen zu Kants Verwendung des
Begriffspaars Analytik und Dialektik anhand ei-
ner bisher wenig beachteten Quelle Kants her-
auszustellen: Michael Piccarts Isagoge.®* Im Ge-
gensatz zu Tonellis Mutmafiungen {iber aristote-
lische Einfliisse auf Kant ist dieser Titel fiir Kant
zweifach als Quelle dokumentiert, wie weiter
unten gezeigt wird.

3. Anordnung der Logik
und Definition der Dialektik

Zunichst spielen zwei unabhdngige Fragen
in Kants Einteilung und Anordnung von Analy-
tik und Dialektik mit Blick auf die aristotelische
Tradition hinein: (1.) Einmal die Frage nach der
Anordnung und dem internen Zusammenhang
der Logikschriften des Aristoteles und (2.) die
Frage, wie die aristotelische Dialektik definiert
bzw. was unter ihr letztlich verstanden werde
(Logik insgesamt, Wahrscheinlichkeitslogik, Lo-
gik des Scheins).

(1) Zuerst zur Frage der Anordnung der logi-
schen Disziplinen in der Kritik im Abgleich mit
den aristotelischen Lehrschriften: Der Konigs-
berger Paul Rabe beginnt die Logik insgesamt
mit der Abhandlung der Dialektik und folgt da-
mit vermutlich dem spatantiken Beispiel des Mi-
chael v. Ephesos, das besagt, Dialektik und So-
phistik seien vor der Apodiktik zu lehren (vgl.
Moraux, 1973, S. 92). Als Gemeingut der aristote-

13 Soweit ersichtlich, ist nur Tommasi auf diese Quelle
als eine Vermutung eingegangen.



oOrIenpuHsiTas BIUIOTh 10 KaHTa 11 moTOMY OueHb
9acTo BCTpedaroasics: «[onmkm» Kak COUMHeHVIst
0 AuasieKTVKe VIMEIOT AeJI0 C IPesIoKeHVIIMI T
ZIOKa3aTeJTbCTBAMVI, KOTOPBIE CUMTAIOTCS IIPaBIO-
nonoOHbIMYU (ApucToTesib, 1978, c. 349 (100b18)). B
3TOM OTHOIIeHMV KaHT HMCKOIBPKO He OTCTYIIaeT
OT OOBIYHOI'O CXOJIACTMYECKOrO BHEIITHEro ejIe-
HUS U TIoc/IefoBaTesIbHOCTY JIormku (cM.: Tonelli,
1962, S. 120—139), ecsit He TpMHMMATD BO BHUMa-
HVE TOT cpaKT, YTO B CBOEV TPaHCIIEHIeHTaJIbHOVI
aHAJINTVKE OH He pacCMaTpMBaeT B SIBHOM BUJIe
ydeHre O BBbIBOIE WIM CWJUIOIM3Me, HO VIMIUIV-
LIUTHO IIPMHIMAaET U pa3BuBaeT ero B paMKax yue-
HMs 0 cxeMarusMe'™. B oObranom cTpykrype «Op-
raHOHa» [MaJleKTMKa cjleflyeT 3a aHaJIUTUKOIL
DTOT OCHOBOIIOJIATAOMINIL TIOPSIZIOK OTPakeH U B
«KpuTike umcToro pasyma». 311ech Cile[lyeT MOM-
4epKHyTb, uTo KaHT, TakmM oOpa3oM, OTKJIOHS-
eTCsl IMEHHO OT IIpeanpuHaaToro Pabe obpaTHoro
yIIOpsIOUeHMs ¥ OCTaeTcsl IIpuBep)KeHIleM Oosiee
TPagMIIVIOHHOIO ¥ IIPMBBIYHOIO PACIIOIOKEHS
counmHenmm «OpraHoHa». OTcrofa, B CBOIO Ode-
penp, ciienyet, uto ITaysib Pabe, mociiemami Bbiia-
FOIIVTVICS. «CTapbIVl apyCTOTeNMK» 13 KéHnurcoep-
ra, He MOXeT B JIAaHHOM BOITPOCe pacCMaTpyBaTh-
cst Kak oOpaserr g1 KaHTa, Tak 9TO IOCTIEIHU
OCTaeTCs B IUIEHY TPaIUIIVIOHHO IIPUHATOIO IIPO-
uTeHMs B OOJIBIIIEVT CTeIleHV, 4eM OoJlee IIporpec-
cuBHBIN Pabe.

(2) Yro kacaercst ompenesieHMs IIOHATHS [IM1a-
JIEKTUKY, TO, B OT/IM4YME OT BOIIpoca 00 yIopssio-
ueHvyt, KaHT mpeT, Kaszasnock Obl, IpYHINITVAIb-
HO OTJIMYHBIM OT apuCTOTesIM3Ma I1yTeM: B «Kpu-
TUKEe YMCTOrO pa3yMa» OH PeIINUTeSIbHO BBICTY-
ITaeT IIPOTMB OOIMIENIPVMHSITOrO B3IVISIa Ha [va-
JIEKTUKY KaK Ha JIOTMIKY 1M0AbKO0 VIJIVL N0 MeHbliell
Mepe BeposiTHOro. OH [1a’ke OTKPBITO BBICTyIIAeT
IIPOTVB TAKOTrO TOJIKOBaHMS, KOIJIa MUIIIET: «DTO
He 3Ha4WT, YTO OHA eCTh yUueHue O BeposamHochiu»
(B 349; Kanr, 20064, c. 455). B pabore Ilaysis PaGe
YyTaeM B PacIpOCTPaHEHHOV MHTepIIpeTallViOH-

4 D10 cOKpallleHHOe M3JI0KeHVIe TOr0, YTO MOXKHO OOHa-
pyxuth B Kuure (Walter, 2022, S. 185—187).
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lischen Schulen gilt dabei folgende, bis hinab zu
Kant allgemein anerkannte und daher sehr hau-
fig vertretene Auffassung: Die Topiken als Lehr-
schriften zur Dialektik behandeln Aussagesitze
und Beweisfithrungen, die als wahrscheinlich
gelten (vgl. Aristoteles, 1997, S. 3 (100b18)). Kant
weicht also in dieser Hinsicht von der schulma-
3ig tiblichen dufieren Einteilung und Abfolge der
Logik keineswegs ab (vgl. Tonelli, 1962, S. 120-
139), wenn man einmal davon absieht, dass er
in seiner transzendentalen Analytik die Leh-
re vom Schluss oder Syllogismus nicht explizit
behandelt, sondern im Rahmen der Schematis-
muslehre implizit aufgreift und entwickelt." Die
Dialektik folgt in der tiblichen Anordnung des
Organons auf die Analytik. Diese grundsatzliche
Anordnung spiegelt sich so auch in der Kritik der
reinen Vernunft. Festzuhalten ist an dieser Stel-
le, dass Kant damit aber genau von Rabes vor-
genommener Umkehrung der Abfolge abweicht
und einer traditionelleren und gebrduchlicheren
Anordnung der Lehrschriften des Organons ver-
pflichtet bleibt. Daraus folgt wiederum, dass der
letzte bedeutende Altaristoteliker Konigsbergs,
d.h. Paul Rabe, in diesem Punkt nicht als Vorbild
Kants angesprochen werden kann. Kant bleibt
also der althergebrachten Lesart mehr verhaftet
als der progressivere Rabe.

(2) Anders als bei der Frage der Anordnung
geht Kant, was die Definition des Dialektik-Be-
griffs angeht, scheinbar grundsitzlich abwei-
chende Wege vom Aristotelismus: In der Kritik
der reinen Vernunft spricht sich Kant dezidiert ge-
gen die herkommliche Auffassung von der Di-
alektik als einer Logik des bloff oder mindestens
Wahrscheinlichen aus. Er wendet sich sogar ex-
plizit gegen diese Ausdeutung, wenn er schreibt:
~Das bedeutet nicht, sie sei eine Lehre der Wahr-
scheinlichkeit” (KrV, B 349). Bei Paul Rabe liest
man in der gingigen Auslegungstradition des
Aristotelismus und damit erneut von Kants

1 Diese verkiirzte Darstellung holt nach Walter (2022,
S. 185-187).
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HOVI TpaguIIVM apucTOTeIM3Ma ¥, TaKuM obpa-
30M, CHOBa OTKJIOHseMcsi OT B3miAnos Kanra: «Of-
ficium hinc Dialectici quoque optime intelligitur... dis-
putare ex probabilibus»* (Rabe, 1703, p. 11). Tem ca-
MbIM KaHT nmpotusopeunt Pabe elrie mo omHOMY
BaKHOMY IYHKTY. C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, OH He MeT
1o ocoobomy myTn Pabe, MeHsiss MecTaMu Ayajiek-
TUKY ¥ aHJIUTHUKY, a C IPyTol — He cjlefiyeT 00-
IIEIPUHATON ¥ OOIIepy3HaHHOW MHTepIIpeTa-
M AuasteKTrkn Pade. DTux KpaTKix OnmcaHmm
JBYX MOMEHTOB Pas3/Inuusi MOXeT OBbITh JOCTaTOU-
HO, 9TOOBI ITOKa3aTk, uto 1y1g KanTa «Kypce» Pabe
He MOT OBITb VICKJIIOUMTEIIBHO VIV IIPerrIouTy-
TeJIBHO OCHOBHBIM VCTOYHMKOM IO BOIIPOCaAM
apucToTesIeBCKov prtocodum.

HameueHnHoe corepaTeslbHOe — CpaBHeHVe
KanTa 1 KéHUTCOEprcKmX «CTapbIX apyCTOTEeNIV-
KOB», KOTOPBIX IIpeficTaBiIseT 31echk Pabe, koHeu-
HO, JIOCTAaTOYHO OYEBVIHO W IIpOJIMBaeT CBeT Ha
paxHble ey (Tonelli, 1964). Bor xakum 3Haum-
TeJIBHBIM JIOJDKeH Ka3aTbcs «Kype» Pabe, mockosis-
Ky OH CYMTasICcs «O(PUIINMAIBHBIM PyKOBOICTBOM
Opuapuxckoilermyma 1 AsnbbepTrHb» (Sgarbi,
Ertl, 2012, p. 87). Tem He MeHee B COXpaHVBIIIEMCS
crimcke KHUT KaHTa OTCyTCTBYeT 9K3eMIUISIp 3TO-
ro yueOHMKa, HET 1 KAHTOBCKMX IIPSIMBIX CCBUIOK
Ha Hero B Buie IUTaTel. PaKT OTCYyTCTBUS IIpsi-
MbIX cBsizelt ¢ KaHTOM 11 ero TekcTamu ycyTyoris-
eT TPYJHOCTY, CBsI3aHHbBIE C OTKJIOHEHUAMMU B CO-
HepKaHUN.

VIMeHHO TO OTKJIOHSIOIIeecss OT HOPMBI OIIpe-
TieJleHVe OVaIeKTUKY KaK «JIOTVIKV BUIVIMOCTVD»
" Kak «camoMHeHMs» (AA 04, S. 383; KanT, 1994a,
c. 152) MOXHO MHTepHpeTUpPOBaTh ITpeXJie BCero
KaK JajIbHerIee oTcTyIulieHne KaHTa OT ycTOsB-
IIIerocsl apucToTe/3Ma AIbOepTHHBI (YUeHVKOB
PaGe). Ho Hirke OymyT oKasaHBI Apyruie JaHHBIE,
KOTOpble IIpefdronaraioT addrpmarmBHOe IIpo-
ureHne Karntom Apucroresis. Kak pa3 B OTKJIOHS-
IOIIeMCsl KaHTOBCKOM OITpeJieJIeHVV IVaJIeKTUKI
CKpBITa 3Ta HeOXMIaHHas CBA3b C yueHUeM Apu-

' «Orcroga Takke MOXHO JIydllle BCETO IIOHATH €TI0

IMajIeKTVKa... CHOPUTH Ha OCHOBE BEpOSITHOCTEN» (JIaT.).

Auffassung abweichend: , Officium hinc Dialecti-
ci quoque optime intelligitur [...], disputare ex proba-
bilibus”® (Rabe, 1703, p. 11). Kant widersprache
damit Rabe in einem weiteren zentralen Punkt.
Einmal geht Kant also dessen Sonderweg einer
Umkehrung der Anordnung von Dialektik und
Analytik nicht mit, und zum anderen folgt er Ra-
bes herkommlicher und allgemein anerkannter
Auslegung der Dialektik nicht. Diese kurzen Be-
schreibungen von zwei Differenzpunkten mo-
gen geniigen, um zu zeigen, dass fiir Kant nicht
ausschliefilich oder bevorzugt Rabes Cursus die
Hauptquelle fiir Fragen der aristotelischen Phi-
losophie gewesen sein kann.

Der skizzierte inhaltliche Vergleich zwischen
Kant und den Konigsberger Altaristotelikern,
hier vertreten durch Rabe, liegt freilich sehr nahe
und brachte Wertvolles zutage (Tonelli, 1964). So
muss Rabes Cursus wichtig erscheinen, da er als
das ,official manual of the Collegium Fridericia-
num and of the Albertina” galt (Sgarbi und Ertl,
2012, p. 87). Dennoch fehlen Direktnachweise
bei Kant als Zitat oder in Form eines Exemplars
jenes Lehrbuchs im tiberlieferten Buchbestand
Kants. Dass keine direkten Beziige zu Kant und
seinen Texten herzustellen sind, tritt demzufol-
ge zu den inhaltlichen Abweichungen erschwe-
rend hinzu.

Gerade jene abweichend bekannte Bestim-
mung der Dialektik als ,,Logik des Scheins” und
als ,Sophisterei” (Prol, AA 04, S. 383) konnte zu-
ndchst und tiberhaupt als weitere Abweichung
Kants vom etablierten Aristotelismus der Alber-
tina (Rabes Schiiler) gedeutet werden. Doch, wie
nachstehend gezeigt werden soll, gibt es einen
anderen Befund, der eine affirmative Aristote-
les-Lekttire Kants unterstellt. Genau in Kants ab-
weichender Bestimmung der Dialektik liegt die-
ser unvermutete Anschluss an Lehren des Aris-
toteles verborgen. Der Nachweis erfolgt, indem
zu einer weiteren, bisher selten beachteten aris-
totelischen Quelle Kants zuriickgegangen wird.

15, Auch das Geschiift des Dialektikers ldsst sich von hier
aus am besten verstehen [...], anhand von Wahrschein-
lichkeiten zu disputieren” (Ubers. v. M.W.).
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croTesist. JJokas3aTesibcTBO MOYKHO TIOJTYYMTh, 0Opa-
TUBILVCH K IPYrOMY apyCTOTeJIeBCKOMY VICTOUHM-
Ky KaHTa, KOTOPBITI pefIKO paccMaTpvBaJICs paHee.

OpHako — He clelyeT ¢ caMOro Havajla ymasl-
uyBaTh 00 3TOM — TepMMHOJIOIMYecKas Hesic-
HocTh KaHTa 110 OTHOIIIEHUIO K apVICTOTeJIeBCKO-
My OpWUTVHaJly CTAaHOBUTCSI OUYeBWUIHOV, KOI7la OH
OTHOCUT K aHaJIUTVKe JIOTMKY BepOATHOCTH, a K
IVajieKTuKe — couCTuKy mim 3puctmky. OTHe-
ceHrie KaHTOM BepOSATHOCTHOW JIOTMKM K aHaJIV-
THKe MOXXHO ITpOCJIeIUTh Ha IpuMepe VloranHa
IleTepa Poriiia, KOTOPBIVI JaXke He YIIOMMHAeT V-
aJIeKTVIKy B CBOeM yueOHVIKe JIOIVIKVI, VCIIOJIb3Ye-
MoM KaHToM, HO oueHB IOAPOOHO paccMaTpyBa-
eT BepOsATHOCTHYIO JIoruky. ITo ananornu ¢ mosz-
HuM KanTom Porir cHauasa obparraercst K Iiia-
Be «De veritatis criterio cognitione a posteriori et
priori» (Reusch, 1760, p. 742—755)%. 3a Hen cpasy
xe cienyer miaBa (Caput XI) o mokasaTesibcTBax
BOo3MOXXHOCTM «De demonstratione et probailita-
te» (Ibid., p. 755—795)". 3aTtemM OH aHaIM3MpYyeT
JIOrMYecKye OMmmoKy, 3abmyxaenns u T.01. OgHa-
KO B paOoTe Poriiia OTCYyTCTBYeT acleKT IIperHa-
MepeHHOro obMaHa ¥ AaIeKT4ecKol apryMeH-
TaluM, TO eCTb COPUCTUKA, KaK ee IIPaKTUIecKn
vMesl B Buay emle Apucroresib. KaHT ynoMuHaer
y4ebGHMK PoriIiia 11 OTKpPBITO IIpU3HAET ero Kak I1o-
IOBITKY CHHTe3a BOJIb(UAHCKON ¥ apuCTOTeJIeB-
CKOVI JIOTMIKI: «BbUIM HEKOTOpBIE aBTOPbI, KOTOPbIe
XOTeJn cBg3aTh ApuicroTes ¢ BoibdoMm, Hammpu-
Mep Povir B ceoent “CricTeMaTituecKon JIormuke”. . .»
(Kant, 1998, S. 289).

Terepr B3MIAI Ha HpefrionaraeMbIVl CIVICOK
kHur KaHTa ykasblBaeT Ha €ro CBs3b C Ipyron
CXOJIACTMYECKOVI ~ TpaJulyer WHTepIpeTalumn
ApucroTesid, a IMEHHO C apUCTOTeJIM3MOM AJlb-
THopdckoro yHuBepcuTeTa (Academia Norica)
(cm.: Méhrle, 2000). Ona xpoHOIOrMYecKM IIpef-
IrecTBOBajIa KéHer6eprc1<or71 Tpaguium M gaxe
Ha HEKOTOpoe BpeMs IIOB/IMsla Ha Hee B IlIaHe
conepxxaHms (depes Kprucrmana pariepa). B gact-

1 «O KpuTepuM IIO3HAHWMS WCTHHBI aIlOCTEPVIOPU W
arpropm» (71at.).
17 «O mpuBeIeHNU 0Ka3aTeIIbCTB Y BEPOSITHOCTI» (J1aT.).
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Allerdings zeigt sich — dies sei im Vorfeld
nicht verschwiegen — eine terminologische
Unschérfe Kants gegentiber der aristotelischen
Vorlage, wenn er einerseits die Logik der Wahr-
scheinlichkeit den Analytiken zuschlédgt, jedoch
die Dialektik mit der Sophistik oder Eristik kor-
respondieren ldsst. Dass Kant die Wahrschein-
lichkeitslogik den Analytiken zuschlédgt, lasst
sich etwa auf Ausftihrungen bei Johann Pe-
ter Reusch zuriickfiihren, der eine dialectica in
seinem von Kant benutzen Logiklehrbuch gar
nicht erwidhnt, aber die Wahrscheinlichkeits-
logik sehr ausfiihrlich behandelt. In Analogie
zum spdteren Kant geht Reusch zunichst auf
»De veritatis criterio cognitione a posteriori et prio-
ri“1% ein (Reusch, 1760, pp. 742-755). Diesem Kapi-
tel folgt unmittelbar die Abhandlung (Caput XI)
von Moglichkeitsbeweisen , De demonstratione et
probabilitate” (ebd., pp. 755-795)."” Im Anschluss
handelt er die logischen Fehler, Trugschliisse
und dergleichen ab. Der Aspekt absichtlicher
Tauschung und dialektischer Streitgespréache,
die Sophisterei, wie sie Aristoteles noch prak-
tisch vor Augen hatte, fehlt aber bei Reusch.
Kant nennt Reuschs Lehrbuch und anerkennt es
explizit als Versuch, eine Synthese zwischen der
Wolff’schen und der aristotelischen Logik her-
beizuftihren: ,Es hat gewisse Autores gegeben,
die den Aristoteles mit dem Wolf haben verbin-
den wollen z. E. Reusch in seinem Systemate lo-
gica [...]” (Kant, 1998, S. 289).

Nun deutet ein Blick in den mutmafilichen
Buchbestand Kants seinen Anschluss an einer
weiteren Schultradition der Aristoteles-Ausle-
gung an, ndmlich an den Aristotelismus der Uni-
versitdt Altdorf (Academia Norica) (vgl. Méhrle,
2000). Sie geht der Konigsberger Tradition zeit-
lich voraus und beeinflusste sie sogar eine Zeit
lang inhaltlich (tiber Christian Dreier). Insbe-
sondere sei fiir die hier angezielte Themenstel-

16 Uber das Kriterium der Wahrheitserkenntnis a pos-
teriori und a priori” (Ubers. v. M.W.).
7 ,Kapitel XI. Von der Beweisfiihrung und der
Wabhrscheinlichkeit” (Ubers. v. M.W.).
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HOCTM, B PaMKax paccCMaTpuBaeMOVl 3/1eCh TeMbl
crremryeT oOpaTTh BHMMaHMe Ha IBYyX aIbTIopd-
ckmx mpodeccopos [roppa u ITnkkapra (cm.: Will,
1801, S. 7, 38, 70, 235—240, 397, Hefsbriiggen-Wal-
ter, 2016)"*. Ha mpomeXyTOUYHOM 3Tarie HeoOXo-
AVMO CHauasla IIPOIEeMOHCTPUPOBATH MCTOYHUIK,
pesieBaHTHBINT B OoTHomIeHnn Kanra: «V3arora»
IuxkapTa, BBeieHMe B priocopmio ApUCTOTeIIA.
3areM Ha OCHOBE 3TOTO VICTOYHVIKA B OTHOIIIEHWVI
IIOCTaBJIEHHOVI BbIIIIe ITpo0JIeMbl KilaccdyKamm
TPaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOV aHAJIUTUKIM ¥ TpPaHCIIeH-
JeHTaJIBHOV AMaJIeKTUKY, C y4eTOM Kilaccudrka-
LM JIOTUKM B paMKaX apyCTOTEJIeBCKOV Tpay-
LIV 5 YCTAHOBJIIO COIepyKaTeIbHYIO B3aIMOCBSI3b
Mexxay KarTom 1 ansraopdriamm myTeM paccMo-
TPeHUs] VHTepIIpeTayy AValeKTUKN KaK JIOIV-
KV BUIVIMOCTU Ha OocHOBe «VI3arorm» IIukkapra,
BKJTIOYAsi OIVICAHVIE «COPVICTUKII».

4. «M3arora» IImkkapTa Kak BO3MO>XHBIV
VICTOYHVK KaHTOBCKOI'O pa3/esIeHus
«QHAJIUTUKM» U «TMAJIeKTUKN»

B ommmune ot «Kypca» Pabe «V3arora» Ilvk-
KapTa Jaxe faBaxasl (cM. (1) u (2)) 3agoKyMeHTH-
poBaHa KaK KaHTOBCKMV VICTOYHVIK.

(1) Kaurn Kanra B 1804 r. yHacienosan Vo-
ranH @punpux lensnxen (AA 12, S. 382—390), ubs
GrbmoTeka OblIa IIOC/Ie CMepTH IIpofiaHa € ayk-
nuoHa 25 ampesis 1808 1. B karasiore aykiiyoHa
TI071, OTZIeITHHBIM 3ar0JIOBKOM ITpeJIjIarajivch «KHV-
ru mpodpeccopa KaHTa, KOTOpbIe Honaiam K HeMy».
C Tex mop BpeMs OT BpeMeHU MOIHMMAaJICI BO-
IIPOC O TOM, MOT'YT JIV B pasjieJie KaTajlora, IToCBsi-
meHHOM leH3MxeHy, ocTaBaTbCs TOMa, KOTOpBIe
Ha caMOM jiejle JOJDKHBI ObITh OTHeCeHBI K KOJI-
nexuyy kHUr Kanra (Stark, 1993, S. 39—51, oco-
6enno S. 242 n 320). I'lo BeckuM IIpryYMHaM, KOTO-
prle, KcTaTy, IpuBesi caM [eH3vxeH, MOXHO IIpef-
IOJIOKUTD, YTO JIBe KOJIEKIIUY KHUT IlepeMelia-

8O0 0cobeHHOCTSX M3MEeHeHVISI KOHIIeNIM MeTadu3n-
ku [Tnxkapra cum.: (Leinsle, 1985, S. 196 —205). O Iuxkap-
Te cM. Takke: (Vollhardt, 2016).

lung die Aufmerksamkeit auf die beiden Altdor-
fer Professoren Diirr und Piccart gelenkt (Will,
1801, S. 7, 38, 70, 235-240, 397; HefSbriiggen-Wal-
ter, 2016).® In einem Zwischenschritt soll zu-
ndchst die einschldgige Quelle fiir Kant nachge-
wiesen werden: Piccarts Isagoge, eine Einfiihrung
in die Philosophie des Aristoteles. Sodann seien
anhand dieser Quelle zum oben gestellten Ein-
teilungsproblem hinsichtlich der transzendenta-
len Analytik und der transzendentalen Dialek-
tik mit Riicksicht auf die Einteilung der Logik
innerhalb der aristotelischen Tradition inhalt-
liche Ubereinstimmungen zwischen Kant und
den Altdorfern herausgearbeitet. Dies erfolgt, in-
dem die Ausdeutung der Dialektik als Logik des
Scheins anhand von Piccarts Isagoge unter Ein-
beziehung der Beschreibung von ,Sophistik” er-
ortert wird.

4. Piccarts Isagoge als eine mogliche Quelle
fir Kants Einteilung von ,, Analytik”
und ,, Dialektik”

Anders als etwa Rabes Cursus, ist Piccarts Isa-
goge sogar zweifach (1./2.) als Quelle Kants do-
kumentiert: (1) Am 25. April 1808 wurde die Bi-
bliothek des verstorbenen Johann Friedrich Gen-
sichen versteigert. Da dieser 1804 Kants Biicher
erbte (Testament, AA 12, S. 382-390), wurden die
,demselben zugefallenen Biicher des Professor
Kant” im Versteigerungskatalog unter einer ge-
sonderten Rubrik angeboten. Seither wurde gele-
gentlich die Frage aufgeworfen, ob sich vielleicht
noch Bédnde, die eigentlich Kants Buchbestand
zuzuschlagen wiren, in der Gensichen gewid-
meten Abteilung des Katalogs befénden (Stark,
1993, S. 39-51, besonders S. 242 und 320). Aus gu-
ten Griinden, die Gensichen tibrigens selbst lie-
ferte, ist anzunehmen, dass die beiden Buchbe-
stinde sich durchmischt haben. Denn die An-

8 Zur Charakteristik von Piccarts wechselnder
Metaphysikkonzeption vgl. Leinsle (1985, S. 196-205).
Zu Piccart vgl. ferner Vollhardt (2016, col. 57-71).
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JIVCB, MO0 YMCII0 KHUT 13 Kosutekiyuy KaHTa, yka-
3aHHoe l'ensnxeHom Baipay (Reicke, 1860, S. 56),
omymuaeTcss routn Ha 100 KHUT wiIv Ha3BaHUM
OT umciia KHUT, TepedncIeHHBIX ayKIIVOHVICTOM
(B GospIMHCTBe CiTyudaeB Bapra Takke npumep-
JKMBaJICsl OMVCK ayKIMOHNUCTaA PV COCTaBJIeHUN
cBoero crvicka KHur') mox pyOpmKom KHWUI, KO-
Topble I'eH31IxeH, Kak cKa3aHO B Karajlore, «yHac-
nefosail oT mpodeccopa Kanra», To ecTh kKak 60-
jiee WJIVI MeHee TrapaHTUPOBaHHBIVI KaHTOBCKWV
KHVDKHBI PpoHT (Anonymus, 1922, S. 3). Paccma-
TpuBas BOIIPOC O pelieniny ApucToTesid, Ha Oc-
HOBaHWM CIIVICKa KHUT Baprbl IToKa MOXXHO BbIzle-
JIATH JIVIIB OAHY 3HAUUTEJIbHYIO paboTy: cpenn
o0o3HaueHHBIX KHUT KaHTa ObUI TOJIBKO ITePBbIN
TOM BBIIIIEJIIIIETO HE3aI0JIro [0 Toro bumoHTwmH-
ckoro® n3manms ApucroTers o pefgakiivent Vo-
ragHa [ommba brosie, peBHOCTHOrO CTOpOHHMKA
KpUTI4ecKov pvyiocodrm 1 BBIIAIOIIETr0Cs UCTO-
puka cdpustocodpun (Walter, 2013, S. 493).

Onnako B KaTajiore KHVDKHOV KoJuleKium [en-
3xeHa OOHapyXMBaeTcd Cileflylolas 3alliCh,
MMeloITlas OTHOIIeHVe K KaHTOBCKOMY WCCIIeIO-
BaHMIO APUCTOTeJIs, a IMEHHO Ha3BaHVe C SBHO
apucToTesieBcKo TeMmarukoi: «[Homep mo xara-
sory] 584 Duerrii isagoge in Aristotelem», [1]665»
(Anonymus, 1922, S. 21). Peub npeT o MHOroKpar-
HO ITyOJIMKOBaBIlleMcsl BBeHeHUM K OCHOBHBIM
TPpyZaM apucTOTeJleBCKoro kKopmyca: «Isagoge in
lectionem Aristotelis, Hoc est: Hypotyposis toti-
us philosophiae Aristotelis qua Series & Ordo li-

9 Bapma (Warda, 1922, S. 16) B cBoeM BBefeHUM YIIO-
MMHAeT O «BO3MOXKHOM IIepeMEeIeHNN OTHEeIbHBIX
TOMOB», XOTSL VI C OYeHb HeOOJIBIINM KOJIVYEeCTBOM IIpU-
MepoB. CBueTeNbcTBa IIepeMelleHs II0pasUTeIbHO-
rO KOJIMYeCTBa KHUT MOXHO IIPVBECTH, OCHOBBIBAsCh Ha
ncrouHmkax. Vopr XioTTHep yke IOAroToBWI OMbImo-
rpadrdaeckyo MHMOPMAIIIO 1T OOJIbIIer YacTV KHT.
KoHcrekThI j1eKmm 1 11ocoOmsi, KOTOPBIMM, BO3MOXKHO,
noyb3oBasicd KaHT, a Tak’ke MHOIOYMC/IeHHBIe KON I10-
CBAIIIEHMVI, IIPOBEPKa KOTOPBIX C IIOMOIIBIO COXPaHIB-
mxcs muceM K KaHTy mo3BosisieT Takke IIPOBEPUTH B
9TOVI CBS3M paszell Kataiora ['eHsvxeHa, ObUIN, BEpOAT-
HO, IlepeHeceHsI (cM.: Stark, 1993, S. 29).

20 Or aTMHU3MPOBAHHOIO Ha3BaHMS HEMEIIKOTO I'Opo-
na lsanOprokkeH, rae B XVIII B. ObuIn m3gaHel MHOIVIE
IIPOM3BEIEeH IPeUecKnX M PUMCKMX aHTUYIHBIX aBTO-
pos. — [Tpumeu. peo.
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zahl der Biicher aus Kants Bestand, die Gensi-
chen gegentiber Wald angab (Reicke, 1860, S. 56),
differiert um eine Sttickzahl von nahezu 100 Bu-
chern oder Titeln von der Anzahl jener Biicher,
die vom Auktionator — und an die Bestandsauf-
nahme durch den Auktionator hat sich in den
meisten Féllen auch Warda bei der Erstellung
seiner Biicherliste gehalten” — unter die Rub-
rik der Biicher, die Gensichen ,vom Professor
Kant ererbet hat”, wie es im Katalog heifit, aufge-
fihrt wurden, d.h. als einigermafsen gesicherter
Buchbestand Kants (Anonymus, 1808, S. 3). Auf
die Frage der Aristoteles-Rezeption blickend,
konnte bisher nur ein bedeutendes Werk anhand
von Wardas Biicherliste ermittelt werden: Unter
Kants ausgewiesenen Biichern befand sich ledig-
lich der erste Band der neueren Bipontiner Aristo-
teles-Ausgabe, ediert von Johann Gottlieb Buhle,
einem eifrigen Anhdnger der kritischen Philo-
sophie und bedeutenden Philosophiehistoriker
(Walter, 2013, S. 493).

Unter Gensichens Buchbestand findet sich
nun jedoch folgender, fiir ein Aristotelesstu-
dium Kants einschlédgig relevanter Eintrag ge-
listet, d.h. ein Titel mit offensichtlich aristoteli-
scher Themenstellung: ,[Katalognummer| 584
Duerrii isagoge in Aristotelem, [1]665” (Anonymus,
1808, S. 21). Es handelt sich um folgendes, mehr-
fach aufgelegte Einfiihrungswerk in die Haupt-
schriften des Corpus Aristotelicum: Isagoge in lecti-
onem Aristotelis, Hoc est: Hypotyposis totius philoso-
phiae Aristotelis qua Series & Ordo librorum, Scopus
& Subjectum |[...] olim a Michaele Piccarto Professo-
re Organico Altdorffino concinnata Nunc iis partibus,

¥ Warda (1922, S. 16) fiihrt in seiner Einleitung die
,die gelegentliche Versetzung einzelner Bande”, aller-
dings mit nur sehr wenigen Beispielen, an. — Der Nach-
weis einer Versetzung kann quellenfundiert fiir eine
erstaunliche Anzahl von Titeln gefiihrt werden. Jorg
Hittner hat bereits einen grofien Teil der Titel bibliogra-
phiert. Vorlesungsvorlagen und Handbticher, die Kant
benutzt haben konnte, als auch zahlreiche Dedikations-
exemplare — deren Nachweis mittels der erhaltenen
Briefe an Kant zudem eine Uberpriifung im Kontext der
Gensichen-Abteilung des Katalogs gestattet, wurden
wohl verschoben (vgl. Stark, 1993, S. 29).
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brorum, Scopus & Subjectum [...] olim a Michae-
le Piccarto Professore Organico Altdorffino con-
cinnata Nunc iis partibus, quibus defficiebat, auc-
ta, & notis plurimis altera vice illustrata, atque
ad usum in Theolog[iam] applicata A Joh. Con-
rado Diirrio SS. Theol. et Philos. Moral. in Acad.
Altdorff. PP. [..] Altdorffi MDCXLV»*". Tpymro
IIPeICTaBUTh, UTO 3Ty KHUTY [eH3mxeH mprobdpert
He3aBUCMO OT Koyrtekimm Karmra.

Kaxk ykaszaHo Ha TUTYJIBHOM JIVCTE, aBTOP KH-
rmm — Mmwuxasne IIukkapt. Briepsele mponssene-
Hute TiosBIoch B 1605 1.2 (Piccart, 1605). Vioranu
Konpaz [Jropp omy0rmKoBas KHUTY ellle pa3 IIo-
cite cmMepTn [Tukkapra, B 1660 1 1665 rT., 1 mo0a-
BIJI HECKOJIBKO IIPVIMEYaHWV, YTOOBI IIOBBICUTD e
LIEHHOCTD [JIsl M3y4YeHus Teosioruu. VIHorma ero
YKa3bIBalOT B SHLMKJIONENNSX KaK eIVHCTBEH-
HOT'O aBTOpa — KakK 3TO IIPOM3OIIIO, HaIIpuMep,
¢ m3manmeM 1665 . (Georgi, 1742, S. 397)%. Iloa-
TOMY, BO3MOXXHO, B KaTajlore ayKIIVOHa YIIOMV-
HaeTcsi ToiIpko Hropp. Ha mepBoMm 3Tarre maHHOe
CBUIIETEIIBCTBO M3 ayKIIMOHHOro Karasora [eHsu-
Xa IOKa3bIBaeT, 4To BakHasd «V/Isarora» IImkkap-
Ta, BEPOSITHO, HAXOAWIIach B pacriopsokeHmy Kan-
Ta. DTOT (PaKT MOTUEepPKMBAeTCsS MM JaXke IIOf-
TBepXKIaeTcss caMnM KaHTOM B COXpaHWMBIIIEVICS
PYKOILIMCHOV 3aMeTKe.

(2) Ntax, Ha BTOpOM 3Talle MOXHO JI0Ka3aThb,
uro KaHT Tak>Ke TOJDKeH OBUI IPOYmMTaTh 3TO IIPO-

2l «BBemeHMe B uTeHMe APUCTOTENIS. DTO: OYePK Beert pu-
s1ocodunt ApuUcTOTeJIs, COTJIaCHO I10CIIeI0BaTeJIbHOCTH U
PacCIOIOXeHVIO KHIUT, 00BbeMY 1 TeMaTVKe, HeKOI/ia 10~
roTosieHHBIT MuxasieM I TukkapToMm, Irpodeccopom jio-
ruku B Anstnopde. Terepsb paciimpeH ¢ ycTpaHeHVeM
HeJJOYeTOB ¥ CHaOXXeH BO BTOPOVI pa3 MHOIOYVICIIEHHBI-
MM aHHOTALVSAMM ¥ HPWIOKEHVEeM IS VICIIOIb30BaHs
B Teosiorum Konpasom [Jioppom, mpod. Teostornm u Mo-
paseHOMI dpwwtocodpnn B Akagemnn B Asibtaopde m T.1.»
(n1at.). 3geck 1 mastee s 1MTHpPYIO Ho M3ganmio 1660 . (Pic-
cart, 1660), mockorbky m3ganve (Piccart, 1665) mHe Heno-
CTYIIHO.

2 CormacHo Bwwtio (Will, 1757, S. 1669 —1772), TTukkapt
w1 ¢ 1570 mo 1620 r. «Vzarora» BeIIepkajia TpU M3Ma-
Hua — B 1605, 1660 1 1665 1T. Biyuie mepeunciiser ere
ZiBa €r0 COYMHEHMs IO JIOTMKEe VI CChUIAeTCS Ha TeKCTHI
INMukkapra B cobpanvm «Philosophia altdorphiana».

» VHorma B cTaphix OMbMorpad X TakKe yKasblBaeTcs,
BepOATHO HeBepHO, 1666 roji.

quibus defficiebat, aucta, & notis plurimis altera vice
illustrata, atque ad usum in Theolog.[iam] applicata A
Joh. Conrado Diirrio SS. Theol. et Philos. Moral. in
Acad. Altdorff. P.P. [...] Altdorffi MDCXLV.* Dass
jenes Buch auf einen von Kant unabhéngigen Er-
werb durch Gensichen zurtickzufiihren sei, ist
schwerlich vorstellbar.

Als Autor zeichnet, wie es das Titelblatt aus-
weist, Michael Piccart. Erstmals erschien das
Werk 1605.% Johann Konrad Diirr hat das Buch
postum, in den Jahren 1660 und 1665, nochmals
herausgegeben und mit mehreren Anmerkun-
gen versehen, um es fiir das Theologiestudium
aufzuwerten. Gleichwohl wird er in Lexika gele-
gentlich — so etwa geschehen auch fiir die Aus-
gabe von 1665 — als alleiniger Verfasser ange-
fithrt (Georgi, 1742, S. 397).2> Daher kann es sein,
dass auch im Auktionskatalog nur Diirr genannt
wird. Mit diesem Nachweis aus dem Gensi-
chen-Auktionskatalog wére in einem ersten Schritt
gezeigt, dass sich Piccarts bedeutende Isagoge
wohl in Kants Besitz befand. Dieser Befund wird
von Kant selbst sodann durch einen erhaltenen
handschriftlichen Hinweis unterstrichen oder
sogar bestatigt.

(2) Denn in einem zweiten Schritt kann der
Nachweis erbracht werden, dass Kant jenes
Werk auch gelesen haben muss. Am Ende des

2 Einfithrung in die Lektiire des Aristoteles. Das ist:
Abbildung der gesamten Philosophie des Aristoteles,
nach der Reihe und Anordnung der Biicher, Umfang
und Themenstellung, einmal aufbereitet von Micheal
Piccart, Professor fiir Logik in Altdorf. Nunmehr unter
Ausschaltung der Miéngel erweitert und ein zweites Mal
mit vielen Anmerkungen versehen und zur Verwen-
dung in der Theologie appliziert, durch Konrad Diirr,
Prof. fiir Theologie und Moralphilosophie an der Aka-
demie in Altdorf usf.” (Ubers. v. M.W.). Ich zitiere stets
nach der Ausgabe von 1660, da mir jene von 1665 nicht
zuganglich war (Piccart, 1660).

2L Nach Will (1757, S. 1669-1772) lebte Piccart von 1570
bis 1620. Die Isagoge habe drei Auflagen, 1605, 1660
und 1665, erfahren. Will verzeichnet noch zwei weitere
Logikschriften und weist auf die Texte Piccarts in der
Sammlung Philosophia altdorphiana hin.

2 Gelegentlich wird in &alteren Bibliographien auch
die — wohl falsche — Jahreszahl 1666 angegeben.
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m3BezieHMe. B KoHIIe TekcTa «3ameTka 4160» («Me- Textes von ,Reflexion 4160” (Metaphysik) notiert
Tadpmsmka») Kaut ormeuaet: «Piccard: isagoge in sich Kant: , Piccard: isagoge in lectionem aristote-
lectionem aristotelis» (AA 17, S. 439; cm. puc)*. lis” (AA 17, S. 439; s. Abb.).” Erich Adickes, dem
Dpux Anykec, pegakTop ToMa PYyKOIIMCHOTO Ha- Bearbeiter des Nachlassbandes, lag gleichfalls
CJIeflVis, TakXKe pacriojiarajl TOJIBKO W3JaHVieM nur die Ausgabe von 1665 vor. Der faksimilierte
1665 r. @akcuMIITIe ayKIIMOHHOIO Kartajora yke Auktionskatalog ist der Forschung nun seit Jah-
MHOT'0 JIET IOCTYITHO VCCJIeOBaTesIsIM, TIOCKOIIb- ren zugdnglich, da er sich im Anhang zu Arthur
Ky OHO OBUIO BKJIIOUEHO B IpWIOXKeHMe K M3[a- Wardas Immanuel Kants Biicher (1922) befand (als
o Aptypa Bapmst «Kuurn Vimmanywmia Kas- Beigabe in einer Lasche am hinteren Einbandde-
Ta» (1922) (B BUe BKJIA/IbIIIIA Ha 3a7HeVl 00JIoX- ckel). Diese Publikation hat Warda Adickes ge-
Ke). Bapma mocsitvt oty myOnmkanmo Anvkecy, widmet, jedoch hat jener die neuen Ergebnisse
HO TIOCTIE[THIIT He BKJIFOUVIT HOBBIE pe3yJIbTaThl B nicht mehr in Band 17 der Akademie-Ausgabe
17-1 TOM aKajmeMm4eckoro M3maHus, OmyOImKo- (erschienen 1926) eingearbeitet. Stattdessen ver-
BaHHBI B 1926 T. BMecTo 3TOr0 Ammkec mpesro- mutet Adickes: , Kant scheint sich den Titel des
noXWI: «KaHT, mo-BUIMOMY, 3amvicarl HasBaHe Werkes gelegentlich seiner Studien zur Katego-
3TOVI PabOTHI TI0 CITyYak0 CBOVIX MCCIIEOBAHT TIO rienlehre notiert zu haben” (AA 17, S. 439 Anm.).
Teopum Kateropmin» (AA 17, S. 439 Anm.). Huuro Dieser Vermutung steht nichts entgegen.* Bisher
He MPOTUBOPEUNT 3TOMY Ipeonoxkeno?. 1o wurden diese Reflexion und der Befund fiir die
CUIX TIOp 3TM 3aMeTKM M HaxoyKa m3 GubsmoTekm Kant-Gensichen-Bibliothek noch nicht in einen
Kanta — TeHsmxeHa He ObUTM TOMEITEHBI B 00- gemeinsamen und auch inhaltlich zusammen-
IIIVVL VI CBSI3aHHBIV C COflep>KaHeM KOHTEKCT. héngenden Kontext gestellt.
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Puc. «3amemxa 4160» Abb. zur Reflexion 4160
% - % Das handschriftliche Original dieser Reflexion wird

PyKOIVCHBIVE OPUIMHATT STVX 3aMETOK TPEfj0CTaB/IeH als Digitalisat von der Bibliothek der Universitdt Tar-
B BTIe 111 PPOBOVT Kormy GrbsmoTekort TapTyckoro yHu- tu (Estland) bereitgestellt und ist online einsehbar. Be-
BepcuTeTa (SCTOHVIS) I MOXKET OBITh IIPOCMOTPEH OHJIATIH. merkenswert erscheint dabei, dass der Hinweis auf
ITpnmedaTesibHO, UTO CChUIKa Ha [IKKapTa HaXoouUTCs B Piccart gleich zu Beginn des eigentlichen Textes von
camMoM Hadasle Tekcra «Metadmsnkn» baymraprena. Cu. Baumgartens Metaphysica zu finden ist. Vgl. in der PDF
PDF-fiokymenT pabouero sksemmuisipa Kanra Ha c. 32 von Kants Handexemplar auf p. 32 (http://dspace.
(http:/ /dspace.ut.ee/handle/10062/32369?show=full); ut.ee/handle/10062/32369?show=full); daraus die in
C Hee CJleJlaHa WUIIOCTPALMS, BOCIIPOU3BOAVIMAsS B STOV dieser Arbeit wiedergegebene Abbildung.
cTaTke. # Ob es einen Zusammenhang mit dem Text der
% Cy1iecTByeT JIV CBSI3b MEX/Ty TeKCTOM «3ameTka 4160» Reflexion 4160 und der Erwdhnung Piccarts gibt, dieser
n ynommHaHMeM [ TnkkapTa — 3T0 BOIIpoc, KoTopei ToM- Frage geht Tommasi ausfiihrlich nach (vgl. Tommasi,
Mas3u mccireyeT noapobHo (cm.: Tommasi, 2005; 2008). 2005; 2008).
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@akT TOro, uro padorsl [Imkkapra BOOOIIE
npucyTcrBoBay B Kéuurcbepre, v mpuanuy mx
MPUCYTCTBUSI MOXXHO YCTaHOBUTH Ha OCHOBaHUM
coobrmenms [Tusarckm. YuebHMK mormkm Muxas-
s [ImkkapTa ObUT «MCIIOJIB30BaH B KauecTBe OCHO-
BBI B JleKImsix» (Pisanski, 1886, S. 296). O0a mpuse-
HeHHBIX CBUJIETEJIbCTBA B COYeTAaHMM ¢ HabIome-
HyeM [In3aHCKM TIO3BOJISIIOT clielaTh OOOCHOBAH-
HBIVI BBIBOZL O TOM, uTo y KaHTa B pacriopsbkeHUN
Obuta «V3arora» 11, BEpOsITHO, OH ee IIpoYerL.

B oOHapyXKeHHOM MecTe KaHTOBCKOTO paboue-
o 9K3eMIUIgpa peyb MeT O TIepBoVi CTpaHuIle OC-
HOBHOTO TeKCTa II0CJIe IIPeIVICIIOBUTI U OIJIaBile-
HVISI, 9Ta CTPAHMIIA COIEPXMT BBOIIHBIE pacCy Kiie-
Hus baymrapreHa o MeTtadusuke (Ha3BaHMe IJla-
Bel — «Prolegomena Metaphysicorum»)*. 3amer-
k1 KaHTa KOHTEKCTyajM3upyIOTCs BOKPYT 3TO-
ro 3arosioBka. B crpoke o «Iponeromenax» Kanr
neT: «Piccard isagoge in lectionis aristotelis».
Hwxe on ormeuaer: «Mom aBrop baymrapren...»
(coorBeTcTBYeT «3ameTrke 5125»)¥, 1 B HIpaBOM

% Brosxe pmomyctmmo, uto Oraromapst «Vsarore» TInk-
KapTa Ha Ha3BaHMe coOCcTBeHHBIX «[IposleroMeHOB K Bcs-
KOt Gynymeﬂ MeTanVISVIKe, MOTYIIEN IIOSBUTHCS KakK
Hayka» (Kéunrcbepr, 1783) Kanra BoxHoBwm ase «Me-
Tadpm3MKM» mponuioro — baymrapreHa m ApumcTOTesIs.
B KOHIIe KOHIIOB «M3arora» u «IIpojIerOMeHbI» MOIYT VIC-
II0JIb30BaThCsl KaK CMHOHWMMEL, 1 00a TepMWHa IIepeBo-
IATCS KaK «BBEIIEHVIe» VIV «BCTYIUIEHVIE».

7 IlpumedaTesbHO, 4TO, HECMOTPS Ha HaMOOJIBIIIYIO TO-
IIOJIOTMYeCKYI0 OJIM30CTh (CM. PrC.) 00erx 3aMeTOK (BBIIIe
VI HVDKe 3arojioBka «[IposteromeHsl»), AfyKec IIpeaosna-
raeT XpOHOJIOIMYECKYIO AVICTaHINIO ((¢'-?, COOTBETCTBYeT
pumepHO 1776 —1778 IT.), XOTS M IIPOTSDKEHHOCTHIO Me-
Hee /1eCSTV JIET; TeKCTHI IIOMeIIleHbl B JIBa Pa3sHBIX TOMa
aKazemiaeckoro coopanms countaennit (AA 17 m AA 18).
CBoeBpeMeHHO 3a/1aTh BOIIPOC, He SIBJIIETCS JIV TaKoe TO-
ITOJIOTMYEeCKOe VICCIIeOBaHe KaHTOBCKOIO paboyero K-
3eMIUIApa MOJIe3HBIM M I Apyrux 3ameToK. C TOUYKM
3peHVs Ccoflep KaHMs ToXKe BO3SHMKAEeT BOIIPOC, VIMeeT JIn
IIPaBO peAaKTOp MeXIy ABYMs CTPOKaMV BCTaBUTh I10Y-
1 1000 HOMepOB, OTMeuaromMX APyTVe 3aMeTKU. Mox-
HO HPeIIoIoXUTh, uTo ITukkapT 0pu1 Hobasiien KantoM
K ero 3amerke o baymraprere. CoryiiacHO TOJIKOBAaHMIO,
xoropoe KanT mssiexaer n3 «Mszarorm», x baymrapre-
Hy MOXHO OBUIO OBI Hake 0OpaTUThCS KaK K IMasleKTH-
Ky. DTO $ICHO U3 TeKcTa «3ameTkm 5125»: «Momt aBTOp
baymrapTeH BelMKOIelleH B OOBSCHSIONIVIX CYXKIEHVIIX,
HO, KOTTIa OH IIePeXOIUT K pacIIMpSIOMIVIM CYKIeHVIIM,
KOTOpbIe OIHAKO Xe IJIABHBIM 00pa3soM M TpeOyIOTCs B
MeT[admsmKe], oH ymIIaeTcs oropbl» (AA 18, S. 99; Kawnr,
2000, c. 93). Yupek B «JIMIIIEHHOCTM OIIOPBI» IIOpa3uUTe-

Dass Piccarts Werke in Kénigsberg tiberhaupt
vorhanden waren und warum sie vorhanden wa-
ren, lasst sich aufgrund einer Mitteilung Pisans-
kis ergdanzen. Man habe ,Michael Piccarts Lehr-
buch der Logik in den Vorlesungen zu Grund ge-
legt” (Pisanski, 1886, S. 296). Beide angefiihrten
Zeugnisse in Verbindung mit Pinsanskis Fest-
stellung lassen die berechtigte Feststellung zu,
dass Kant die Isagoge besessen und wohl auch
gelesen hat.

Es handelt sich bei der Fundstelle in Kants
Handexemplar um die erste Haupttextseite,
nach den Vorreden und dem Inhaltsverzeich-
nis, die Baumgartens einleitende Erorterungen
zur Metaphysik (Kapiteliiberschrift: ,, Prolegome-
na Metaphysicorum”) umfassen.> Um diese Uber-
schrift kontextualisieren sich Kants Notate. In
der Zeile tiber Prolegomena schreibt Kant: ,Pic-
card isagoge in lectionis aristotelis”. Darunter no-
tiert Kant: ,Main Autor Baumgarten [...]” (ent-
spricht der Reflexion 5125)% und rechts oben liest

» Dass Kant sich von den beiden vergangenen
Metaphysiken Baumgartens und Aristoteles” via Piccarts
Isagoge zum Titel seiner eigenen Prolegomena zu einer
jeden kiinftigen Metaphysik, die als Wissenschaft wird auf-
treten kénnen (Konigsberg, 1783) inspirieren liefs, ist ohne
weiteres vorstellbar. Schliefilich kann Isagoge und Prole-
gomena synonym verwenden werden und beide Termi-
ni mit ,Einfithrung’ oder ,Einleitung’ tibersetzt werden.

% Esistbemerkenswert, dass trotz grofiter topologischer
Néhe (vgl. Abb.) beider Reflexionen (ober- und unter-
halb von der Uberschrift ,, Prolegomena”), die von Adi-
ckes vermutete chronologische Distanz (¢1-2, entspricht
ca. 1776-1778) zwar weniger als ein Jahrzehnt ausmacht,
sich der Textbestand jedoch auf zwei Bande der Akade-
mie-Ausgabe verteilt (AA 17 und AA 18). Es ist Zeit zu
fragen, ob nicht auch fiir andere Reflexionen eine sol-
che topologische Sichtung des Handexemplars Gewinn
dringend ist? Auch inhaltlich ist fraglich, ob zwischen
beiden Zeilen knapp 1000 Reflexionsnummern edito-
risch eingeschoben werden diirfen. Denn denkbar wére,
dass Piccart sogar ergdanzend von Kant zu seinem Notat
tiber Baumgarten hinzugeschrieben wurde. Baumgarten
wire nach der Lesart, die Kant aus der Isagoge ableitet,
sogar als Dialektiker anzusprechen. Dies erhellt aus dem
Text der Reflexion: ,Mein Autor Baumgarten ist ein Vor-
trefflicher Mann in Erlduterungsurtheilen, aber wenn er
zu erweiterungsurtheilen tibergeht, die doch in der Me-
taphysik hauptsichlich gefordert werden, so ist er ohne
Fundament” (Refl 5125, AA 18, S. 99). Der Vorwurf sine
fundamentum ist bemerkenswert auffdllig und passt
nicht recht ins tiberlieferte Bild des Verhaltnisses von
Kant zu Baumgarten. Es wire zu zeigen, dass sine fun-
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BEpXHEM YIJIy 4nTaeM 00 «aHamTvke». Harmsm-
HO IOKa3aHO, KaK C TOYKM 3PeHVs VICTOPUN VIen
apucToTesieBcKoe BBefieHMe («MI3arora») m cxosna-
cTryeckoe dprstocodckoe BeereHve («[ Ipoerome-
Hb» baymrapreHa) KOHIIENTyaJIbHO IIPeIBOCXW-
matoT passutre Kanra B Harmpasienun «[Ipore-
TOMEHOB KO BCAKOIL 6y;1yLue171 MeTachISMKe». W3-3a
CeMaHTWYeCcKoV OI130CTH 3aroyioBok baymrapre-
Ha («[IposneromeHsr») 1 BBIOpaHHOe IIMKKapTOM
Has3BaHMe «l[3arora», BepoSTHO, ObLIV CBeHEeHBI
BMeCTe KaHTOBCKOVI 3aIIVCHIO.

5. OnpeneneHus amajaeKTUKa 1 codpmcra
y Apucroresnsa n 'y Kanra

Ha crepyromieM 3Tare s IIOMBITAlOCh OObsC-
HUTB, KakM oOpa3zoM KaHTy ymaock oTbIcKaTh B
3TOVI KHUI'e MOIeJIb IJIS CBOe CBoe06pa3H0171 MH-
TeprpeTalun AVaJleKTUKN KaK JIOTMKY BUIVIMO-
ctu. B «Jloruke ®@vummnmm» KaHT roBoput B CBS-
3 ¢ EexyimaoM 13 Merapel ciepyromiee: «OTcro-
J1a BO3HUK TUII IICeBI0PMITOCOd OB, A1aIeKTIKOB,
BEJIIKIX TrepoeB AuciyToB» (AA 24, S. 336). Ilo-
cjlefioBaresibHOe HempusaTve KaHToM nyasekTu-
KV "I ee CTOPOHHVKOB BUIHO M3 IIUTATHI®. B OT-
JI4me OT JIOTVIKV BEPOSTHOCT (IIPUIIVICHIBAEMOVL
aHaJIMTVIKe II0CIIe IIpe/IiojiaraeMoro mpyuMepa Jjio-
rukm Poviia), AyanekTKa Bcerya CBsizaHa C IICH-
XOJIOTMYECKMIM KOMIIOHEHTaMM, OCOOEHHO cJia-
OocTamMM yMma WIM XapakKTepa: Ha IepBBIVI IUIaH
BBIXOIMT He ITOVICK VMICTMHBI, a cjlaBa M aMOWMIINIAL.

JIeH V1 He COBCEM BIIVICBIBAETCS B TPAIMUIIMOHHYIO KapTH-
Hy otHomeHns KanTa k baymraprerny. MoxxHO ObI7TO OBI
II0Ka3aTh, YTO 3TO CBOETO pofia YIpeK B HUTMIIN3ME, XOT
coOcTBeHHas KaHTOBCKast TepMuHosIoryst «Hudro» takxe
ObUTa chopMmpoBaHa Ha OCHOBe IpoureHMs «Metadmn-
3uKkm» baymraprena. CyxxpgeHve 0e3 OCHOBaHUS — 3TO,
HeCOMHEHHO, To, uTto KanT nmonmmair mon “nihil negati-
vum”. CM. CCBUIKM Ha MIIEeI0 pasyMa, XuMmepy, “ens fictum”
n “ens rationis” B KoHTeKcTe bayMrapreHa 1 KaHTOBCKOW
tabmmubl «Huaro» (A 290; Kant, 20060, c. 373 —375).
Kapn PoseHkpaHII ceayl MHTEpeCHBbIe crcTeMaTide-
CKMe 3aMedaHMs II0 IIOBOLY KaHTOBCKOV TaOJIMIBI IO-
Hatmt «Huaro» u “ens rationis” (cm.: Rosenkranz, 1878,
S. 283 —287).

% DroT BoIpOoC IOAPOoOHO paccMoTpeH y ['eopra Camyas-
11 AstbOepra Meymaa (Mellin, 1799, S. 88 —95).

M. Walter

man von der ,Analytik”. Veranschaulicht ist, wie
hier ideengeschichtlich eine aristotelische Einlei-
tung (Isagoge) und eine schulphilosophische Ein-
leitung (Baumgartens , Prolegomena”) die Kanti-
sche Entwicklung hin zu den Prolegomena einer
jeden kiinftigen Metaphysik begrifflich antizipie-
ren. Aufgrund dieser semantischen Nihe wer-
den die Uberschrift Baumgartens (,,Prolegome-
na”) und Piccarts Titelwahl eine Isagoge von Kant
wohl durch seine Eintragung zusammengefiihrt
worden sein.

5. Die Bestimmungen des Dialektikers
und des Sophisten bei Aristoteles und Kant

In einem weiteren Schritt sei nun der Ver-
such unternommen, zu erdrtern, dass Kant ge-
nau in diesem Buch fiir seine eigenttimliche
Deutung der Dialektik als der Logik des Scheins
als Vorlage fiindig werden konnte. In der Logik
Philippi spricht Kant sich im Zusammenhang
mit Euklid von Megara wie folgt aus: ,Hieraus
entsprang eine Art der Affterphilosophen, die
Dialektiker, grofie Disputirhelden” (V-Lo/Phi-
lippi, AA 24, S. 336). Aus dem Zitat zu ersehen
ist Kants durchgéangige Ablehnung der Dialek-
tik und ihrer Proponenten.” Anders als die Lo-
gik der Wahrscheinlichkeit (nach dem mutmaf3-
lichen Vorbild von Reuschs Logik der Analytik
zugeschlagen), wird die Dialektik stets mit psy-
chologischen Komponenten konnotiert, vor al-
lem Schwichen des Geistes oder des Charakters:
Nicht die Suche nach der Wahrheit stehe im Vor-

damentum eine Art Nihilismus-Vorwurf darstellt, wobei
Kants eigene ,Nichts’-Terminologie sich auch anhand
seiner Lektiire von Baumgartens Metaphysica herausge-
bildet hat. Ein Urteil ohne Fundament ist doch wohl das,
was Kant unter einem nihil negativum verstehen wiir-
de. Vgl. Nachweise zu Vernunft-Idee, Chimére, ens fic-
tum und ens rationis im Kontext Baumgarten und Kants
Nichtstafel (KrV, A 290). Zur Tafel von Kants Nichtsbe-
griffen und dem ens rationis hat Karl Rosenkranz inte-
ressante systematische Bemerkungen beigesteuert (vgl.
Rosenkranz, 1878, S. 283-287).

¥ Sehr ausfiihrlich abgehandelt bei George Samuel Al-
bert Mellin (1799, S. 88-95).
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Vimenno mostomy KaHT rosopwurt, Hampumep, o
IVasIeKTUKaX KaK O «reposix guciyTa». Hayunas
1a00CTh COPMCTOB M IMAIeKTUKOB TaKXke ITOf-
uepkuBaeTcs B «l IposleroMeHax», IpryeM B CaMbIX
PpasHBIX MecTax, TaK UTO «IIOCTOSHHAsI BUIVIMOCTb
ecTb rcTHa» (AA 04, S. 376; KanT, 19%4a, c. 144).

Ecn tenepp msyunts «Msarory» Ilukkapa,
TO BBISICHUTCS, YTO B COOTBETCTBYIOIIEM PacCyX-
JeHUM O PacIoJIOKeHMV KHUT apuCcTOTesIeBCKO-
ro «OpraHoHa» OH, B YaCTHOCTH, BKJIIOUaeT OTPbI-
BOK 13 «MeTadm3nKi», Ha OCHOBaHUM KOTOPOTO
TePMUH «IMaJleKTMKa» HU B KOeM cjlydae HeJlb-
34 OIpefesIATh Kak JIOrMKy BeposiTHoro. Ckopee,
AvajleKTKa 3/1eCb OIJTHOBPeMeHHO C COPUCTUKO
Pe3Ko OT/IMYaeTcs 1 CTPOro oTesieHa OT IO INH-
HoM prytocodmm Kak IepBOHavaIbHOV 11 CTPOrov
HayKu. [IMajeKTuKm v copuCThl TECHO CTPYIIIN-
pOBaHBI BMecTe 11 OTAe/IeHbl OT HacTOosIero du-
J10c0da 1 ero Hay YHOTO ITOVICKa VICTUHBL

g KanTta auanekTrka 1 coducTrKa ¢ 3TOM
TOUKM 3peHMs CBg3aHbI APYT ¢ ApyroM. B jobom
cJlydyae OH HeOJHOKPaTHO pPasMBIIUIZeT O B3au-
MOOTHOIIEHVSAX MeXAY 00erMM IUCHMUITIVHAMA.
Hampumep, B «3ameTke 4952» rosopuTcs: «Codu-
CTUYecKasl AVajleKTuKa eCTh VMICKYCCTBO BUJIVIMO-
ctn. dwtocodpckas ecTh HayKa pasperieHns BU-
aumocTn...» (AA 18, S. 39; Kanr, 2000, c. 80). Dta
3aMeTKa IT0JIHOCTBIO COOTBeTCTBYeT Ha3Hau4eHWIO
¥ BKIIIOUeHMIO B «KpUTMKy YMCTOro pasyMa»,
ecJIV OCJIeTHIO0 YacTh 3aMedaHs IOHUMaTh Ta-
KVIM 00pasoM, UTO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHAS AaJlek-
TMKa OOHaXkaeT BUAMMOCTb MHVIMO Hay4HOVI Me-
Ttadpmsukm. B sTon 3ametke KaHT nevicTBUTEITBHO
CKJIOH4EeTCI K 06LL[erV[H$ITOI7I CXOJIaCTUYeCKOM
TOUKe 3peHNs U IIPOBOAUT pasjinurie MeXay co-
dmctiraeckort 1 dprI0codCKOM IMaIeKTUKOM, a
3HaunT, 1 Mexay «Tormkom» n «CoducTryeckn-
MM OIIPOBEPXKEHMSAMM» KaK COOTBETCTBEHHO JIO-
TVIKOVI BEPOSTHOIO C ITpeTeH3Men Ha yCTaHOBIIe-
HIe VICTVIHBI M JIOTMIKOV IIpeflHaMepeHHOro 3a-
Or1y>XIIeHMs ¢ IIpeTeH3Mel Ha BBelleHVe B 3a0iTy-
XaeHne 1 oomaH. Tem He MeHee 3TOT pparMeHT
MOXHO paccMaTpmBaTh KaK CBUIAETEIIBCTBO TOrO,

dergrund, sondern Ruhm und Ehrsucht. Eben
deshalb spricht Kant beispielsweise bei den Dia-
lektikern von , Disputirhelden”. Auch die wis-
senschaftliche Unzuldnglichkeit der Sophisten
und Dialektiker wird ausgerechnet in den Prole-
gomena hervorgehoben, so ,dafs bestandig Schein
Wahrheit sei” (Prol, AA 04, S. 376).

Studiert man nun Piccarts Isagoge, so ergibt
sich, dass er insbesondere im einschldgigen Dis-
kurs tiber die Anordnung der Biicher des aristo-
telischen Organons eine Stelle aus der Metaphysi-
ca einfliefsen lasst, anhand derer der Begriff ,Di-
alektik” keinesfalls als Logik des Wahrscheinli-
chen bestimmt werden kann. Vielmehr wird die
Dialektik hier zugleich mit der Sophistik von der
echten Philosophie als erster und strenger Wis-
senschaft scharf getrennt und strikt unterschie-
den. Dialektiker und Sophisten werden hinge-
gen eng zusammengestellt und vom echten Phi-
losophen und dessen wissenschaftlicher Suche
nach Wahrheit abgesondert.

Auch fiir Kant gehoren Dialektik und Sophis-
tik unter diesen Gesichtspunkten betrachtet zu-
sammen. Jedenfalls denkt er wiederholt tiber
das Verhidltnis beider Disziplinen nach. Etwa
in der Reflexion 4952 heifst es: , Die sophistische
dialectic ist eine Kunst des Scheins. Die philo-
sophische eine Wissenschaft der auflosung des
Scheins [...]" (AA 18, S. 39). Diese Reflexion ent-
spricht durchaus der Zuordnung und Einglie-
derung innerhalb der Kritik der reinen Vernunft,
wenn der letzte Teil der Bemerkung so verstan-
den wird, dass die transzendentale Dialektik
den Schein einer vorgeblich wissenschaftlichen
Metaphysik offenlegt. In dieser Reflexion wiirde
Kant zwar mehr zur schulmafsig geldufigen An-
sicht tendieren und zwischen sophistischer und
philosophischer Dialektik unterschieden, also
auch zwischen Topica und Sophistici elenchi als je-
weils eine Logik des Wahrscheinlichen mit dem
Anspruch auf Wahrheitsfindung und als eine Lo-
gik des vorsitzlichen Trugs, mit dem Anspruch,
fehlzuleiten und zu tduschen. Dennoch kann die
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uto KanT OpUI I7TyOOKO 03aboueH olperesieHN-
eM COOTHONIeHVSI MeXy AMalleKTUKON 1 codpu-
CTMKOW VI B UTOre CTaBWJI MX B OOVH psAn. 31ech
II03BOJIIM ceDe cielaTh KpaTKuiI KOMMEHTapw
0 IpOHOJDKAIOIIeMCs AeVICTBUN AVa/leKTKO-aHa-
JIUTUYECKOTo pasIndus: 3TO cBoeoOpasHoe IIpo-
TUBOIIOCTaBJIeHNe ObIJI0 BOCIIPUHSATO M B OKpPY-
xennmn Kanrta. Ogun ns tpynos Kapina ®@puapnu-
xa HlTovimymHa 3aciIyXmnBaeT 0coboro yromimHa-
HMs, 100 3TOT ampecar KaHTa, BeposTHO, Oeper
Ha BOOpY>KeHMe KaHTOBCKOe OIlpefiejieHle, KOrI-
ma numet, HanpuMep: «K Tomy xe Cokpar wc-
I10J1b30BaJ1 OITpefie/leHHY IO AVaIeKTUKY, KOTopas,
10 KpaviHer Mepe, OblIa cBsi3aHa C COPUCTMKON»
(Staudlin, 1794, S. 238).

CyiiecTByeT MHOXeCTBO APYTMX MeCT, Ifle
KanT mbITaeTcss cOIMM3UTh cOPUCTUKY U Ayiajiek-
TUKY IIO COfIep>KaHMIO 1 SBHO OTAeIIsAeT viIn 00o-
cobisieT 0Oe KoHIIENIMM OT PrIocopmm, MIIy-
et uctuHy. [ IpuBegemM HeKOTOpbIe HOIXOAAIIIVe
npuMepsl: «29aetya 3erHoHda, TOHKOrO JIMaleKTu-
Ka, yXe Ilzamon cypoBo ocyXJal KaK 3JIOCTHO-
ro coducta...» (B 530; Kant, 2006a, c. 663). Vim
pocro: «Codmctel. duanektuxm» (AA 16, S. 61
(Ne 1638)). Kpome Toro, B «KpuTimke» MbI BCTpeda-
eM paccmoTpenne KaHToMm ciabocTu xapakTepa
IVasyleKTUKa (31ech — 3eHOHa); 3TOT aHTPOIIOJIO-
TMYeCKVV MJIV IICUIXOJIOT MTYeCKMVI aCIIeKT IIoguep-
KIBaeTcs, HallpuMep, IpwlaraTeJIbHbIMI «TOH-
KVVD» U «3JIOCTHBIVI».

J71 KaHTOBCKMIX Pa3sMBIIIJIEHUN O CYIITHOCTU
IvaneKTukn IIMkkapT, TakmuM oOpasoM, IIpeno-
CTaBJIsieT MHTEePeCHBII MaTepyual M pelIaroliye
nofckasku. IIpy sTom mmiysbe, koTopbit Kant
HOJIy4WJI OT IIPeAHOJIOKUTeIBHOIO ITPOUYTeHMs,
YTO Ba)KHO Y4eCTb B IPEIIIPVHATON 3/1eCh apry-
MeHTaIM, HeoOs3aTeIbHO TIOJTHOCTBIO WIIVM Ya-
CTMYHO JOJDKEH COBIIaZlaTh ¢ HayYHBIMM B3IJIda-
mu [TukkapTa. 17151 HaMeueHHOVI 1IeJIv IIPUBey U
PaccMOTpIO B KauecTBe IIprMepa KJII0UeBOVI OTPbl-
BOK 13 «VI3arorm».

B xoHTekcTe oOcyxmeHMs Kiaccudpukaumm m
pacIioyIoXKeHMs JIOTMYeCKX TpaKTaToB ApucTo-
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Stelle als Beleg daftir angesehen werden, dass
Kant sich mit der Verhéltnisbestimmung zwi-
schen Dialektik und Sophistik eingehend be-
fasste. Sie ist ein Indiz dafiir, dass Kant die Dia-
lektik mit der Sophistik zusammenstellt. — Eine
kurze Anmerkung zum Weiterwirken der Dia-
lektik-Analytik-Differenz sei an dieser Stelle noch
gestattet: Auch im Umfeld Kants hat man die-
se eigenttimliche Entgegensetzung aufgegrif-
fen. Hervorgehoben sei eine Schrift Carl Fried-
rich Stdudlins. Denn dieser Korrespondenzpart-
ner Kants hat dessen Definition wohl aufgegrif-
fen, wenn er beispielsweise schreibt: ,Zudem hat
sich Socrates einer gewissen Dialektik bedient,
die mit der Sophistik wenigstens verwandt war”
(Staudlin, 1794, S. 238).

Weitere Stellen, an denen Kant unternimmt,
die Sophistik und die Dialektik inhaltlich zu-
sammenzufiithren und beide Begriffe explizit
von der wahrheitssuchenden Philosophie abson-
dert oder trennt, lassen sich zahlreich angeben.
Hier sei daher nur an einige einschlidgige Bei-
spiele erinnert: ,Der eleatische Zeno, ein subtiler
Dialektiker, ist schon vom Platon als ein muthwil-
liger Sophist dartiber sehr getadelt worden [...]"
(KrV, B 530). Oder schlichtweg: ,Sophisten. Dia-
lectiker” (Refl 1638, AA 16, S. 61). In der Kritik be-
gegnen zudem abermals die Uberlegung Kants
zur Charakterschwiche eines Dialektikers (hier:
Zenon); dieser anthropologische oder psycho-
logische Aspekt wird etwa durch die Adjektive
»subtil” und ,muthwillig” unterstrichen.

Fiir diese Reflexionen Kants zum Wesen der
Dialektik liefert Piccart also anregenden Stoff
und entscheidende Anhaltspunkte. Dabei muss
die Anregung, die Kant bei einer mutmafilichen
Lektiire empfangen hat — dies gilt es bei der hier
unternommenen Beweisfiihrung zu beachten —,
nicht zwingend und vo6llig mit der Lehrmeinung
Piccarts tibereinstimmen oder gar mit ihr de-
ckungsgleich sein. Fiir den angezielten Zweck
sei nunmehr exemplarisch eine Schliisselstelle
aus der Isagoge angeftihrt und begesprochen.
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TeJIst, K KOTOpBIM oTHOcsTcs «Tornmka» m «Codu-
CTUYeCcKMe OIpoBepXKeHMs», [IMKKapT momoHm-
TEJIBHO BBOIAWT B JIVICKYCCUIO OTPBIBOK 13 «Me-
Tadpmsukm» (kHura 1V), uToObl ocBeTUTH 1 00CY-
OUTH TeMy oOpasa XVM3HWM VIV IPVIMepPHI JIMIHO-
CTell 1 4epT XapaKTepa MHOIJIMHHOrO dpuiocoda,
auasieKTrKa 1 codrcta. Takme paccykaeHns, Kak
MBI TOJIBKO YTO BBISICHVUIVI, MOXXHO OOHApYXXWITb
n y Kanra. Ho aBariTe mocMoTpuM f1ajiee, uemy
yunT Hac apucroTesmsM [Imkkapra: Mexxmay drio-
codpoM, AVaIeKTUKOM M COPVICTOM OH ITPOBOINT
4yeTKo omperiesisieMoe pasane. [TkkapT rmpmxo-
IOUT K 5TOMY, Tlepedpasupysi 1 UHTEPIIPETUPYS B
«V3arore» COOTBETCTBYIOIINII OTPBIBOK 113 «MeTa-
Jusukm» Aprcrorers: «Alteram rationem item ex
Aristotele summo, iis in 4. Metaphys. Sophistam
ait a dialectico differe non dyndmai sed sollum tou
biou proairésai, hoc est tantum posse dialecticum,
quantum potest sophista, differe hos duos
solum ab invicem vitae consilio, quod videlicet
dialecticus nolit fallere, Sophista velit»®* (Piccart,
1660, p. 105—106)>.

Taxum obpaszom, codvcT M AyaeKTNK pasiv-
4aloTCH JINIIb He3HaunTesIbHO. VI TOT, 11 Ipyrom B
CBOEM MBIIUTIEHUV VI e Onmpasics Obl Ha OIHY
VI Ty e BO3MOXKHOCTBH OBITh VICTVIHHBIM W OIIIVI-
0aTbCs, ¥ NI BBIpaskeH!e 3TOV BO3MOXKHOCTM
B TOM, KaK OHV BeAyT CBOIO JXV3HB, COCTaBIISIET
pasuye MeX/1y IPYIIION IVaIeKTUKOB 1 IPyI-
riovt codvicToB. TakuM oOpa3oM, 3T0 pasHUIIA B OT-
HOIIIEHMV K JXV3HU VI MOPaJIbHOVI TIO3VIINY, a He
pasHMIla, KOTOpasi MOXeT ObITh BbIBelleHa U3 Ca-
Mot cyTi. CopVCT cO3HATENIBHO CTPEMUTCS BBe-
cTM B 3a0TyK/IeHe; IVaIeKTVK VITeT VICTVHY, HO
He 3HaeT ee 1 [T03TOMY OCTaeTcs B 3a0JTyKIeHNM,
KOTOpOe «CUMTaeT MCTUMHHBIM». UTo KacaeTcs Ha-

¥ «ApUCTOTeNIb IIPUBOJINT ellle OIHY IIPUYNHY B CBOEN
“Metadmsnke”, xaura 4: OH TOBOPWUT, UTO pasHWUIIA
MeXAy codUCTOM VI AMaTIeKTVKOM 3aK/IIodaeTcs He B UX
CIOCOOHOCTSIX, a B BbIOOpe cTuist Xu3HM. CrIocobHOCTHI
IOVaIeKTVIKa He YCTYIAIOT CcrrocoOHocTsaM coducta. Oba
OTINYAIOTCS OPYT OT Apyra TOJIBKO LIeJIbIO XXWM3HM, 1100
IMaJIEKTHK He XO4eT BBOIUTH B 3a0IIyXIeHne, a copucT
XO4eT BBOAUTD B 3a0iTy>KieHme» (J1aT.).

¥ Crpanmusl 105 11 295 B kuure ITukkapra (Piccart, 1660)
CJIelyeT OIeHMBATh BO B3aVIMOCBSI3IL.
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Im Rahmen der Diskussion tiber Einteilung
und Anordnung der logischen Lehrschriften des
Aristoteles, zu denen die Topica und die Sophi-
stici elenchi gerechnet werden, fiihrt Piccart zu-
sdtzlich eine Stelle aus den Metaphysica (lib. IV) in
die Diskussion ein, um das Thema hinsichtlich
der Lebensfiihrung oder anhand der Personlich-
keiten und Charaktereigenschaften vom echten
Philosophen, dem Dialektiker und dem Sophis-
ten zu beleuchten und zu erortern. Uberlegun-
gen, die sich, wie wir soeben entwickelt haben,
auch bei Kant finden. Doch sehen wir weiter, was
Piccarts Aristotelismus lehrt: Zwischen dem Phi-
losophen, dem Dialektiker und dem Sophisten
fiihrt er eine wohldefinierte Differenz ein. Auf
sie kommt Piccart zu sprechen, indem er in der
Isagoge die einschldgige Passage aus der Aristo-
telischen Metaphysik paraphrasiert und interpre-
tiert: ,, Alteram rationem item ex Aristotele summo, iis
in 4. Metaphys. Sophistam ait a dialectico differe non
dynamai sed sollum tou biou proairésai, hoc est
tantum posse dialecticum, quantum potest sophista,
differe hos duos solum ab invicem vitae consilio, quod
videlicet dialecticus nolit fallere, Sophista velit“* (Pic-
cart, 1660, p. 105-106).” Sophist und Dialektiker
unterscheiden sich demzufolge lediglich margi-
nal. Beiden ldge in ihrem Denken und Sprechen
die gleiche Moglichkeit des Fiirwahrhaltens und
des Irrens zugrunde, lediglich die Auspragung
dieser Moglichkeit in der Art und Weise ihrer
Lebensfithrungen konstituiert den Unterschied
zwischen den Personengruppen der Dialekti-
ker und der Sophisten. Es handelt sich also um
eine Differenz der Lebenseinstellung und mora-
lischen Haltung nach und nicht um eine Diffe-

2 Einen weiteren Grund fiihrt Aristoteles in seiner
Metaphysik, Buch 4, an: Er sagt, der Unterschied zwischen
dem Sophisten und dem Dialektiker sei nicht ihrem Ver-
mogen nach, sondern aufgrund der Wahl ihrer Lebens-
weise. Das Vermogen des Dialektikers ist genauso gut
wie das des Sophisten. Beide sind nur von einander
durch ihren Lebenszweck unterschieden; denn der Di-
alektiker will nicht tduschen, der Sophist will tduschen”
(Ubers. v. M.WV.).

% Piccart (1660) p. 105 und p. 295 sind im Zusammen-
hang zu beurteilen.



YYHOV TOYHOCTY MX apryMeHTOB, TO COPUCTMKA
U AViaJIeKTVIKa CBOAATCSA K OITHOMY 1 TOMY Ke: HU
OflHa OYeBMIHasl VCTMHA He MOXeT ObITh yTBep-
xreHa. C 3ToVI TOUKM 3peHNs 00e IPyIIIBI He SB-
nsroTc yueHpIMM. OHM BBOIST B 3a0iIykieHue
VJIV JKe He CBsI3aHBI C ITOVICKOM VICTVIHBI 1IeJIMKOM
¥ IIOJIHOCTBIO, JIMOO He CIIOCOOHBI Ha Hero. Bu-
IVIMOCTB, SIBJIEHVE B CMBICJIe HEKoero dpeHoMeHa
1 3a0J1y>XdeHne, TO eCTh BblJada JIOKHOTO 3a VC-
TUHHOEe, (PeHOMEHOJIOTMYeCK! 3[1eCh O4YeHb OJIm3-
KV IPYT K APYTY.

Vcxomst w3 2TOV CCBIIKM Ha apyUCTOTeJIeBCKOoe
pasiave Mex1y gpriocodoM, ¢ OHOV CTOPOHBI,
U AuajieKTKaMy, a Takke copucTtaMim — C Ipy-
TOV1, MOXKHO, BepOSITHO, BBIBECTV Ba’KHYIO KaHTOB-
CKYIO pasTpaHMYMUTEIIBHYIO UepTy, KOTOPYIO OH
HNPVBOOUT IS TPaHCIEHIEHTAIBHON «aHaJIN-
TUKW» ¥ TpaHCLEeHIeHTaJIbHOM «IVaJIeKTVKD».
V160 TOMIBKO prstocod AeVICTBYeT aHAIMTIUYECKN.
KaHT ToXe He cuMTaeT 3TO pasziesieHre Ha aHaJIN-
TUKY Y OVajeKTUKy He3aBUCVMBIM OT TOrO, KTO
IIBITaeTCs paccMaTpuBaTh MeTau3VKy KaK HayKy
" KaKMM 00pa3oM MeTadpm3MKM MCIIOIB3YIOT JIO-
ruky. [JobpocosectHbIV dvstocod mpusHaeT rpa-
HUIIBI CBOETO pasyMa ¥ He BBIXOIWUT 3a HUX, Ha-
CKOJIBKO 3TO BO3MOXKHO; B TOVI Mepe, B KaKOVI OH 3a-
HVIMaeTcd MeTadM3MKOV KaK HayKOV, OH OCTaeTCst
B IIpefiesiax «rpaHul] pasyma» (AA 09, S. 25; Kanr,
19946, c. 280). JInunble Bo33peHMs dutocod-
CTBYIOIIIETo JOJDKHBI OBITh B 3TOT MOMEHT B PaB-
HOVI CTelleHW IIOIBEPTHYThl COMHEHWIO ¥ OCIIa-
PMBaHMIO. DTO JOCTAaTOYHO SICHO BUIHO B «Jlorm-
ke Verre». CoryracHo Kanry, «imnanexTuka BbIpoO-
IOWIIach B MICKYCCTBO ¥ YTBEPXKAaTh, ¥ OCIIapMBaTh
moboe 1IoIokeHMe. TakuM ITyTeM OHa CTaHOBU-
J1aCh VICKJIIOUMTEJIBHO peMeciIoM cogucmob... Bot
1o4YeMy VIMs COpuUCM... Tellepb CTaJlo HeHaBWCT-
HBIM ¥ IIPe3pUTEIbHBIM, VI BMECTO Hero BOIIUIO B
yniorpebiieHve nmMs ¢pusocodp» (AA 09, S. 28; Kanr,
199406, c. 284).

Konpan [ropp, pemakrop Ilumkkapra, Haxo-
IWUT CTOJIb JXe SICHBIe CJIOBa, KOTOPBIe TOXe MOXK-
HO IIPMBECTM KaK coOBIajeHne ¢ MHeHUeM Kan-

M. Walter

renz, die sich aus der Sache selbst herleiten lief3e.
Der Sophist wolle absichtlich tduschen; der Dia-
lektiker sucht die Wahrheit, kennt sie allerdings
nicht und verbleibt daher in der Tauschung, die
er fiir wahr hilt. Hinsichtlich der wissenschaftli-
chen Exaktheit ihrer Argumente laufe Sophis-
terei und Dialektik auf dasselbe hinaus: keine
evidente Wahrheit kann angegeben werden. Bei-
de Personengruppen sind unter diesem Gesichts-
punkt keine Wissenschaftler. Sie irren oder sind
doch nicht in Ganze der Wahrheitsfindung ver-
bunden oder zu ihr befihigt. Schein, Erschei-
nung im Sinne eines Phanomens und eine T&u-
schung, d.h. etwas Falsches als wahr erscheinen
lassen, liegen hier phdnomenologisch in grofster
Néhe beieinander.

Auf dieser referierten Grundlage der Unter-
scheidung bei Aristoteles zwischen dem Philo-
sophen einerseits und den Dialektikern sowie
den Sophisten andererseits, konnte man wohl
auch auf ein wichtiges Differenzierungsmerk-
mal Kants, das er fiir die transzendentale Analy-
tik und transzendentale Dialektik anfiihrt, riick-
schlieflen. Denn einzig der Philosoph verfahre
analytisch. Und Kant sieht diese Einteilung in
Analytik und Dialektik nicht unabhédngig da-
von, wer sich an der Metaphysik als Wissen-
schaft versucht und in welcher Weise sich die
Metaphysiker der Logik bedienen. Der redliche
Philosoph erkenne die Grenzen seiner Vernunft
und tiberschreite sie tunlichst nicht; insofern er
die Metaphysik als Wissenschaft betreibt, ver-
bleibt er innerhalb der ,Grenzen der Vernunft”
(Log, AA 09, S. 25). Die personliche Einstellung
des Philosophierenden muss an dieser Stelle
gleichermafien befragt und hinterfragt werden.
Dies geht hinreichend deutlich aus der Jische Lo-
gik hervor. Nach Kant ,artete die Dialektik aus,
jeden Satz zu behaupten und zu bestreiten. Und
so ward sie eine blole Ubung fiir die Sophisten.
[...] Deswegen wurde auch der Name Sophist
[...] jetzt [licet: in der Antike] so verhafit und ver-
dchtlich und statt desselben der Name Philosoph
eingefiihrt” (ebd., S. 28).

27



M. Banbrep

Ta. OHM TIOAXOAST [JIS IOIOJTHUTEIBHOIO Pa3b-
SICHEHVSI TPOLIMTUPOBAHHOTO OTpbIBKA 13 «/3a-
rorm». opp TakXe CChIJIae€TCS Ha YeTBEPTYIO
kHUry «MeTtadmsukm», Kak 310 ObUIO B «l3aro-
re»: «Quo respicit Aristoteles, quando 4. Metaph.
c. 2. docet Philosophum adeoque bonum virum
a Dialectico et Sophista differe [...] quod scilicet
cim hic fallacibus sophismatibus homines in
fraudem inducat, iste blandientibus in speciem
[...] opiniones plausibilis gignat [...]»* (Diirr, 1667,
p- 3). Eciiu ke iuasieKTMKa MCIIOIIb3yeTcs 115 CO3-
TaHWMS VUUIIO30PHOTO COCTOSIHWMS ITPaBHIOIION00-
HBIX MHEHVI, TO KaHTOBCKOe pasferieHne B «Kpu-
TMKe YVCTOrO pasyMa» C IePCIIeKTIBOV Ha MeTa-
MUKy ¥ OTHeceHVe OMaIeKTUKM K JIOTVKE BU-
IOVIMOCTM y>ke MBICJIEHHO ¥ KOHIIENITYyasIbHO 3a-
JIOXKEHO, 3apaHee 00O3HAYEHO VI IIPEIBOCXMIIIEHO.
Taxvm oOpa3oM, MOXXHO cJieIaTh OCTOPOXKHBIVI BbI-
BOJI, UTO 3Ta KaHTOBCKas AuddepeHIManms mo-
CTpOeHa Ha MOIJIMHHO apMCTOTeJIeBCKOM OCHOBa-
HWM, XOTsI OHa ObljIa 3a/IMCTBOBaHa He 13 JIOrye-
cKux TpyaoB Apuctoresns, a us «MeTadusukm»;
OTHAKO 3TO 3aMMCTBOBaHVE OBUIO C/IeJIaHO SIBHO
IS TOTO, YTOOBI OOCYINTH BOIIPOC O JIOTMYECKOM
pasmesieHU. B KOHIle KOHIIOB CJIeyeT IIOMHUTB,
uro KaHT XxoTenn pedpopMmpoBaTs OCHOBHYIO (pu-
710copCcKy0 OMcHUIUIMHYy MeTadmsuky (A VI
Kawnr, 20060, c. 11), )xesast O4MCTUTD e OT TOHKO
IVaJIeKTVIKY, KOTOpas BO3BOOUT 3Ty caMyIO MeTa-
UMKy B paHT OIUIOTa HEHAy4HOV BUIMMOCTU
Y yTBepXIaeT HecocTosTe/IbHble Te3uchl (AA 09,
S. 56; KanT, 199406, c. 312—313).

Taxum obOpasom, comepkaTesibHasi CBsI3b pac-
cyxgenvm ITukkapra n Hroppa ¢ «Kpurukor»
CTaHOBUTCS oIIyTmMON. [lis sydrmrero ob3opa
OHa IIpeJiCTaBjIeHa B Cyleyoler Tabite:

31 «DTO0 MMeeT B BUILY APIMCTOTeNIb, KOT/IA B ITIaBe 2 YeT-
Bepront KHUTM “Metadmsnkn” yunT Hac, KaK OT/IMYINTH
dwtocoda, a 3HAUNT, XOPOIIIETro YeIoBeKa, OT IVaIeKTH-
Ka ¥ copucTa... TO, 4YTO ITOT [COPNCT], KOHEYHO, BBOINUT
JIfofIeNt B 3a0JTy KIIeHre 0OMaHUMBBIMY COPM3MaMI, a TOT
[mmartexTHK] mpOM3BOAUT KaXKyIIyecs IIpaBIoONOLO0HbI-
MU yOeXKIeHs [Is JIbCTeIOB» (JIAaT.).

Piccarts Herausgeber Conrad Diirr findet so-
dann dhnlich deutliche Worte, die mit Kants An-
sicht wiederum in Ubereinstimmung gebracht
werden konnen. Sie sind geeignet, die zitierte
Stelle aus der Isagoge ergdnzend zu prézisieren.
Auch Diirr verweist, wie eben schon in der Isago-
ge geschehen, nochmals auf das vierte Buch der
Metaphysik: ,,Quo respicit Aristoteles, quando 4. Me-
taph. c. 2. docet Philosophum adeoque bonum virum a
Dialectico et Sophista differe [...] quod scilicet cim hic
fallacibus sophismatibus homines in fraudem inducat,
iste blandientibus in speciem |[...] opiniones plausibi-
lis gignat [...]”* (Diirr, 1667, p. 3). Wenn also die
Dialektik genutzt werde, um den Scheinzustand
plausibel wirkender Meinungen zu erzeugen, so
ist hierbei Kants Einteilung innerhalb der Kritik
der reinen Vernunft mit Perspektive auf die Meta-
physik und seine Einordnung der Dialektik als
Logik des Scheins gedanklich und begrifflich
bereits angelegt, vorgezeichnet und vorwegge-
nommen. Diese Differenzierung Kants ist damit,
so wird man vorsichtig folgern diirfen, auf ein
echt aristotelisches Fundament gebaut, obgleich
sie nicht aus den logischen Schriften des Aristo-
teles entlehnt wurde, sondern aus der Metaphy-
sik; allerdings erfolgte diese Entlehnung dezi-
diert, um eine Fragestellung der logischen Ein-
teilung zu diskutieren. SchliefSlich wollte Kant,
so sei erinnert, die philosophische Hauptdiszip-
lin der Metaphysik reformieren (KrV, A VIII), in-
dem er sie von einer subtilen Dialektik reinigen
wollte, die eben diese Metaphysik als ein unwis-
senschaftliches Scheingebdude errichtet und un-
haltbare Lehrsétze behauptet (Log, AA 09, S. 56).

Die inhaltlichen Anschliisse von Piccarts und
Diirrs Ausfithrungen an die Kritik sind damit
greifbar. Sie seien zur besseren Ubersicht in der
nachstehenden Tabelle gegeniibergestellt:

3% Worauf bezieht sich Aristoteles, wenn er uns im 4.
Buch der Metaphysik, Kapitel 2, lehrt, wie man einen Phi-
losophen und damit einen guten Menschen, von einem
Dialektiker und einem Sophisten unterscheidet [...] dass
dieser nattirlich [Sophist] durch triigerische Sophismen
die Menschen in die Irre fithrt, wahrend jener [Dialek-
tiker] scheinbar plausible Uberzeugungen fiir Schme-
ichler produziert” (Ubers. v. M.IV.).
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AHajmMTrKa InarekTrka
Yro: AHarMTHKA HnanekTrKa Kak JIOTMKa
KaK JIOTMKa BUIVIMOCTY VI BBEIEHIS
VICTUHHOTO B 32071y XIeHe
V1 BEPOSTHOTO
Kro: Hacrosmme HnaneKTuKm 1 copUCTEI
drtocodrr
VI KPUTUKM
Mortussr: | ITonck nctmnsl, | CTpemieHne
MeTadpu3MKa  |K cjaBe, BUIMMOCTD
KaK HayKa Hay4IHOCTH, yIIOPCTBO
B3a0JTy XKIeHMM

DTO pasfesieHVie Ha aHaJIUTUKY W AValeKTu-
Ky MOXeT 6bITI> BBbIBEIE€HO 3 YTEeHIA HT/IKKapTaZ y
Hero v /Iroppa BKJIIOUeHVe apVCTOTeJIeBCKOV Me-
TapM3MKN B MHTEPIIPETAIINIO IVAJIEKTUKM II0MI-
pasyMeBaeT TO, UTO IIO3K€ CTAaHOBUTCA KaHTOB-
CKMM OCHOBOITOJIarafoIlyM pasIndvieM MeXIy
AHAJINTUKOM M OAUAJIeKTMKON. To eCcTh MCXOms M3
«BBepennsa» IImkkapTa MOXXHO IIPOCIIEAUTb apy-
CTOTEJIEBCKYIO OCHOBY [1JIsI KAHTOBCKOM XapaKTe-
PVICTVIKM AVaJIeKTVIKY (KaK JIOTVIKV BUAVIMOCTM).

OtpbIBOK 13 ApucToTesIsl, Ha KOTOPBIV CChLIa-
forcst I[Tukkapt m [1opp, 3By4nT CIIeAyIomM 00-
pasoM:

[AvianeKTKM 7 COMUCTBI TIOAIeIBIBAIOTCS
o7t prstocodos (160 coprcTKa — 3TO TOJIBKO
MHVIMas MyZIPOCTb, VI TOYHO TaK e MaIeKTVKI
paccyxmaioT 000 BceM, a oOlllee BceM — cyiliee);
PacCy XIaroT ke OHM 00 3TOM SIBHO IIOTOMY, UTO
3TO HpPWMHAIEXHOCTh druiocodpum. [ercTu-
TEJIbHO, COPUCTVKA ¥ AViaJIeKTVKa 3aHVMAIOTCs
TOVI e oOJacThio, 4To M dwiocodpus... [na-
JIeKTVMKa JleslaeT ITOIBITKM VICCIIeOBaTh TO, YTO
ro3HaeT dpwiocodusi, a copnucTnka — 310 Pu-
socodusi MHMMasI, a He JIeVicTBUTeIbHas (Apu-
crorens, 1976, c. 123 (IV.2, 1004b20 — 26)).

B cBsa3ut co cBOMM XkejlaHMEM YTBepPAUTD «I1ep-
ByI0 dwiocodpuro» (MeTadmsmky) Kak CTPOIyIo
HayKy ApuUCTOTeIb IPOBOAWUT pasjinume MeX-
1y MeTadU3MKOM KakK JIeVICTBUTEeIbHBIM YUYeHbIM,
C OJITHOVI CTOPOHBI, M copucTaMy U JIVaJleKTVKa-
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Analytik Dialektik

Was: Analytik als Dialektik als Logik
Logik des des Scheins und der
Wahren und Tduschung
Wabhrscheinlichen

Wer: Echte Dialektiker und
Philosophen und |Sophisten
Kritiker

Motive: |Suche nach Ruhmsucht,
Wabhrheit, Schein der
Metaphysik als | Wissenschaftlichkeit,
Wissenschaft Verharren im Irrtum

Diese Einteilung in Analytik und Dialektik
lasst sich aus einer Piccart-Lektiire ableiten: Bei
Piccart und Diirr ist durch die Einbeziehung der
aristotelischen Metaphysik in die Auslegung
von Dialektik angelegt, was spéterhin zur Kanti-
schen Leitdifferenz von Analytik und Dialektik
wird. Das heifst, anhand von Piccarts Einfiihrung
lasst sich eine aristotelische Grundlage fiir Kants
Charakterisierung der Dialektik (als Logik des
Scheins) nachzeichnen.

Die von Piccart und Diirr einbezogene und
referierte Passage lautet bei Aristoteles wie folgt:

Die Dialektiker und Sophisten wollen eben-
falls fiir Philosophen gelten. Denn Sophistik ist
nur Scheinweisheit und auch die Dialektiker
diskutieren tiber alles, gemeinsam aber ist al-
lem das Seiende. Sie diskutieren dariiber offen-
bar deshalb, weil es der Philosophie angehort.
Denn die Sophistik und Dialektik beschéftigen
sich mit derselben Gattung wie die Philosophie
[...]. Denn die Dialektik versucht sich an dem,
was die Philosophie erkennt, und die Sophistik
scheint nur Weisheit zu sein, ist es aber nicht”
(Aristoteles, 1989, S. 129 (Metaphysica 1V.2,
1004b20-26)).

Aristoteles unterscheidet, da er die ,erste Phi-
losophie’ (Metaphysik) als strenge Wissenschaft
etablieren mochte, zwischen dem Metaphysiker
als eigentlichem Wissenschaftler einerseits und
andererseits den Sophisten und Dialektikern,
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MU — C JIPYyTOVL: IOCJIeTHYE He 3aHVMAIOTCS Hay-
KOV, a JIVIIIb ITIOPOXKIAIOT MHEHNS VIV IIpeJICTaB-
7eHnsi 00 0OBeKTax 3TOV HayKW, IIPeICTaBIISIOT
VIX Iy OJIMYHO ¥ paclIpOCTPaHSIOT .

6. [TlormoTHUTEIbHBIE CCHIIIKM
Y IIOJIO>KEH e 1esT
(Tormem, O6epartt, I'epaep, ['mnresns)

Ha ocHoBaHMM mnpuBeAeHHBIX WCTOYHVKOB
MOXKHO HpenoIoknTh, 4To KaHT B cBOeM pas-
rpaHVYeHNV aHAJIUTUKNU W IVaJeKTUKM, a Tak-
JKe KPUTMYEeCK! MBICIIAIMX priocodos 1 TpyIi-
bl [IMaJIeKTUKOB M COPUCTOB oNmpasicsd Ha yue-
HUe ApucToTeJis, IpesicTaBleHHoe y IInkkapra 1
[roppa 1, Kak BUIHO, Takke fgocTynHoe KaHTy B
BUJIe KHUTL.

YroObl IPOVIITIOCTPVPOBATh M3ydeHVe Apu-
crotenis B Kénurcbepre, s1 xoTes Obl HadaTh C
ynommHaHMs 00 Voranae Kpucrode Tormeme®.
B nipeniicrioBnm x ieppoMy msanmio «l lepseie oc-
HOBaHWMS BCeOOILIer MUPOBOVI MYIPOCTI» OH IIN-
meT, uTo B Kéuurcbepre, B AnibbepTriHe, B 1714 1
1715 rT. OH «IPOCITyIIAJI BCe YacTU apUCTOTeSIeB-
cxont pvtocodpmm» (Gottsched, 1733, S. XX 5 006.).
DTO He O3HayaeT HUYEro Jpyroro, KpoMe TOro,
uTo B AsbOepTiHe, TIOXOXe, IeVICTBUTeILHO pac-
cMaTpuBaIn Bce prstocodcKme TpaKTaThl, a 3Ha-
YUT, TOXaJTyi1, 1 Beck «OpraHon». ITosTomy ToOT
daxT, uTo TaKas KHUra, Kak «/I3arora» Ilnkkapra,

%2 DTO IMKKapTOBCKOe IIpouTeHme «MeTadmsmkm» oT-
paXkaeTcs OTHOCUTEIBHO apUCTOTeIeBCKOM «PUTopmKim»
B «KommenTtapvm x “Mertadmsnke”» Kupsana, KoTopbin
XapaKTepu3syeT crenvdnaecKoe pasdre MexIy copu-
CTOM VI OMAJIEKTUKOM cilefyrommmM odpaszom: «CodricTos
oriuaet 1eib (“m3OpaHHast Xu3HB”), IMAIIEKTUKOB —
“Tun criocoObHOCT”, TO €CTh OTCYTCTBUE CIIOCOOHOCTM
TIpecIIeioBaTh BEICIIYIO 1IeTh — UCTUHY (cM. “Pruroprka”
I 1. 1355b17 —21)» (Kirwan, 1993, p. 85). Y camoro Apu-
CTOTeJII MOYKHO HaWTV MHOTOYMCIIEHHbIE PasjINYHble U
COIIOCTaBIIIEMBbIE XapPaKTEPUCTUKM AMaIeKTNKOB — B JIO-
IYYeCKMX COUMHEHVSIX, KHUTaxX 10 MeTadusuKe U PUTO-
puke. Kéanurcbeprckme «crapble apyCTOTENVIKI» B 11€7TOM
CJIENYIOT XapaKTepyCTHKe, JaHHOV ApucToTerieM B «J1o-
ruke». [Tukkapt v KaHT OTKJIOHSIIOTCS OT 9TOTO, OHU CITe-
IYIOT TOJKOBaHMIO 13 «MeTadumsnkm» n «PUTopukm».

¥ Tormem nocrymwi B AmbpbeprmrHy B KéHurcGepre
19 mapra 1714 r. Cm.: (Mitchell, 1995, p. 2—5).
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die eben keine Wissenschaft betreiben, sondern
blof$ Meinungen oder Schein tiber die Gegenstéan-
de jener Wissenschaft produzieren, offentlich
vertreten und publikumswirksam verbreiten.*

6. Weitere Referenzen
und Konstellationen
(Gottsched, Obereit, Herder, Hippel)

Anhand der aufgezeigten Quellenlage ist
demnach anzunehmen, dass Kant in seiner Dif-
ferenzierung zwischen Analytik und Dialektik
und zwischen den kritisch denkenden Philoso-
phen und der Gruppe der Dialektiker und So-
phisten auf eine Lehre des Aristoteles, so wie sie
bei Piccart und Diirr reprédsentiert wird und so
wie sie Kant nachweislich auch in Buchform zu-
ganglich war, zurtickgegriffen hat.

Um das Aristoteles-Studium in Koénigsberg
zu illustrieren, mochte ich an dieser Stelle zu-
nédchst einen Hinweis Johann Christoph Gott-
scheds einrticken.® Er schreibt in der Vorrede
zur ersten Auflage seiner Ersten Griinde der ge-
samten Weltweisheit, dass er in Kénigsberg, an der
Albertina, in den Jahren 1714 und 1715 ,,die Aris-
totelische Philosophie nach allen ihren Theilen
durchgehoret” habe (Gottsched, 1733, Bogensig-
natur: ,XX 5” verso). Das heifst nichts anderes, als
dass man an der Albertina wirklich alle philoso-
phischen Lehrschriften durchgenommen zu ha-
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Diese Piccartsche Lesart der Metaphysik spiegelt sich
mit Blick auf die aristotelischen Rhetoriken in Kirwans
Metaphysik-Kommentar wider, der die spezifische Dif-
ferenz zwischen einem Sophisten und einem Dialek-
tiker wie folgt charakterisiert: , Sophists are distinguished
by their purpose (,the life chosen’), dialecticians by ,the
type of capacity’, i.e. their lack of ability to pursue the higher
aim of truth (cf. Rhetoric 1 1. 1355b17-21)" (Kirwan, 1993,
p- 85). Bei Aristoteles selbst sind mehrere, verschie-
dene und nebeneinanderstehende Charakterisierun-
gen von Dialektikern zu finden — in den logischen
Schriften, den Metaphysik-Btichern und den Rhetoriken.
Die Konigsberger Altaristoteliker folgen in der Regel
Aristoteles” Charakterisierung aus der Logik. Hiervon
weichen Piccart und Kant ab, sie folgen der Lesart aus
Metaphysik und Rhetorik.

2 Gottsched immatrikulierte sich am 19. Marz 1714 an
der Albertina in Konigsberg. Vgl. Mitchell (1995, p. 2-5).



TI0JIB30BasIack OOJIBITIeVI IOMYJIIPHOCTRIO, He II0I-
JKEH BBI3BIBATH Y/IVIBJIEHVIS.

KcraTn, kaK yKasbIBajIoCh BBIIIE, €CTh CBUIIE-
TeJIbCcTBa OoJlee paHHel, IOKaHTOBCKOV perierniinim
IInkxapra B Kénurcbepre. Kpucrman [parnep c
0COOBIM yBaskeHVeM OTHOCWIICS K aJIbTHOPCKON
mKkoste, ocobernHo k Ilepby (Wundt, 1939, S. 49,
54—-56), yuureimo Ilnkkapra, HO TaKXe 1 K caMo-
My ITnkkapry (cMm.: Selle, 1956, S. 101—110): «...qui
modus tractandi philosophiam ex nostris etiam
doctissimo Philippo Scherbio olim in Academia
Norica Professori; & hunc secuto Michaeli Piccarto
placuit, quorum libros, fateor, non sine voluptate
pervolvi» (Dreier, 1644, p. [2-3])*. dpaviep tpu-
XOAWT K BBIBOAY, UTO COMVCTBI MOTyT 0OIazaTh
durtocodment Tompko cirydantHo®. OH He 0OBe-
OVHSET IVajleKTUKY ¥ cOPUCTUKY, HO ITpU3Ha-
eT: «[andem Dialectica non inquirit veritatem [...].
Analytica autem in omnibus veritatem spectat»*
(Dreier, 1644, p. 25). Takum oOpa3oM, KOHTpagVK-
TOPHOE COIIOCTaBJIEHVIe aHAJIUTVUKM W AMajleKTH-
KU IIpuCyIile u ero padotam. Ho crout yiu mogHm-
MaThb BOIIPOC O TOM, CJIe[lyeT JIM paccMaTpwBaTh
[pariepa Kak KaHTOBCKMV VICTOUYHUK? B jrro06om
cJTy4ae OH OBbIT BIIVISTEIbHBIM IIpeliofjaBaTesieM B
KénurcGepre.

O Tom, uto [Iparviepa, B CBOIO odepeflb, UMTa-
au eme nopu kxusHM KaHTa M cumTanm JOCTON-
HBIM YTeHMs, BCTIOMMHaeT B 1796 1. 1 fIkob I'ep-
MaH OGepant?, yueHnk Bostbda 11 mocsierioBarests
Otnnrepa. OH peKOMeHyeT MOJIOIOMY ¥ MHOTO-
obemaroriemy Ille/uIMHTY ITpoYMTaTh «@pXUTEK-
TypHO HabromaresibHOro [pariepa 13 Kénurcoep-

¥ «...UpM pasMblIUIeHMS B Tpakrare 1o drrocodmm

Hamrero camoro ydeHoro Pwmmma Illepba, Hekorma
npodeccopa Axamemum B AsbTnopde, KOTOpPOMY
anenyeT Muxaanbs ITuKkapT, by KHUTY, TTPU3HAIOCH, S
unTaI He 6e3 yIoBOIbCTBYS>» (J1aT.). O BivstHum dpariepa
cm.: (Wundt, 1939, S. 139).

¥ Hampvivep, B 6or1ee TIO3IHEVI 9acTV CBOETO COUMHEHIS
(cm.: Dreier, 1644, p. 168).

% «B KOHeUHOM cueTe, IMaJleKTVKa He UITET VICTUHY...
AHaIMTIKa, HAIIPOTWB, MIIET VICTUHY BO BceM» (JIaT.).

% ObeparitTa Heb3sl Ha3BaTh HEM3BECTHOV (PUTYPOW B
mmaHoM okpyxeHun Kanra. Cm. mmcemo XpucTuaHa
Tordpwmna Llora KaaTy or 20 cenrsa6psa 1785 . (AA 10,
S. 408) 1 ykasanmne boposckoro (Borowski, 1804, S. 90).
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ben scheint und damit wohl das ganze Organon.
Dass sich also ein Buch wie Piccarts Isagoge gro-
Berer Beliebtheit erfreute, braucht nicht zu ver-
wundern.

Von Piccart ldsst sich im Ubrigen noch, wie
oben angedeutet, eine friithere, vorkantische Re-
zeption in Konigsberg belegen. Christian Dreier
hegte besondere Wertschétzung fiir die Altdor-
fer Schule, vor allem fiir Scherb (Wundt, 1939,
S. 49, 54-56), den Lehrer Piccarts, aber auch fiir
Piccart selbst (vgl. Selle, 1956, S. 101-110): ,,qui mo-
dus tractandi philosophiam ex nostris etiam doctissi-
mo Philippo Scherbio olim in Academia Norica Profes-
sori; & hunc secuto Michaeli Piccarto placuit, quorum
libros, fateor, non sine voluptate pervolvi” (Dreier,
1644, p. [2-3]).® Dreier leitet zwar ab, dass die So-
phisten die Philosophie lediglich per Akzidenz
besitzen koénnen.** Dialektik und Sophistik stellt
er nicht zusammen, doch er gesteht zu: , Tandem
Dialectica non inquirit veritatem [...]. Analytica au-
tem in omnibus veritatem spectat”® (Dreier, 1644,
p- 25). Damit ist auch bei ihm die kontradiktori-
sche Gegeniiberstellung von Analytik und Dia-
lektik angelegt. Ob aber Dreier als Quelle Kants
anzusprechen sei, muss dahingestellt bleiben. Je-
denfalls war er in Kénigsberg ein einflussreicher
Lehrer.

Dass Dreier seinerseits noch zu Kants Leb-
zeiten gelesen wurde und lesenswert erschien,
daran erinnert noch im Jahre 1796 Jakob Her-
mann Obereit,* ein Schiiler Wolffs und Anhan-
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»[...] welches Verfahren in der Abhandlung der
Philosophie von unserm gelehrtesten Philip Scherb, einst
Professor an der Akademie zu Altdorf, dem Michael Pic-
cart folgte, dessen Biicher, wie ich [Dreier] gestehe, ich
nicht ohne Vergniigen gelesen habe” (Ubers. v. M.W.).
Zu Dreiers Wirkung vgl. Wundt (1939, S. 139).

¥ So beispielsweise in einem spéteren Teil seiner Schrift
(vgl. Dreier, 1644, p. 168).

% Letztendlich sucht die Dialektik nicht nach Wahr-
heit [...]. Die Analytik hingegen sucht in Allem nach
Wabhrheit” (Ubers. v. M.W.).

% Auch im personlichen Umfeld Kants ist Obereit
keine unbekannte Gestalt. Vgl. den Brief von Christian
Gottfried Schiitz (20. Sept. 1785) an Kant (AA 10, S. 408)
und den Hinweis Borowskis (1804, S. 90).
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ra» (Plitt, 1869, S. 84)%*. Takum obpas3om, o Kparn-
Hel1 Mepe OfIHa penenus [Iparviepa TakXe OKa3bl-
BaeTcs B cdepe BO3MOXKHOIO IIpesicTaBiieHNs. He
VIMes BO3MOXKHOCTVI COCJIaThCsl Ha KaTaslor ayKIIy-
oHa KHUT leHsuxeHa — KaHta (Anonymus, 1922)
KaK Ha BaXXHBIV VICTOYHWK, KaCAIOIIWMVICS ajIbI-
nopdrues B oTHomeHV Kanrta, TomMasn, kcrary,
y>ke YIIOMSIHYJL, U4TO «pa3jifane MeXXay aHaJInTU-
KOVI V1 AVIQJIEKTVIKOVI» aJTBTIOPIIEB B OTHOIIIEHWI
VIX TEOPUM «IBOVIHOVI MICTMHBI», BKJTIOUAs CTAPBI
aBepPOVICTCKMI CIIOpP, yKasbiBaeT Ha Kanra®. Vc-
X071 3 3TUX 00BsicHeHM, «VI3arory» ansrnopd-
CKVX apVICTOTEIMKOB — BBbIpa’keHMe, BCTpedaro-
mieecsi B paHeM msganumu Vbepsera (Ueberweg,
1880, S. 28), — cienyer paccMaTpuBaTh KakK KaH-
TOBCKMW MCTOYHUK.

Ha ocHoBe 3TOVI peKOHCTPYKIIMM MOIYT BO3-
HVKHYTH Pa3MBIIIUIEHVS ¥ [TaJIBHEVIIIINE BOIIPO-
CBl, Kacaromyecs KaHTOBCKOTO (PmIocodpcKoro
passuTus n reHesuca «KpuTukm gmcroro pasy-
Ma». Bemp B OTHOIIIEHUMM IIEHTPAJIBHOTO IIOHS-
TUS «IVajleKTHKa» JI0 CMX TIOp BOOOIle He 3a/1a-
BaJIV BOIIPOC, ¢ KaKoro MomeHTa KaHT mcnomns3o-
BaJI 3TOT TepMUH B cMbIciie «KpUTHKM 4YMCTOrO
pasyMa». B Tak Ha3bIBaeMBbINI JOKPUTMYECKI TIe-
puor, (mpumepHo B 1740—1769 IT.) 1 B «HecaTmIIe-
Tre MoryaHus» (1770—1781) KanT He mcnionb3yer
CJIOBO «IVMAJIEKTMKAa» B CMBICJIE «JIOIMKa BUIIVIMO-
CTV», OHO He BCTpevaeTcs HU B ero IleYaTHBIX pa-
GoTax, HI B HeJlaBHO 0OHapy>keHHOM KaHTOBCKOM
paboueM sk3emIuIApe «MeTtadmsnki» baymrapre-
Ha (3-e nsmanme, [asute, 1750) (cm.: Kant, 2018)%. 11

% OrseT Ha Bompoc, KTo Takort Obepaintt, cM. B paboTax:
(Hiuittner, Walter, 2021).

¥ Cum. pabory Tommasmu (Tommasi, 2014, S. 71; 2008,
p. 211), KOTOPBIN, B YaCTHOCTH, CChUIAETCs Ha MHTepecHoe
mvceMo [Tukkapra (Piccart, 1610).

% D10 pesysbraT IOMCKa B Oase MaHHBIX PasIMUHBIX
dopM mIprIaraTesTbHOrO U CYIECTBUTETFHOTO «IMaleK-
TKa» B BoHHCKOM Kopmyce Tekcros Kamra (https://
korpora.zim.uni-duisburg-essen.de/kant/) n B «HoBpix
pasMblinuieHNssX o Mertadmsuke baymraprena» (1750)
(Kant, 2018). Kpome ToOro, crmcox [jIs JIeKCHYECKOIO
TIOJIS «[IMaJIeKTUKa», «IVUaIeKTUK», «IMaIeKTUIeCKUI» U
T.7. cM. B pabote: (Allgemeiner Kantindex..., 1967, S. 238).
Cy7s 1o MMeTOIIMCS TaM CBeJIeHVsIM, B ToMax 1 1 2 aka-
ZeMI4ecKoro coOpaHs COYMHEHUI OHO OTCYTCTBYeT.
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ger Oettingers. Er empfiehlt dem jungen und
aufstrebenden Schelling die Lektiire des ,ar-
chitectonisch beobachtenden Dreyer in Konigs-
berg” (Plitt, 1869, S. 84).” Damit erscheint we-
nigstens eine Rezeption Dreiers auch im Bereich
einer moglichen Vorstellung. Ohne den Gensi-
chen-Kant-Auktionskatalog (Anonymus, 1808)
als wichtige Quelle beziiglich der Altdorfer mit
Blick auf Kant anfithren zu konnen, hat tibrigens
schon Tommasi darauf hingewiesen, dass die
,Unterscheidung zwischen Analytik und Dia-
lektik” der Altdorfer mit Blick auf deren Theorie
von einer ,doppelten Wahrheit”, und zwar unter
Einbeziehung der alten averroistischen Streitsa-
che, auf Kant hindeute.® Auf der Grundlage die-
ser Darlegungen ist die Isagoge der , Altdorfer
Aristoteliker” — ein Ausdruck, den man im al-
ten Ueberweg findet (Ueberweg, 1880, S. 28) — als
Quelle Kants anzusprechen.

Anhand dieser Rekonstruktion lassen sich
Uberlegungen anschliefen und weitere Fragen
aufwerfen, welche die philosophische Entwick-
lung Kants und die Entstehung der Kritik der rei-
nen Vernunft betreffen. Denn mit Blick auf den
zentralen Begriff der ,Dialektik” wurde bisher
noch gar nicht gefragt, ab welchem Zeitpunkt
Kant diesen Terminus im Sinne der Kritik der rei-
nen Vernunft uberhaupt gebraucht. In der soge-
nannten vorkritischen Zeit (ca. 1740—1769) und
im sogenannten ,stillen Jahrzehnt” (1770—1781)
verwendet Kant weder das Wort , Dialektik” im
Sinne einer , Logik des Scheins”, noch kommt in
den gedruckten Schriften oder in Kants neu auf-
gefundenem, erstem Handexemplar der Baum-
gartenschen Metaphysica (3. Auflage, Halle, 1750)
(s. Kant, 2018) der Ausdruck ,Dialektik” tiber-
haupt vor.*” Und auch das Kant-Lexikon ldsst sein

% Fir die Frage: ,Wer ist denn Obereit?”, sei auf
Hittner und Walter (2021) hingewiesen.

% Siehe Tommasi (2014, S. 71; 2008, p. 211), der insbe-
sondere noch auf jene interessante Schrift Piccarts (1610)
verweist.

¥ Dies ergibt etwa eine Datenbanksuche nach den di-
versen Adjektiv- und Substantivformen von , Dialektik”



B «KaHTOBCKOVI SHIIMKJIOIEINI» JIEeMMa «IVajleK-
TVIKa» TIOSIBJISIETCST TOJIBKO HadumHas ¢ «KpuTmkm
YICTOrO pasyMa» Kak II0 BpeMeHU, TaK U IO CO-
nepxxanmio (Serck-Hanssen, 2015).

PanHee, BO3MOXXHO caMoe paHHee, CBUJIETelIb-
CTBO MCHOJIb30BaHMs KaHTOM cjioBa «ImajieKTi-
Ka» MOXHO HamTu B «Jloruke I'epnepa» (okoio
1762/63 r.). B Hemt KaHT BbICKa3bIBaeTCs O [Iyiajiek-
TUKe, VICIIOIb3Yysd TaBTOJIOIMIO: «[lMajieKkTnka Be-
POSITHOCTY TPYZHee, IIOTOMY YTO BEpOsITHOCTH»
(AA 24, S. 5)*2. B xoHcriekTe epriepa yanekTmka,
TaKVM 00pas3oM, Bce ellle TPaKTyeTCs KaK JIOTMKa
BeposiTHOCTH. I Ipexyie ueM pa3paboTars NOHSTIE
IIVaJIeKTUKI B KPUTIYeCKOM cMbIcite, KaHT B cBO-
VIX JIOKPUTMYECKVX paboTax OIvChIBaeT ee prto-
COPCKO-CIIeKY IATUBHEIE abeppari 1 WITIO3UH,
npuberasi K TaKuM TepMIMHaM, KaK «I'pe3bl», «Ope-
7ioBble paHTa3MM», «BO3AYIIHBIE KOpadim MeTa-
Pusukm» (AA 02, S. 360; KanT, 19948, c. 252)
«BBIMBICEJI», a OMaJIeKTVKa Ha3bIBA€T OIHAXKIIbI
«CTpoUTeIeM BO3IYIIHBIX MUPoB» (AA 02, S. 342;
Kanr, 19948, c. 232).

ITo cioBam Anmkeca, mpouteHme «lI3arorm»
npuxonutcs Ha nepuor 1o 1781 r. Vimsa Inkkap-
Ta, Kak ObUIO CKa3aHO BBHIIIIE, ITepeIaHO B KAHTOB-
ckomm «3ametke 4160». Anukec pmaTupyer 9Ty 3a-
MeTKY, 0003Ha4eHHYIO A, IeproIoM ¢ KoH1la 1769
1o oceHb 1770 T. (cm.: AA 14, S. XXXIX). Takmm 06-
pasom, 3ammce KaHta, Ormaromapsi KOTOpomt IIpo-
uTeHMe KaXkeTcs IIPaBIoNoI00HbIM, TOUHO IIOIla-
JlaeT B HayaJIo TOTO JeCATUJIETHEro IIyTU pa3Bu-
TVSL MBICJIY, B KOHIIe KOTOPOTO IOSBIISIeTCS KpU-
Trdeckasi priocodmsi.

B Tak HasbiBaemble rofpl MordaHms (¢ 1770 )
KanTt Hugero ve omyOmkosast. Ho uwmcro mpar-
MaTM4YecK! Ha IIpOYTeHVe, OCO3HaHe VI OCMBICIe-

4 TTpemtoxeHne oOpbIBaeTCs Ha 3TOM cjloBe. — [Ipumey.
peo.

# Tot daxT, uro B kpyry Kanra ApucroTes Taxxe un-
TaJIVt KaK OpUTMHAJILHBIV IPeYeCKi TeKCT, IO TBep Kia-
et VMorans ['eopr 'aman nuraramu m3 «Analytica priora»
B miceMe ot 1761 r. (Hamann, 1956, S. 65). Drot dpar-
MEHT KakKeTcsl MHe IapailMrMaTUYecKuM I pellenim
Apucrorens B Kéuurcbepre, o geM crrefryeT MpoBecTy OT-
TleJIbHOe VCCIIefIoBaHue.

M. Walter

Lemma ,Dialektik” zeitlich wie inhaltlich
erst mit der Kritik der reinen Vernunft beginnen
(Serck-Hanssen, 2015, S. 395-397).

Ein frither — vielleicht der fritheste — Be-
leg fuir die Wortverwendung von , Dialektik” bei
Kant findet sich in der Logik Herder (ca. 1762/63).
Dort tautologisiert Kant Dialektik folgender-
mafsen: ,Wahrscheinlichkeit dialectica ist schwe-
rer, weil Wahrscheinlichkeit” (V-Lo/Herder, AA
24, S. 5).% In der Mitschrift Herders wird dem-
zufolge die Dialektik noch als Wahrscheinlich-
keitslogik gefasst. Bevor Kant den Begriff der
Dialektik im kritischen Sinne etabliert, spricht
er in den vorkritischen Schriften derlei philoso-
phisch-spekulative Irrwege und Trugbilder mit
Begriffen wie ,Traum”, ,Hirngespinst”, ,Luft-
schiffe der Metaphysik” (TG, AA 02, S. 360) oder
,Erdichtung” an und den Dialektiker bezeichnet
er einmal als , Luftbaumeister” (ebd., S. 342).

Laut Adickes fillt die Lekttire der Isagoge zeit-
lich vor das Jahr 1781. Piccarts Name, wie oben
gesagt, ist uns bei Kant durch die Reflexion 4160
tiberliefert. Adickes datiert diese Reflexion — ge-
kennzeichnet durch A — auf den Zeitraum von
Ende 1769 bis Herbst 1770 (s. AA 14, S. XXXIX).
Damit fdllt Kants Notierung, die eine Lektiire
plausibel erscheinen ldsst, sogar genau an den
Anfang jenes zehnjahrigen Denkweges, an des-
sen Ende die kritische Philosophie ans Licht tritt.

In den sogenannten stillen Jahren (ab 1770)
veroffentlicht Kant nichts. Doch aus pragmati-

im Bonner Kant-Korpus (https://korpora.zim.uni-duis
burg-essen.de/kant/) und eine Suche in den Neuen Re-
flexionen zu Baumgartens Metaphysica (1750) (Kant, 2018).
Zudem vgl. die Auflistung zum Wortfeld ,Dialektik’,
,Dialektiker’, ,Dialektisch’, etc. bei Martin (1967, S. 238).
In den Béanden 1 und 2 der Akademie-Ausgabe, so der
Befund dort, kommt es nicht vor.

% Dass im Umkreis Kants Aristoteles tibrigens auch im
griechischen Originaltext gelesen wurde, bestitigt Jo-
hann Georg Hamann anhand von Zitaten aus der Ana-
lytica priora in einem Brief aus dem Jahre 1761 (Hamann,
1956, S. 65). Diese Stelle scheint mir fiir die Aristote-
les-Rezeption in Konigsberg paradigmatisch zu sein. Es
soll eine eigene Untersuchung dazu folgen.
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HVIe TaKVMX VICTOYHVKOB, KaK, Haripumep, «/3aro-
ra» [Inkkapra, B pesysbraTe gero rosButcs «Kpu-
TVKa», HeoOxonmmo BpeMs. [logemy Obl Bce ske He
IIPeICTaBUTh, UTO B KOHIIe 3Toro nyTn KaHT 00-
CYXXOaJI OTHeIbHble Te3VCHl ¥ IIOHSTUS, KOTO-
pble OH OVUCTVIUIVMPOBAJI B CBOeM KaOuHeTe, ¢ 13-
OpaxHOM Trpymron ofen? B jekimsax no MeTa-
dwusuxe 1770-x IT. OH, IpeaBOCXUIIasd, 3 HAKOMWII
¢ cogepkaHmeM «KpuTtnkm ancroro pasyma». Co-
racHo ['mmmerro, KaHT caM ToBOpWII CBOMM CITy-
IIIaTesIsIM, UTO IepefaeT MM «PparMeHTBl» CBO-
ent cucteMsbl (cM.: AA 12, S. 361; cp. Takxke: AA 13,
S. 540). ITpenmnonoXmnTesIbHO MOIb3YACh KOHCIIEK-
Tamy 9Tux Jlekuuii, Teogop o6 don I'mm-
TIeJTb-CTAPIINTI, KOTOPBIV KaK OBIBIIINV CTy/IeHT*
VI BIIOCJIEZICTBUM yYacTHMK 3acTOJIBHBIX Oecell B
KauecTBe rocTs™ Obu1 Onmsok Kauty, mpusomut
XapaKTepUCTUKY IMaJIeKTUKI B OIHOM U3 XOpO-
IIT0 M3BECTHBIX TEKCTOB TOro BpeMeHM (cMm.: Beck,
1983, S. 271—-301). DTa XxapakTepucTUKa YIAMUBU-
TeJIbHBIM 00pa3oM COBIIalaeT ¢ KAHTOBCKMM KpU-
TUYECKUM IIOHSITVIEM OVAJIEKTVIKV M SIBHO OTKJIO-
HSIeTCS OT JOKPUTWYECKOTO IIOHSTIS, IlepeJaHHO-
ro IeponepoM B koHcIIekTe 10 «JIoruke». I'mmmers
IIUINET IO KparHeV Mepe 3a JaBa rofa [0 IIosiBJIe-
HUs «KpUTHKNM 91CTOro pasyma:

MoxeT cyiiecTBoBaTh oOIasi rpamMMaTHKa
BCeX SI3BIKOB, TaK ke KaK VI IpaMMaTyKa MBbIIIITe-
HVISL, KOTOPas JJOJDKHA COlep>KaTh O0IIvie IIpaBu-
Jla MBIIUIeHNs. YTO /eraT CjI0Ba ¢ TpaMMaTy-
xom! Obmive mpaBwIa SI3bIKOB OBUIM OBI OOIIIEN
rpaMMaTUKOV. BeposATHO, y JIaTMHCKOTO s3bIKa

4 I'mnmerrs NOCTymWwI Ha OOrOCTIOBCKMVL  (paKyJIbTeT
27 vrons 1756 T. (cm.: Die Matrikel..., 1911—1912, S. 462).
W3 ero «AproOuorpadmm» Mbl y3HaeM PeTpOCIIeKTUBHO:
«KaHT B TO BpeMs TOJIBKO HaUMHAJT YNTATh JIEKIIVW, U 5
He TIOCeITaI ero 3aHATHs, IToKa He TIPOCIIyIasl Bech TakK
HasbIBaeMbI1 prtocodpckmm Kype byka» (Hippel, 1801,
S. 154). Ccpulka Ha 3TOT TeKCT ['mmmesns Obuia j106e3Ho
npepocrasieHa V. XioTTHepoM.

4 J171s1 HaTJIAHOTO IIpeficTaBieHsi cobecemamkos KanTa
BO BpeMsI 3aCTOJTbHEIX Oecet, BKiTiovas ['mrmmrerts, em. puic. 4
o cceUike https://kant-online.ru/en/kantian-rationali-
ty-lab/1579-2/ (mata obpamienns: 09.08.2021). Cum. Takxe
sameuanms ['epxapra JlemanHa mo mosomy oOparieHwst
IN'immens x xoHcekTaM jtexkumit Kanra (AA 24, S. 958 —
960).

schen Griinden ist ihm eine Lektiire-, Bedenk-
und Reflexionszeit beispielsweise fiir Piccarts
Isagoge als eine Quelle unter anderen, an deren
Ende die Kritik steht, zuzugestehen. Ware es
am Ende eines solchen Verarbeitungsprozesses
doch ohne weiteres vorstellbar, dass Kant man-
che seiner in der Studierstube gedanklich destil-
lierten Thesen und Konzepte mit Ausgewdhlten
besprach. In Metaphysikvorlesungen der 1770er
Jahre hat er Inhalte der Kritik der reinen Vernunft
antizipiert und kolportiert. Kant habe seinen
Horern, wie er selbst mit Blick auf Hippel be-
richtet, ,Bruchstiicke” seines Systems mitgeteilt
(vgl. AA 12, S. 361 und vgl. dazu AA 13, S. 540).
Vermutlich unter Ruckgriff auf Nachschriften
dieser Vorlesungen tiberliefert Theodor Gottlieb
von Hippel der Altere, der als ehemaliger Stu-
dent und spéterer Tischgenosse*> Kant nahe
stand, in einem damals prominenten Text (vgl.
Beck 1983, S. 271-301) eine Charakterisierung
von Dialektik. Sie ist erstaunlich deckungsgleich
mit Kants kritischem Begriff der Dialektik und
weicht deutlich von jenem vorkritischen ab, den
uns Herder in der Logik-Mitschrift tiberliefert.
Hippel schreibt mindestens zwei Jahre vor dem
Erscheinen der Kritik der reinen Vernunft:

Es kann eine allgemeine Grammatik aller
Sprachen geben, so auch eine des Denkens, die
nemlich allgemeine Regeln des Denkens enthal-
ten miifste. Was thun Worter zur Grammatik!
Allgemeine Regeln der Sprachen wiird’ eine
allgemeine Grammatik seyn. Vielleicht hatte

4 Hippel immatrikulierte sich am 27. 6. 1756 fiir Theo-
logie (vgl. Erler, 1911/1912, S. 462). Aus Hippels Auto-
biographie erfahren wir riickblickend: ,Kant fing damals
erst zu lesen an, und ich besuchte seine Schule nicht eher,
als bis ich den ganzen sogenannten philosophischen
Cursus bey Buck gehort habe” (Hippel, 1801, S. 154).
Den Hinweis auf jenen Hippel-Text steuerte J. Hiittner
dankenswerterweise bei.

42 Fiir eine bildliche Darstellung der Tischgesellschaft
Kants inklusive Hippel, vgl. Fig. 4 https://kant-online.
ru/en/kantian-rationality-lab/1579-2/ (abgerufen am
09.08.2021). Vgl. zudem die Ausfithrungen Gerhard
Lehmanns zu Hippels Riickgriff auf Kantische Vorle-
sungsnachschriften (AA 24, S. 958-960).
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€CTb IJISI 9TOT'0 BCe YCTPOWCTBO. nanexkTnka —
3TO JIorMKa BuamMocTH. VicTmHa — 3TO copmep-
>KaHvie TI03HaHWMS, CJIefIoBaTeIbHO, OHAa He MOXXeT
OBITH ITO3HAHA Yepe3 AMaJIeKTUKY. [lnamexkTrka
HOCUT JIMBpero*® paccyriKa, 3TO MCKyCCTBO BUIV-
MOCTM, HayKa ITOBEpeHHBIX B [ejlaX M CKeIITUKOB

(Hippel, 1779, S. 232).

B crymenueckme roper I'epmepa nmasexkTuika
elrle MbICJIWIIaCh Kak JIOTMKa BepOSITHOIO; B KOH-
1le «JIeT MOJTYaHMsI», KaK cileflyeT U3 COOOIIeHU
['vmmessi, TepMUH «IMaIeKTUKa» ObUI ceMaHTU-
YecK! pacIiVipeH ¥ IpeBpaTMiICS M3 «MCKyCCTBa
BUIVIMOCTV» B «JIOTYIKY BUIVIMOCTVI».

ITogBos MTOT, MOXKHO YTBEpXKIIaTh, UTO CyIIle-
CTByeT CBsA3b WMHTepHpeTanuu, anddepeHia-
LIV VI CYICTeMaTUYeCcKOro pacIioyIoKeHs KaHTOB-
CKOr'O IIOHSATUS «IMaJIeKTUKa» C apVICTOTeJIeBCKIM
orperiesieHVeM codyicTa U AyasieKTVKa. DTa CBsI3b
MOXeT ObITh BOCCTaHOBJIeHa 110 paboTtaMm I Imkkap-
Ta, [lroppa u [dparniepa. Hartpotus, Ilaysib Pabe 113
Kénunrcbepra mnrpaer B 3TOM OTHOIIIEHWY, BEPOSIT-
HO, JIVIIIb ITOJIYMHEHHYIO POJIb.

Baazodapnocmu: Baazodapio Uopea Xiommte-
pa 3a BHuMamevHOe NPOUNEHIE U MHO0HUCAEHHbLE
KOMMEHMApUu 10 co0epkanuto pabomol, 0cobeHHo 3a
ceoaky Ha Tunneas, a makoke 3a nomouss 8 yayuuie-
Huu mexcma cmamou; npogpeccopa Ppanvecko Ba-
aepuo Tommasu (Mnemumym @Domsl Axburckoeo
Kéavrckoeo ynubepcumema) 3a A100e3H0 npucian-
Hble MHe BaxcHble pabombl U 3a npedL0XKeHUs, KAcalo-
ujuecs cCo0epKAHUAL.

# B TO BpeMs II0J], IIOHATIEM «JIVBpPes» IOIpa3yMeBaICs
Haps[I CIYIV C IeCTPBIMM OTBOPOTaMM 11 O0TaTo yKparieH-
HBIVI, KOTOPBIVI UMUTHPOBaJI OJI€XKIy KOPOJIEBCKOIO ABO-
Pa 1 HOIDKeH OBUI BBIVISIETh TaKOBBIM (CM.: Anonymus,
1838, S. 755). KaHT TakXe MCII0JIb3yeT 3TO BhIpakeHVie CO-
OTBETCTBYIOIIMM OOpasoM: «MyHOup, Jmspes» (AA 07,
S. 192; Kant, 1994r, c. 216), «iakem» (JOCIOBHO: «CJIyTra
B ymBpee») (cM.: AA 08, S. 174, Anm.; Kanr, 1994z, c. 124,
npumed.). Takyro ofmexiy MCIIoIb30BasIn A1 MOoadepKa-
HUS aHTypaXka, HO OHa He COOTBETCTBOBAIA PeaIbHOMY
IIOJIOXKEHMIO IPVI ABOPe — IpearionaraTh Takoe ObUIo OBl
3a0yxaennem. Takum obpasom, Metadopa ['mrmeris sis-
nstercst pvtocodekm ymaunovi. CChUIKOV Ha SHIMKIIOIIe-
ovro bpokraysa (cm.: Anonymus, 1838) s obsa3ar VMopry
XroTTHEpY.
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die lateinische dazu all’ Anlage. Die Dialektik
ist die Logik des Scheins. Wahrheit ist der In-
halt der Erkenntnisse, mithin kann sie durch die
Dialektik nicht erkannt werden. Die Dialektik
triagt die Liverey® des Verstandes, sie ist die
Kunst des Scheins, die Wissenschaft der Sach-
walter und der Sceptiker” (Hippel, 1779, S. 232).

Zur Studienzeit Herders ist Dialektik noch als
Logik des Wahrscheinlichen gedacht; am Ende
der ,stummen Jahre”, wie aus Hippels sekundé-
rer Uberlieferung hervorgeht, ist der Terminus
,Dialektik” semantisch erweitert und verandert,
von einer ,Kunst des Scheins” hin zu einer , Lo-
gik des Scheins”.

Restimierend ldsst sich folglich festhalten,
dass es einen Anschluss Kants an die Ausle-
gung, Differenzierung und systematische Ver-
ortung des Begriffs Dialektik zur Aristotelischen
Bestimmung des Sophisten und Dialektikers
gibt. Dieser Anschluss ldsst sich tiber Schrif-
ten Piccarts, Diirrs und Dreiers rekonstruieren.
Hingegen scheint der Kénigsberger Paul Rabe in
dieser Hinsicht nur eine untergeordnete Rolle zu
spielen.

Danksagung: Jorg Hiittner danke ich fiir die ge-
naue Lektiire und zahlreiche inhaltliche Vorschlige,
insbesondere den Hinweis auf Hippel, sowie fiir die
Verbesserung des Aufsatzes; Prof. Francesco Valerio
Tommasi (Thomas-Institut der Universitiat zu Koln)
danke ich fiir die freundliche Zusendung seiner wich-
tigen Arbeiten und fiir inhaltliche Hinweise.

# Unter ,Liverey” wurde damalig eine mit bunten Auf-
schldgen und reichlich Zierraten versehene Bedienste-
tenkleidung, die der am koniglichen Hofe nachgeahmt
war und wie eine solche erscheinen sollte, verstanden
(vgl. Anonymus, 1838, S. 755). Auch Kant verwendet
diesen Ausdruck entsprechend (Anth, AA 07, S. 192:
,Uniform und Liverei”; UGTP, AA 08, S. 174: , Liver-
eibediente”). Der Anschein soll gewahrt werden. Doch
entspricht der Kleidung keine echte Stellung bei Hofe.
Dies anzunehmen, wire ein Trugschluss! Somit ist Hip-
pels Metapher philosophisch passend gewdihlt. Den
Hinweis auf das Bilderlexikon (Anonymus, 1838) ver-
danke ich Jorg Hiittner.
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KAHT: PRO ET CONTRA
YIK 1(091)

ITPOBJIEMA BbITVSI:
KAHT VI XAUIEITEP

T.B. Jayeau'

3adaua abmopa — nokasams cyujecmberHoe pasiu-
uye 632414006 Kanma u Xaideeeepa Ha Ovimue. C 3moil
yeavto anasusupyemcs paboma Xarideeeepa «Kamm u
npobaema memagpusuku», Kk komopou oH Bo3Bpawaics c
1927 0o 1964 2. B wetl Brumarue yoessemcs He moAbko
udesam «Kpumuxu uiucmozo pasyma», Ho u 0okpumuse-
ckoti pabome Kawma «EdurcmbBenno 603moxHOe 0CHO-
Banue 0aa doxasamesvcmba ovimus boea» (1763), 8 xo-
mopoti Kanm 6nepboie 6 cboem mbopuecmbe nocmabui
Bonpoc o bbimuu 6 a6rom Bude. Xatideeeep cocpedomonu-
Baem 30eco 632440 HA MpaHcyeHOeHMAAbHOU cuie B000-
pakeHUs He MOoAbKO KAK HA «o0ujeM kopHe» uybemben-
HOCMU U paccyoxa, HO U Kax Ha 0CHOBHOU cnocobHocmu
onmosoeuneckoeo noswanus. Own ybasvibaem ee c perio-
MeHoMm Bpemenu, 00kasviBas, umo ¢ IMUM (heHOMEHOM
cBasan u npedmem sHanus xax maxobou. Ira Xarioeeee-
pa, npaboa, 3Haqenue uMeen He eOUHUHHbLIL IMIUpULe-
ckuti npedmem, Ho Bceobujutl ymonocmueaemulil 00sexm,
8 poau xomopozo mosxem Bvicmynums u dvimue. Beaeo-
cmBue 31moeo oH npoBooum pasiutue Mexoy smnupuet u
uybembenrocmoto: eaxas smnupua vyybembenna, Ho He
Bcaxas uybcmBennocms smnupuuna. TpeyeorvHuk 6000-
uje, cobaxa 6oobuje u m.n. umetom odpas, Ho He eOUHUY-
Hblll, a 00pas-cxemy. B smom naane Xatideeeep dokasviba-
em, umo Bpems Kax 4ucmoe cosepyanue — mo «noie»,
6 xomopom uepmum cBou 00pasvi-cxemwvl cnocodbHOCHIL
Boobpaxenus. Dmo nose Abasemcs 20pU30HMOM npeo-
MemHocmu, mo ecniv B03MOXKHOCIbIO NoABAeHUS BHeIM-
nupueckux npedmeno8, 6 mom uucae u ovimus. buimue
Bvicmynaem moeada He KaK KAHMOBCKUIL HOYMeH, He KAk
X, a kax co30anHbLil cuoi Boobpaxenus uybcmbennsli,
XOMmA U HeIMNUpuHeckuil 00vexm, xak Koppessim Beemy
nosuabaemomy. Tax nonamoe Ovimue co30amo Hes06exom,
1021MOMY He MPaHCUeHOeHNHO, 4 UMMAHEHMHO emy. Ab-
mop makxke ommenaent, 4mo npu xapaxmepucmuxe Obvi-
mus Xatideeeep 10CHeneHHo nepexoount om «Bpemenu»
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KANT: PRO ET CONTRA

THE PROBLEM OF BEING:
KANT AND HEIDEGGER

T. B. Dlugach'

My task is to demonstrate substantial differences
in the views of Kant and Heidegger on being. To this
end I analyse Heidegger’s work Kant and the Prob-
lem of Metaphysics which Heidegger was writing
intermittently during the period from 1927 to 1964. It
deals not only with the ideas of the Critique of Pure
Reason but also with Kant’s pre-critical work, The
Only Possible Argument in Support of a Demon-
stration of the Existence of God (1763), in which
Kant explicitly addressed the question of being for the
first time. Heidegger focuses on the transcendental
power of imagination not only as the “common root”
of sensibility and understanding, but also as the fun-
damental faculty of ontological cognition. He links it
with the phenomenon of time, arquing that the object
of knowledge as such is also linked with this phenome-
non. True, for Heidegger what matters is not a singu-
lar empirical object, but the universal noumenal object,
including being. Consequently, Heidegger draws a dis-
tinction between empirics and sensibility: all empirics
is sensible, but not all sensibility is empirical. A trian-
gle in general, a dog in general, etc. have an image, but
it is not a singular image, but a schema. Heidegger ar-
ques that time as pure intuition is the “field” in which
the imagination faculty draws its image schemas. This
field is the horizon of objectness, i.e. the possibility of
emergence of non-empirical objects, including being.
Being, then, is not a Kantian noumenon, not an X, but
a sensible, albeit non-empirical, object created by the
power of imagination, a correlate of everything cog-
nisable. So understood, being is created by the human,
therefore it is not transcendent but immanent to him/
her. I also note that in characterising being Heidegger
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K «npousbedenuro uckyccmba», 6 komopom cuia 6006-
PaXxkeHUs He Npocmo Ompaxaem peasbHoCHb, a co30aer
MHoO2lUe pasHoo0pasHbie MUpbL.

KaroueBvie caoBa: Kanm, Xaiideeeep, mpancyeH-
OenmanvHas cuaa 6000paxenus, HoymeH, npeomen, Bpe-
M5, cosepyanie, 4yBcmBeHHOCHb, UMMAHEHTTHOCTTb

1. BBegenme

B cepenume 1920-x rr. orpoMHoe BIIMSIHVE
npuobpesia dwiocodpus Mapruna Xarpgerrepa.
Ero pabora «bertme n Bpemsi» (1926) oOosHaum-
Jla HOBOe HaIlpaBJIeHVe B COBpeMeHHOV (prIoco-
dv: Xamperrep monbITacs II0-HOBOMY IIOHSTH
CMBICJI CYIIIeCTBOBaHMS 4esloBeKa. VIHTepec miist
Hero IIPeJICTaB/IsIo yXe He TIO3HaHMe, UYTO ObLIO
MeVIHCTPVIMOM IPeXHMX PVYIOCOPCKUX YCUIINT,
a caMo CyllleCTBOBaHMe 4ejioBeka. Takasi moTped-
HOCTb Obl/Ta BbI3BaHa, B 4acTHOCTY, IlepBort Mupo-
BOVI BOVIHOVI, B JKepHOBa KOTOPOW II0IIAJI0 Hacejie-
HVe MHOTMX CTPaH Mupa.

Koneuno, 1 no Xarizerrepa ObUI1 MBICIIUTEIIN,
VMHTEepeCcoBaBIIIVecs. He MO3HAHNEM, a IMEHHO CY-
IIlecCTBOBaHVEM KyJIBTYpHOro cyobekra: beprcos,
Hwnme, I'ycceprib, @peniz, lonenraysp oromnuim
OT IIpV3HAHV ITO3HAHVS ITIaBHOV ITOTPeOHOCTHIO
uvestopeka. Ho Toipko Xarimerrep cMor Ipercra-
BUTB B IEJIOCTHOCTV HOBBIVI, OPVEHTVPOBAHHBI
He Ha HayKy, a Ha MHOU criocod ¢usiocodcTBo-
BaHms Meton. Kak ormeuaer E. B. ®ajéB, «oueHb
MHOT'Me MBICIIsAye Jroay B EBporie Toro Bpeme-
HVI, MeX/Ty IBYMS MVPOBBIMI BOVIHaMV, OITyIIla-
JIV HeYTO Harofoome “mHsmmm peaspHOCTI
BeIlV CTAHOBSITCS ITYCTBIMM, OeccMBICTIeHHBIMM,
yCKOJIb3alomMMm B cBoent acpemepHocTn. Coot-
BETCTBeHHO, Dasein, KoTopoe B Belllax oOpeTaeT
OCHOBY IJII CaMOYIOCTOBepeHUsl, TepseT 3K3U-
CTeHIIMAJIBHYIO onopy» (Pasiés, 2008, c. 58). O Tom
xe rmcai X.-I. Tagamep:

...Hy>KHO TIOIIBITAThCSI HAIJISIAHO MIPEeICTaBUThH
cebe karacTpody Havasta n ucxona Ilepsoit Mu-
poBOVI BOWIHBI, OKasaBIIleVl KOJIOCCAJIbHOEe BO3-

T.B. Dlugach

gradually moves from “time” to “work of art” in the
frame of which the power of imagination does not sim-
ply reflect reality, but creates multiple diverse worlds.

Keywords: Kant, Heidegger, transcendental power
of imagination, noumenon, object, time, intuition, sen-
sibility, immanence

1. Introduction

Martin Heidegger’s philosophy became
hugely influential in the mid-1920s. His work,
Being and Time (1926), ushered in a new trend
in modern philosophy: Heidegger attempted to
reinterpret human existence. He was interest-
ed not in cognition, which was the main target
of previous philosophical strivings, but in the
very existence of man. This became a felt need,
among other things, owing to the First World
War which visited untold suffering on people
in many countries.

Heidegger, of course, was not the first think-
er who was interested not in cognition, but in
the existence of the cultural object: Bergson,
Nietzsche, Husserl, Freud and Schopenhau-
er had ceased to regard cognition as the prime
human need. But it was Heidegger who came
up with a new method of philosophising that
was science-oriented. As noted by Egor V. Fa-
lev (2008, p. 58), “many thinking people in Eu-
rope of the time between the two world wars
felt something like ‘an inflation of reality’: things
were becoming vacuous, meaningless and elu-
sive. Accordingly, Dasein, which acquires the
basis for self-assertion in things, loses its existen-
tial basis”. Hans-Georg Gadamer (1994, pp. 3-4)
put the same message in the following way:

To grasp this one must visualize the
catastrophe of World War I and what its
outbreak and development meant to the
cultural consciousness of European humanity.
The bourgeois society, spoiled by the long
period of peace, had developed a belief in
progress and a cultural optimism that came to
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JleVICTBMe Ha KYJIbTypHOe CO3HaHVe eBpoIlevi-
CKOro 4ejioBedecTBa. Bepa B mmporpecc, KOTopyo
J1eTIesyio TpaKIaHCKoe OOIIeCcTBO, M3HEeXeHHOoe
3a AoJrve TOABl MUPHOTO BpeMeHM U IIpevic-
IIOJIHEHHOE KYJIBTYPHOTO ONTMMW3Ma B CBS3M C
IIpezIoIaraeMbIM HacTyIUIEHVeM JINOepaTbHO
3110X71, OBbUIa ITOJTHOCTBIO pa3BesiHa yparaHoM BO-
VIHBI, OKa3aBIIeVICd B MTOre abCOIFOTHO He IIOX0-
Kevl Ha Bce ITpeJIblTyIiye BovHbL. <...> ...I1y6o-
KWV KYJIBTY PHBIVI KPU3NC. .. JOJDKEeH ObUT HalTu
cBoe (pwiocodckoe BBIpakeHMe, M IIPOV30IUIO
3TO Ipexie Bcero B I'epManHmy, HaslsIoM 11 rubesib
KOTOpoV1 ObUIN HamboJslee dBHBIM, HanboJslee Ka-
TacTpOPUYHBIM IMIPOsiBIIeHNeM Bceolimero aod-
cypaa (I'amamep, 2008, c. 10—11).

B s>tmx ycinoBusx TpeboBasiock 0OOCHOBAThH
IIpaBOTY 4YeJIOBEYeCKOV XXM3HY, IIprdeM 000CHO-
BaTh ee, eCJIV 3TO BO3MOXXHO, PyHIaMeHTaIIbHO,
Ha Oase ObITHsI BoOOMIe. VI mosiBisiercs: Xavier-
rep, KOTOPBI «3aHOBO B3IVISTHYJI Ha desIoBeue-
CKYIO 5K3VICTEHIIVIIO B I1eJIOM — V3HYTPU Xapak-
TEPHOV JJIsl Hee TIOTrpaH4IHOV cutyaryi» (Tam
xe, c. 15).

Borpoc, KoTopbIi BOJTHOBAJI €ro VI B KOTOPBIVL
OH BJIOKWI BCe THeTyIIlee CaMOOIIyIIeHVe TexX
jeT, OBUI IpeBHEVIIVIM VI OJHOBPEeMEHHO IIep-
BBIM BOIIPOCOM MeTadU3MKM — 3TO OBUT BOIIPOC
0 ObITMM, O TOM, KaK 3TO KOHeUHOoe, cJy1aboe, 0Co3-
HaroIllee CBOIO CMepPTh UesloBedecKoe BOT-ObITue,
BOIIPeKM CBOeV COOCTBEHHOV BpeMeHHOCTH, MO-
KeT IIOHMMaTh ce0si B cBoeM OBITHM, IpUYeM B
KauecTBe TaKOro OBITHMS, KOTOpoe He sBJIAeTCs
Herailyer, HeK/ M HeJOCTaTKOM, BCero JIVIIITb M-
MOJIETHBIM ITaJIOMHIYECTBOM 3€MHOTO 4eJIoBeKa
B 3TOVI XKM3HU pafy IprobIIeHns K 6oXecTBeH-
HOVI BEYHOCTM, HO KOTOpO€ VCIIbIThIBaeTCs ue-
JIOBEKOM KaK 0coOeHHOCTh ero Obrtus (I'amamep,
2008, c. 17—-18).

Orkas Xampgerrepa oT IOHATUTHOCTY B (PUJIO-
cocpum 03HauasI OTKa3 OT VCKJIIOUMTEIbHON POV
TaKVX Hay4YHBIX IOHSTUM, KaK CyOBEeKT, OObeKT,
3HaHVe, MHOTO 3HaYMBIINX /1711 HayKu. OObIeH-
Hble, OOBIUHBIe ITOHSTHS, TOUHee, CJIOBa, ITpefI-TIo-
HSATUVIHBIe 0003HaUeH1s1, BaXKHbIE B XKVU3HI: CTPaXx,
3abo0Ta, BOIIpOIlIaHVe, — Ha4MHAIOT IIprodpeTaTh
Goriblllee 3HaUeHNe, YeM Hay4dHble TepMUHBL OT-
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characterize the liberal age. All of this collapsed
in the storm of the war, which in the end was
completely different from all those that had
precededit. [...] the profound cultural crisis [...]
would have to express itself philosophically,
and it is just as obvious that this would be
especially pronounced in Germany, whose
radical transformation and collapse was the
most visible and catastrophic expression of the
general absurdity.

This spelled the need to justify human life
in the most fundamental way possible, on the
basis of existence in general. Then Heidegger
appeared who “characterized human existence
as such by way of a reference to the notion of
a boundary situation and brought it newly in
view” (ibid., p. 8).

The question that so moved him and to which
he brought the entirety of the troubled self-
esteem of those years was the oldest and first
question of metaphysics: the question of Being.
He asked how a finite, frail human Dasein —
one whose death is certain — could understand
itself in its Being in spite of its temporality;
indeed, how it could experience Being, not as
a privation, as a defect, or as a merely fleeting
pilgrimage of earthlings journeying through
this life toward a participation in the eternity
of the divine, but rather as the distinguishing
feature of being human. It is astonishing how
this fundamental intention of Heidegger’s
questioning, which presupposed a constant
dialogue with metaphysics and with the
thinking of the Greeks, as well as with the
thinking of St. Thomas, Leibniz, Kant, and
Hegel, was completely missed at first by many
contemporaries who shared Heidegger’s
philosophical interest (ibid., pp. 9-10).

Heidegger’s renunciation of the conceptual-
ism of philosophy meant rejection of the excep-
tional role of such scientific concepts as subject,
object, meaning, i.e. concepts that meant so
much for science. Ordinary, everyday concepts,
or rather words, pre-conceptual designations
of vital things, such as fear, anxiety, question-
ing, were beginning to mean more than scien-



crofia 1 OyfieT Iposierathb Iy Th KO BTOPOMY 3Tally
TBOpuecTBa Xariferrepa — IIpU3HAHMIO TI03THYe-
CKOTO si3bIKa Oojlee Ba)KHBIM ISl XKM3HU 4YesloBe-
Ka, 4eM si3bIK HayKn. IToka ke OH WIIIeT KOpHU, 13
KOTOPBIX BBIpacTaeT HeHay4Has ITI0OBCETHEBHOCTb.
J171 TOro YTOOBI OTUETIIVIBO Pa3IIIsAieTh PhITBY-
HBI 1 yxabbl Iyt Xangerrepa B 1910—1920-x rr.,
HaJIo 1O KOHITa OCMBICIIUTB, KaKyIo 3a7jadqy OH JIJIs
cebsi cTaBWI. B 3TOT mepwmon BO3HMKIIA HeoOXo-
IOVIMOCTB IIOHSTH CMBICII ITporpecca v 11eJIv [1ajTb-
HeVIIIIero CYIIeCcTBOBaHMS dYesloBedecTBa. He To,
KaK OH II03HaéT, a TO, KaK OH XXMBET U KaK JI0JDKeH
XWTb, — BOT KaKwue 3a/a4ui CTaBwI cebe Xarimer-
rep. VI B aToM OBIITO CyIllecTBeHHOe oT/Iume pu-
JI0COPCKIX OOBACHEHUT IePBOVI TIOJIOBUHEI XX B.
OT MPpeIIeCTBYIOMNX (PrIocodCKIX paccyKie-
HUM. YT0OBI YyACHUTH cBOM (ProcodcKme Ipro-
puTeThl, Xavgerrep IOJDKeH ObUI OTKa3aThCs OT
TOTr0, UTO OBUIO B pvstocodmm IIpeXxzie, ¥ BHUIMA-
TeJILHO BHUKHYTb B ITpOIIJIble prsiocodcKme J10-
cTvokeHMs — Apwucrotents, [Inarona, Jlenbamia,
®pena, Karra. MHOrme crpasuiisl padotsr Xan-
nerrepa «KaHT 1 mipobrrema MeTadvsukm» (1927)
TIOCBSIIIEHBI aHAJIN3Y KaHTOBCKVX ITOIIBITOK 000-
CHOBaTh OBbITVIE, TIO3TOMY VIMeeT CMBICII IO POOHO
OCTAHOBUTBCS Ha KAHTOBCKVIX PACCYKIAEHVISX.

2. KaHT 0 OBITHMM

Hago HamoMHUTB, YTO eBpomerickas HaykKa
cdopmuposaiack B 1660-x IT. 1 ee aJeKBaTHe-
mMu  npepctapuTesmu  Oputn I Taymwoten u
V. HetotoH. Yepes cTo jieT 1ociie BbIXOHA B CBET
«MaremaTndecKx Hadajl HaTypaJIbHOM (uIoco-
dvm» (1687), rnasHon paboTtel HetoToHa, rie m3-
Jlarajrich OCHOBHBIE 3aKOHBI €CTeCTBO3HaHUS U
3aKkoH TaroteHms, KanT 3axoren dprtocodckn oc-
MBICJIUTH COflep’KaHVe HayYHBIX VCCIIeIOBaHU 1
BO3MOKHOCTh pasBUTUs Hayku. B «Kpurtuke um-
CTOTrO pa3yMa» OH JI0Kasasl, UTo HayKa faeT obpa-
3ell TI03HaHMS Beex Belllevl, BCevl IIPVPOJIbl, ABUTa-
JCh Yepe3 YyBCTBEHHOCTh ¥ PacCy/IOK K pasyMy.
CriocoboM OcCMBICIIEHMS CTasl JIOTMYeCKU-TIeayK-
TUBHBIVI METOI, C IIPYMeHeHVeM KOTOPOro 13 He-
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tific terms. This paved the way for the second
stage of Heidegger’s work, namely, the claim
that poetic language was more important for
human life than the language of science. In the
meantime he is looking for the roots from which
non-scientific daily life grows.

To get a clearer view of the pits and bumps
on Heidegger’s road in the 1910s-20s we have
to understand fully the task he set himself.
There was a need to understand the meaning
of progress and the goals of further existence
of humankind. To understand not what man
cognises, but how he lives and ought to live —
these are the tasks Heidegger set himself. This
was the crucial difference in the philosophical
interpretations of the first half of the twentieth
century from previous philosophical thinking.
To clarify his philosophical priorities, Heideg-
ger had to renounce preceding philosophy and
delve into the past philosophical achievements
of Aristotle, Plato, Leibniz and Kant. Many
pages in Heidegger’s work Kant and the Problem
of Metaphysics (1927) are devoted to the analy-
sis of Kant’s attempts to ground being, a fact
which calls for a closer look at Kant’s reasoning.

2. Kant on Being

European science was formed in the 1660s,
its foremost representatives being Galileo and
Newton. A hundred years after the publication
of Newton’s main work, Mathematical Principles
of Natural Philosophy (1687), which formulated
the main laws of natural science and the law of
gravity, Kant attempted to comprehend philo-
sophically the content of scientific research and
the possibilities of science development. He
proved in the Critique of Pure Reason that sci-
ence set an example of cognition of all things
and of nature in its entirety, moving from sensi-
bility and intuition to reason. The way of com-
prehension was the logical-deductive method,



T.b. lnyrau

KOTOPBIX BaKHBIX ITPEIIIOCHUIOK BBIBOMISTCS BCe-
BO3MOKHBIE JTaJIbHEVIIIIVe CIIeICTBIS M TaKUM 00-
Pa3oM CTPOUTCS BCS CHICTeMa HayYHBIX ITOHSTUIL

IlpaBna, KanT mokasaji, 4To 4esloBeKy ITpUCY-
IV VI HeHayYHBle PacCy KAeHs, 1171 KOTOPBIX He-
XapaKTepHO CTpeMyleHVe K (POPMMPOBAHMIO IIO-
HSTUV, VI KacalOTCS OHVI IIpeXK/ie Bcero cdep Hpas-
CTBEHHOCTM 1 3cTeTMKN. Ho Oosiee BaXHBIM 1
KanTa 1 maornx dpwiocodpos XVII—XX BB. ocTasa-
JIOCh BCe ke OObsCHeHVe HayYHbIX 3HaHWI, a He TO,
B KaKOM MMpe 4eJIoBeK KMBEeT, KaK OH JIEVICTBYeT.
®nytocod cTaBUT Teper, coOOoV BOITPOC He TOJIBKO O
TOM, KaK V3 OCHOBHBIX Hay4YHBIX ITOHSATUM JelyK-
TUBHBIM ITyTeM BBIBOISTCS BCEBO3MOXKHBIE CIIefl-
CTBVSI, HO 1 O TOM, OTKY/Ia TIOSIBJISIIOTCS CaMy 3TU
ocHoBaHMs. KaHT cdopmysinpoBasl BOIIpoC 0 Kpu-
TEPVSIX MICTVHHOCTY 3HaHMS, TO eCTh 00 OTHOIIIe-
HVM MBI K OBITMIO, OO0 OTHOIIEHWVI 3HAaHWMS K
Mupy. Tak v 1osiBiIsIeTCs TO camoe OBbITVIe, KOTOPBIM
B Havasle 1920-x IT. oueHb 3anHTEpecoBasicd Xaviie-
rrep. KaHT ObUT BBIHYXXI€H IIpM3HATH, UTO TapaH-
TUV VICTVIHHOCTYU HeT. Jla, 9TO KacaeTcsl CVCTEMBI
BBIBOJIOB, Mbl YBepeHBI: eIV HeT IPOTUBOpeuns
Me>X/1y BBIBOJIaMM VI OCHOBAHMSIMY, TIOCBUIKaMM, TO
BBIBOZIBI BepHBL. HO OTKyma OepyTcs camy OCHOB-
Hble TOckUIKN? HpioToH, HariprMep, BooOIIe OTKa-
3bIBAJICS CTABUTH BOIIPOC O TOM, UTO TaKOe TATOTe-
HIe — 3TOro OH He 3HaeT U Jlake He XOueT 3HaTb.
J1oCTaTOYHO TOrO, YTO OHO CYILIECTBYET, M BBIBOIBI
O TIOBEJIEHW TeJl 11 MOPsI CBUIETeIIbCTBYIOT O CY-
mectBoBaHMM TsroTeHMs. Ho KanTa xak dprtoco-
da Takoe 3asBIeHMe He ymosieTBopsuIo. OTKyda
HploToH mosty4msl 3HaHMe O TATOTeHUM — He U3
majieHms ke Ha 3eMstio somoka? CormacHo Herorto-
HY, OCHOBHBI€e TIOHSTVSI BBITEKAIOT 13 IIPOCTOrO Ha-
OrrrormeHIsE HEKOTOPbIX OIbITOB. Ho 3T0 He Tak. [1j1s
TOr0 YTOOBI BBECTV B HAyYHBIVI OOOPOT ITYCTOTY,
HazI0 ObUIO AOJITO IyMarth, Aa I IpvIyMasiach OHa
TOJIBKO IIOTOMY, YTO BMeCTO «Tejla» HBIOTOH BBe
«CUITy», B TOM 4VICJIe I CUJTy TSATOTeHms. Testo ObUIo
3aMeHeHO CIJION, HO roueMy? DTa 3aMeHa BbI3Bajla
y YYeHBIX MacCy HeZIOyMeHMIL.
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applying which consequences are derived from
certain important prerequisites to build a sys-
tem of scientific concepts.

True, Kant acknowledged that the human
being was also prone to non-scientific reasoning
which did not seek to form concepts and had
to do mostly with the spheres of morality and
aesthetics. But it was still more important for
Kant and many seventeenth- to twentieth-cen-
tury philosophers to explain the specificity of
scientific knowledge, rather than the world in
which humans live and how they act. The phi-
losopher asks himself not only how all kinds
of consequences are derived from the main sci-
entific concepts through deduction, but also
where these main principles come from. Kant
raised the question of the criteria of the valid-
ity of knowledge, i.e. of the relation of thought
to being, of the attitude of knowledge to the
world. This introduced the notion of being
which so interested Heidegger in the early
1920s. Kant had to admit that there are no ul-
timate guarantees of truth. Indeed, as regards
the system of conclusions, we are sure that if
there is no contradiction between the conclu-
sions and the grounds, the premises, then the
conclusions are right. But where do the basic
premises come from? Newton, for example, re-
fuses even to raise the question of what gravity
is. He does not know it and does not want to
know. It is enough that it exists, and the con-
clusions about the behaviour of bodies and the
sea attest to the existence of gravity. But Kant
as a philosopher was not content with such a
statement. Where did Newton get the notion of
gravity? surely not from the fact that an apple
falls to the ground. According to Newton, the
main concepts flow from simple observation of
certain experiments. But that is not the case. In
order to introduce the vacuum into scientific
discourse one had to think a great deal and, in-
deed, Newton only hit upon it because in place
of “body” he introduced “force”, including
the force of gravity. The body was replaced by
force. Why? It was the cause of much puzzle-
ment among scientists.



M Kanr xak dwmtocod ocMbICIIMBaeT BOIIPOC,
OTKyJa «OepyTcs» Te IIpeIMeThl, XapaKTepUCTI-
K1 KOTOPBIX CTaHOBATCS OCHOBAaHMSAMM HayKM.
JHenyKTMBHBIM ITyTeM MX He IOJIy4MIb — TaM
MMeeT 3HaueHMe JIUIIb OTCYTCTBUE IIPOTUBOpE-
uysl MeXJly OCHOBaHMSAMM U BbIBogamu. Het nix
" B MHOYKIIUY — TaM HeT BceoOITero 3HaHMs, TO
€CTh 3aKOHOB, a JINIIIb Pa3pO3HeHHbIe CBeIeH .

I'me >xe Ty mpenMeThl, CBOVICTBa KOTOPBIX CO-
CTaBJIAI0T dyHOaMeHT Hayku? Il cyllecTByroT
v oHn? Bemb M3 cyMMBI BceX BBIBOIIOB He CIIeTy-
€T, UTO OCHOBaHMe OTHOCUTCS K cyujecmByouum
npenMeTtaM. [laxke Korga Mbl OOpaTHBIM ITyTeM
IIBVDKEMCS OT BBIBOZIOB K OCHOBAHUIO, 3TO He O3Ha-
YyaeT, YTO OHO eCTh. YUeHBIVI He 3aJyMBIBaeTCs O
HeM, HO MBI, p1II0cOdBbI, He MOXKeM OCTaBUTb 3TOT
nyHKT Oe3 BHMMaHMA. B «KpuTtnke umcroro pas-
yMa» TaKoe OCHOBaHMe OyjeT Ha3blBaTbCs sBJle-
HueM. VI3 Hero nosjydaercs: 3HaHMe IIOCPEICTBOM
4yBCTBEHHOCTH U paccyznka. Ho 3a siBjieHmeM cTo-
uT HeuTo HemspecTHoe. ITo KaHTy, MBI HeoOXOIM-
MO JIOJKHBI ITPeJITIONIOKUTE HeYTO B KauecTBe Oc-
HOBaHMS 3HaHMS, HO 3TO He 3HaHMe O IIpelIMeTe,
9TO CKOpee udes mpernmera, 1 Oe3 Hee 0DOMTVCH
HeJIb35, TaK KaK MHaJe II03HaHVe IIOBVCHeT B BO3-
nyxe. @axTdecku KaHT cTaBuT BoIpoc o mpef-
MeTe BHe 3HaHMs, 0 ObITHM BHe NTO3HaHMA. VIMeH-
HO OHO 3aMfHTepecyeT Xarijierrepa mpexze Bcero.

Sl cumTaro, uyro oTrkas KaHTa OoTBeTUTH II0JI0-
JKMTEeIBHO Ha BOIIPOC O OBITMM KaK IIpeIIiochlIKe
3HaHVS 00yCIIOBJIEH 0COOBIM XapaKTepoM HayYHO-
ro sHaHusa Hosoro spemenn. Ero ocobeHHocTh, 0
ueM cBuIeTesIbcTBYeT caM KaHT, — B aKcriepriMeH-
Te. BceM 113BeCTHO, KaKyI0 POJIb IIPUIICHIBAET IKC-
neprMeHTaM KaHT. B «KpuTinke umcroro pasyma»
pedb BO MHOT'OM MeT O TOM, YTO YUYeHBbIVI BTATVBa-
eT M3ydaeMblVl IpeJIMeT B SKCIIEPMMeHT U ITPO3-
BOAMT C HUM pasHble, M CaMVM IIpeIyCMOTpPeH-
Hble JericTBusl. OH 3HaeT, 4TO B 3TUX AEVICTBUAX
OOHapy>XKMBaIOTCs CBOVICTBA ITpeMeTa. Ho oH He
3HaeT TOTO, YTO BBIXOAWT 3a T'PaHMUIIBI SKCIIEPU-
MeHTa. A 3TO — caM IpelIMeT. YUeHBIN IIOCTHTa-
€T 3KCIIEPVIMEHTVIPYEMBbIVI, OLIBITHBIVI IIPEIMET, HO

T.B. Dlugach

As a philosopher, Kant confronts the ques-
tion where the objects, whose characteristics
become the foundations of science, come from.
They cannot be arrived at through deduction
which is only concerned with the lack of con-
tradiction between the grounds and the con-
clusions. Nor can they be obtained through
induction which has only scattered pieces of in-
formation and not general knowledge, i.e. laws.

Where are the objects whose properties
form the foundation of science? Do they exist
at all? For it does not follow from the sum of
the conclusions that the ground refers to ex-
isting objects. Even when we move in reverse
from conclusions to the ground, it does not
mean that it exists. This does not bother the sci-
entist, but we philosophers cannot ignore this
point. In the Critique of Pure Reason the ground
is called “phenomenon”. Knowledge is derived
from it via sensibility and intuition. But behind
the phenomenon lies something unknown.
According to Kant, we must assume some-
thing as the ground of knowledge, but this is
not knowledge about the object, but rather an
idea of the object, and we cannot do without
it because otherwise cognition would hang in
the air. In effect, Kant raises the question of
the object outside knowledge, of being outside
cognition. It is the latter that would interest
Heidegger above all.

I submit that Kant’s refusal to give a positive
answer to the question about being as the pre-
requisite of knowledge stems from the character
of scientific knowledge in the modern period.
As Kant himself attests, its distinctive feature is
the experiment. Kant, of course, attached par-
ticular importance to experiment. Much of the
Critique of Pure Reason revolves around the fact
that the scientist draws the object studied into
the experiment and performs on it various acts
of his own choosing. He knows that the ob-
ject’s properties are revealed through these ac-
tions. But he does not know what is beyond the
boundaries of the experiment. And that is the
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He IpeaMeT caM I10 cebe. YueHbIl 3HaeT Te CBOVI-
CTBa, KOTOpBle OOHAPYXMBAIOTCS B X0l 3KCIIepu-
MeHTaJIbHbIX Bo3aeVicTBuil. OHaKO caM IIpeiMeT
ocTaeTcs BHe 3KcIleprMeHTa. Bor moyemy Heroton
OTKa3aJiCsi OTBeYaTh Ha BOIIPOC O TOM, UTO IIpef-
CTaBJIgeT cobovl TATOTeHMe, BOT noyeMy KanT 000-
3Ha4WII cCaM ITpeJIMeT KakK Belllb caMy I1o cebe.

Ho nmyxHa ObUIa TeHMasIbHOCTh KaHTa, 4TOOBI
IIPUMTH K BBIBOALY: KaKOe-TO ITpeJicTaBjIeHVe O ca-
MOM ITpe/IMeTe Hajlo MIMeTh, IIYCTh Jlake B Heollpe-
HesieHHOV popMe men IIpeaMeTa WIN J1axke B OT-
punaresibHOM — BELIV CaMOV 110 cebe. bes npen-
CTaBJIEHVIS O HeVl HeJlb3sl OOBSICHUTB, O UeM 3HaHIE,
K 4eMy OTHOCWUTCS 3KCIlepyMeHTasIbHOe 3HaHUe.
W oueHB Ba’kHO, UTO 3TOT BOIIPOC 3aMHTepecoBall
Kanra c camoro Hauasia ero dpmstocodckon ms-
H1 — c 1755 1. VImeHHO Torma oH mmImer paboTy
«HoBoe ocserrienme miepBbIX IPUHIINIIOB MeTadm-
3MYeCKOr0 ITO3HAHVS» VI B HEVI CTaBUT BOIIPOC O ObI-
TUV caMOM I10 ceDe, IIpaB[ia, ellle B Blzle BOIIpoca O
cymiectsoBaHuM (cM.: [ryray, 2002, c. 29, cp. c. 27).

B cBomx momickax KauT nmpoTrmsocTonT yoexre-
HMSM VMEHUTBIX HEMELIKMX MeTadu3MKOB Haul-
Hasi ¢ Xpuctrana Boribda. KanToBCKIe comMHeH s
BBbI3BaHBI aHAJIM30M MeTOH0B (POpMasIbHON JIOT V-
KV, IIyTeM KOTOPOV IBVDKYTCSI y4eHble YMBbl, 00-
AyMbIBasl SKCIlepyMeHTaIbHble aHHble. Koneu-
HO, IIPOTMBOPeUNsl MeX/1y OCHOBaHMAMU W CJIel-
CTBUSAMM B PacCyXIeHMsIX ObITh He JOJDKHO, BeIb
VHaye Hapyllasicsd Obl 3aKOH TOX[IeCTBa; HeJIb3s
OIpeNieINThb, HallpuMep, Iap Kak durypy, obia-
JAIOIYI0 OCTPBIM YIJIOM, MHade Obl Bce popmy-
JIbI, BEITEKAIOIIIe 113 OIIpefiesleH s I1apa KakK Kpy-
ra, TO €CThb ero JiaMeTp, paJnychl 1 IUIOIIab, Ha-
pyumivce. Ho kak MbI onmpenesnm cam map? OT-
KyZla 3TO oIpefesieHye bepeTcsi?

Tak, ecsit MBI 3HaeM, UTO KHUTa — 3TO IIpef-
MeT [JI YTeHMs, MBI C JIETKOCTBIO IIOVIMEM, 4TO
TaKoe IepervieT, TUIorpadckre 3HauKy, 0OJIOX-
Ka; a ecsi Mbl He 3HaeM? Eciiv HaM ITOKas3bIBaloT
COBepIIIeHHO He3HAKOMBIVI IIpeIMeT, TO MBI, XOTs
VI MOJKeM BOCIIPMHMMATh €r0 YyBCTBeHHO KakK uep-
HBIVI, IJIAIKWV, TPEYTOJIbHBIVI, IUIOTHBIV, BCE paB-
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object itself. The scientist studies the object of
the experiment, but not the object-in-itself. The
scientist knows the properties that are revealed
in the course of the experiment. The object itself
remains outside the experiment. That is why
Newton refused to answer the question what is
gravity; that is why Kant designated the object
as the thing-in-itself.

It took Kant’s genius to come to the conclu-
sion that one had to have some notion of the
object itself, even in a diffuse form of an idea
of the object or even in the negative idea of the
thing-in-itself. Without some notion of it, it is
impossible to say what knowledge is about
and what experimental knowledge refers to. It
is important that this question interested Kant
from the very beginning of his philosophical
career, since 1755 when he wrote Principiorum
primorum cognitionis metaphysicae nova diluci-
datio, in which he raises the question of being
in itself, albeit still in the shape of the question
about existence (Dlugach, 2002, p. 29, cf. p. 27).

In his works Kant challenges the convic-
tions of eminent German philosophers, be-
ginning with Christian Wolff. Kant’s doubts
are prompted by his analysis of the methods
of formal logic which learned brains used in
mulling over experimental data. Sure enough,
there should be no contradictions between the
grounds and the consequences because oth-
erwise the law of identity would be broken;
a sphere cannot be defined as a figure with a
sharp angle; otherwise all the formulas stem-
ming from the definition of a sphere, such as
diameter, radii, and area would be violated.
But how would we define the sphere? Where
does the definition come from?

Thus, if we know that a book is there to be
read we can readily understand the meaning
of binding, typographical symbols and cover.
And what if we do not know? If we are shown
a totally unknown object, even if we perceive
it with our senses as black, smooth, triangu-



HO 13 COBOKYITHOCTM 3TMX CBOVICTB He CMOXXeM
OIIpeJIeINTh €ro, He CMOXKeM I10Ka3aTh, YTO OH CO-
6omt mpencrasisieT. Mpl OymeM IIOXOXM Ha Map-
TBIIIKY, KOTOpas TO IIOHIOXaeT, TO IMOJIVIKeT OUKIL.
CyMMa CBOVICTB (ITpeIMKaToB, Kak 0OO3HavYaeT MX
dopmaTbHas JIOTMKa) He JaeT 3HaHU O IIperMe-
Te (j1ormyeckoM cyobexTe). CyMMa IIpeJKaToB He
paBHa cyObeKTy. VI He JaeT JoKa3aTesIbCTB ero Cy-
1mectBoBaHMs. KaHT noaTomMy fesaeT BbIBO: pop-
MaJIbHasl JIOTMKa He JIaeT 3HaHM: O IIpefiMeTe (Co-
Zlep’kaHMM) 3HaHMs, OHa KacaeTcs JIUIIb ero pop-
Mbl. [ToaToMy, aHaIM3Mpys 3HaHMe, Mbl JOJDKHBI
OIMpaTbCs He TOJIBKO Ha 3aKOHBI TOXeCcTBa U
IpoTuBOpeunsi, Tpedyemble OpMaIbHON JIOTW-
KOVI, HO 1 ellle Ha OIVH 3aKOH — 3aKOH JI0CTaTOY-
HOIo OCHOBaHW:A. 37ech KaHT ykasbiBaeT Ha 3Ha-
MEHWUTOro HeMeIIKoro MeTadmsmka XpucTuaHa
Asrycra Kpysmns, onmonenTa Bosbda.

B mamm gum r-u Kpysun B coeir dpwioco-
vt mBITasICA TaTh MeTadU3MUeCKOMY 3HaHMIO
COBepIIIeHHO VHOVI BUJ], TeM, YTO OTKa3aJl 3aKOHY
IIPOTVMBOPEYNs B IIPUBIIIEr OBITH BCEOOIINM 1
BBICIIIVIM ITPUHIIAIIOM BCEro MO3HaHM, a Takxke
TeM, 4TO BBeJI MHOIO IPyIMX HeroCpelCTBeH-
HO JOCTOBEPHBIX M HeI0Ka3yeMBbIX ITPVHIINUIIOB
Y yTBepXdajl, 4TO WX IpPaBWIbHOCTb MOXXHO
IIOHATHh W3 IPUPOABI HAIlero pacCyaKa, PyKo-
BOJICTBY#Ch IIPABWIOM: TO, UTO $I MOT'Y MBICIIUTD
TOJIPKO KaK MICTMHHOe, MCTMHHO (AA 02, S. 293;
KanT, 19648, c. 267).

DTto ykasaHMe j1si KaHTa odeHb BaXHO, Tak
KaK OH y)Ke IOJIOIIe]I K MBICJIM O TOM, YTO eCThb
CYXX[IeHWs OIBITHBIE, a He JIOrMYecKiue, KOTopble
TeM He MeHee COCTaBJISIOT OCHOBY yMO3aKJIlode-
Hus. CoracHo Kpysuto, mponorpkaet KaHT, Bern
BCJIEICTBYIE TOTO, UTO OHM CYILIEeCTBYIOT [IeVICTBU-
TeJIPHO, He TPeOyIOT JOKa3aTeIbcTBa haKTa cBoe-
ro cylmectBoBaHMs. KaHT Tak He IyMaeT 1 MIIeT
IIOKa3aTeJIbCcTBa CylrecTBoBaHMs. He 3alymem o
TOM, 4TO 3TO eire 1750-e 1T, M B HOIIBITKax 00o-
cHOBaHMA ObITVsE KaHT BBOOUT peasvtble OCHOBa-
HVSL, OTJINYHBIE OT JIOTMYECKMX.
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lar, and hard, all the same we cannot define it
and show that it is proceeding from the sum
of these properties. We would be like a mon-
key that first smells and then licks eyeglasses.
The sum of properties (or predicates, in formal
logical terms) does not yield knowledge of the
object (logical subject). The sum of predicates
does not equal the subject. Nor does it prove
its existence. This leads Kant to the conclusion
that formal logic does not provide knowledge
about the object (content) of knowledge but has
to do only with its form. Therefore, in analys-
ing knowledge we have to proceed not only
from the laws of identity and contradiction re-
quired by formal logic, but also from the princi-
ple of sufficient reason. Here Kant invokes the
eminent German philosopher Christian August
Crusius, an opponent of Christian Wolff:

The philosophy of Crusius has recently
claimed to give metaphysical cognition quite
a different form. It has done so by refusing
to concede to the law of contradiction the
preeminent right to be regarded as the supreme
and wuniversal principle of all cognition.
Crusius introduced a large number of other
principles which were immediately certain
and indemonstrable, and he maintained that
the correctness of these principles could be
established by appeal to the nature of our
understanding, employing the rule that what
I cannot think as other than true is true (UD,
AA 02, p. 293; Kant, 2011, pp. 240-241).

This is an important statement of Kant’s
since it indicates that he had already ap-
proached the idea that there exist notions de-
rived from experience and not logic and which
nevertheless lie at the basis of an inference. Ac-
cording to Crusius, Kant continues, because
things exist in reality they require no proof.
Kant does not think so and seeks proof of the
fact of existence. Let us remember that this was
still in the 1750s and, seeking to ground be-
ing, Kant introduces real as opposed to logical
grounds of being.
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B camom neite, ero (Kpysus. — T./1.) npgeasns-
HOe OCHOBaHVIe COBIaIaeT C OCHOBAaHMEeM I103Ha-
HWS, I B 3TOM CJIydae JIeTKO IIOHSTh, YTO eCIIN 5
4TO-HMOYIb YK€ paccMaTpuBalo KaK OCHOBaHMe,
TO 51 MOTY BBISIBUTB OTCIOIa M ciezfcTsue. ITos-
TOMY, COIJIACHO €ro IOJIOKeHMSM, 3aIlamHbIi
BeTep ecTh peaJlbHOe OCHOBaHIe Tyd U BMecCTe C
TeM ViieaJTbHOe OCHOBaHMe, TIOTOMY YTO, VICXOMS
13 3TOTO OCHOBaHMs, 51 MOI'Yy TIO3HATh U ITpeIBU-
metb nx. [To HammIM e MOHSTUSAM, peatbHoe OC-
HOBaHVe HUKOITAa He MOXeT OBbITh 102UueckuM
OCHOBaHVEM ¥ JIOXK[Ib OIIpeIeIsIeTCs BETPOM He
[0 3aKOHYy TOXIecTBa. PaccMOTpeHHOe Hamm
BBIIIIe pa3/Iayie MeXIy JIOTMYEeCKOU ¥ pealb-
HOVI IPOTVMBOIIOJIOXXHOCTHIO aHAJIOTMYHO TOJIBKO
YTO YKa3aHHOMY Pas/IMUVIO MeXIY JIOTMYeCK/ M
u peaslbHBIM ocHOBaHMeM (AA 02, S. 203; Ka#r,
19646, c. 122; xypcus mont. — T./1.).

KaHnT npenriounTtaeT Has3bIBaTh 3TOT 3aKOH 3a-
KOHOM OITpeieJIsIIOIIero, a He I0CTaTOYHOrO OCHO-
BaHN; Beb VMMEHHO Ha ero Oase orpeesiseTcs
cylecTBoBaHMe ITpeamMeTa. Ho 3TOT 3ak0oH Kak Obl
«He3aKOHHOe IUTs» POpMasIbHO JIOTVIKY, OH Ka-
JKeTcsl YeM-TO MHTYUTUBHBIM, OH He KacaeTcsl Bbl-
BOIOB, a 3aTparmsaeT Mx noceuiku. VI KaHt erme
pa3 IO UepKIMBaeT, YTO CBsA3b CyObeKTa ¢ Ipeu-
KaTOM YVICTO JIOrmdeckasi, HO «OTHOIIIEHST JTI0OBIX
IIPeIVKATOB K X CyOBeKTaM HUKOITIA He O3HaYa-
IOT Yero-TO CYIIeCTBYIOIIEro, n0o B TaKOM CiIydae
CyOBEKT Ho/KeH ObLI OBl yoKe ObITh IIPeITIoIoKeH
B KauecTBe cyuecTymomiero» (AA 02, S. 74; Kanr,
1964a, c. 404). XKax TammHaBO BCiIe 3a Xavjerre-
POM COBEPIIIEHHO IIPaBVIIBHO, Ha MOV B3IJIsi, 00-
paraeT BHMMaHMe Ha T, uTo KaHT cBoernt pabore
«EOvHCTBEHHO BO3MOXXHOE OCHOBaHVE JIJIsI [OKa-
3aresbcTBa ObITHs Bora» (1763) ctaBuT BOpoc He
CTOJIBKO O OBITMM bora, CKoJIbKO 0 OBITHV ITPUPO-
HBIX Bellleyl — Bellb KOIr[ia MbI TOBOPVIM, UTO Jiepe-
BO CyIIIeCcTBYeT (is), cobaka CyIIecTByeT, peub et
He 00 VX peasIbHOM CYIIIeCTBOBaHWM, a O CBA3U
JIorm4eckmx cyowpekTa n mpeamkara (Taminiaux,
1991, p. 70—71; cp.: Xavtmerrep, 2001, c. 32)%.

2 IIpn stom TammubO, cchUlasick Ha Xarigerrepa,
orMedaeT, uto KaHT [moctaToyHO HeOpeXHO IIpu
obo3HaueHM OBITHS yITOTpeOIIsdeT pasHble TEPMUHBI —
Dasein, Existenz, Wirklichkeit (Taminiaux, 1991, p.71):
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Crusius’s ideal ground is identical with the
ground of cognition; and in that case it is easy to
understand that if I already regard something
as a ground, I can infer from it the consequence.
Hence, according to his principles, the west
wind is a real ground of rain clouds; but it is
also an ideal ground, for I am able to recognise
and protect the latter by appeal to the former.
But according to our concepts, the real ground
is never a logical ground, and the rain is not
posited by the wind in virtue of the rule of
identity. The distinction between logical
opposition and real opposition, which we drew
above, is parallel to the distinction between the
logical ground and the real ground, which is
under discussion here (NG, AA 02, p. 203; Kant,
1992a, p. 240; italics T.D.).

Kant prefers to call this rule the rule of de-
fining and not sufficient reason; for it is on its
basis that the existence of an object is deter-
mined. But this rule is an “illegitimate child”,
as it were, of formal logic, it appears to be
something intuitive, not touching the conclu-
sions, but only their prerequisites. Kant reiter-
ates that the link between the subject and the
predicate is purely logical, but “[t]he relations
of predicates to their subjects never desig-
nate anything existent; if they did, the subject
would then have to be already posited as exist-
ent” (BDG, AA 02, p. 74; Kant, 1992b, p. 120).
Jacques Taminiaux (1991, pp. 70-71), follow-
ing Heidegger (1982, p. 28), quite rightly in my
opinion, draws attention to the fact that Kant in
his work The Only Possible Argument in Support
of a Demonstration of the Existence of God (1763)
raises the question not so much of the existence
of God as about the being of natural things:
when we say that a tree is, a dog is, we refer not
to their real existence, but to the link between
the logical subject and predicate®.

2 Taminiaux (1991, p. 71), citing Heidegger (1982, p. 28),
notes that Kant is rather careless in using various terms
to denote being — Dasein, Existenz, Wirklichkeit: “For us,
in contrast, the word ‘Dasein’, does not designate, as it
does for Kant, the way of being of natural things. It does



s KaHTa moka HesicHO, Kak Or1arofiapsi Tomy,
YTO eCTh HeYTO, eCTh €llle 1 YTO-TO APYyTroe: «...KaK
HEUYTO BBITEKAaeT M3 Yero-To IPYroro He IO 3aKO-
Hy TOXZecTBa (ToXap 13 Tyun. — 1.J]), — mmuiIer
OH, — OOBSICHEHVIE 3TOTO 51 OXOTHO OBI TIOCITyIIIa»
(AA 02, S. 202; KanT, 19646, c. 121). B ommiramm pe-
aJIFHOTO OCHOBAHVISL OT JIOTTYECKOrO KPOeTCs U TO,
YTO B PeasTbHOCTMI BO3SMOXXHBI IPOTMBOpEUNST —
371ech [1Ba IIpeayKaTa OHOVI ¥ TOW JKe Bellly Mo-
I'yT OBITh IIPOTMBOIIOIIOKHBIMIL TaK, KOpadiIb, Ha-
XOISIINTICS B MOP€E, MOXKET VCITBITBIBATh IIPOTMBO-
MOJIOKHBIE TEUEHVISI, BCJIELICTBYIE Yero HAXOMWMTCS B
II0KO€, HO TIOKOVI eCTh HeuTo, a He HuuTo. KaHT co-
BEPIIIT HACTOSIINI (PVIIOCOPCKITI TIOMIBT, TIOKa-
3aB OrpaHMYeHHOCTb (POPMasIbHBIX PacCy KIeHWU,
KOTOPBIMI PYKOBOJICTBOBaJIVICh BCE €CTECTBOVICITBI-
TaTelIv, Y IIPeIIoNIoKIII HeKOTOpble JIpyTve pac-
CY>KIIeHVsI, OTHOCSIIMeCs He K popMe, a K cofiep-
KaHwro 3HaHMs. B mepsont «KpuTtike» oaM OymyT
OTHeCeHBbI K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHO JIOT'MIKe, HO TI0Ka
ente KanT per ee. CymiecTsoBaHMe He OTKPbIBa-
€TCS B UVCTO JIOTMUECKVIX TIOCTPOEHVISIX, BHOBb ITOI-
yepKMBaeT OH, OHO BbICKa3bIBaeTcs KaK aOCOJIIOT-
HOe TIOJIaraHVe, yTBepXKIIeHVe Uero-To 0e3 mpudm-
HBI, 03 JIOTIKI, OHO eCTb peasIbHOe OCHOBaHVIE.

PeajibHOe cylllecTBOBaHVe YU4eHbIM He yUUThI-
BaeTcs. Takoe ObITHMeE 111 yUEHOTO — HWYTO, WIIN
uyctoe OblTme. Tak OCMBICIVII CyIlleCTBOBaHMe
II03HaBaeMoro IpeaMeTa leresrs, TouHO IIpoped-
JIEKTUPOBaB Hay4yHoe nosHaHMe. KaHT Kak OyaTo
TOXKe CTOUT Ha 3Tux nosunysx. Ho oH yxe rnoHu-
MaJl, 4TO C PUI0COCKOVI TOUKM 3peHMs HYKHO
OCMBICIIUITB ¥ TO, YTO BBIXOWT 3a TPAHMIIBI SKCIIe-
PVIMEHTa, XOTs 3TO Bpozie Obl 11 HeBO3MOXKHO. BbI-
TWe J1JI1 Hero He CHMMAaeTCd B CYIIIHOCTH, Kak Oy-
met y Teress, a coxpaHsieT cBoe HEIOHATHOE 3Ha-
yeHMe: TaK IOgBJIsieTCsl Belllb caMa II0 cebe — cy-
IIIeCTBYIOIasi Ha TpaHulle 3HaHM U B TO e Bpe-

«...0j11 Hac coBo Dasein obo3HauaeT, HalpoTwB, He
crioco® ObITms mpupomHom Berny, kak y Kanra. Ono
BOOOIIIe 0DO3Ha4UaeT He CII0COO OBITh, a OpemesieHHOe
cylliee, KOTOpoe eCTb MBI caMW, YesoBeueckoe Dasein. Mel
Bcerna — HekoTopoe Dasein. <...> Crroco6 ObrTrist Dasein
MBI OIpefesisieM TEePMVHOJIOTMYECKM KaK IK3UCHIeHUYUIO
(Existenz)» (Xamperrep, 2001, c. 32).
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It is still unclear to Kant how something is
because something other is: “[...] what I should
dearly like to have distinctly explained to me,
however, is how one thing issues from another
thing, though not by means of the law of iden-
tity (rain from a cloud — T.D.)” (NG, AA 02,
p- 202; Kant, 1992a, p. 239). The distinction be-
tween the real and logical ground is that in
reality contradictions are possible: here two
predicates of one and the same thing can be op-
posite; thus a ship at sea may be exposed to op-
posite currents owing to which it is in a state of
rest, but the rest is something and not nothing.
Kant performed a veritable philosophical feat
by demonstrating the limitations of formal rea-
soning which guided all the natural scientists
and positing some other reasoning that has to
do with the content and not the form of knowl-
edge. They would be part of transcendental
logic in the first Critique but in the meantime
Kant was still searching for it. Existence does
not reveal itself through purely logical con-
structions, he stresses again, it is expressed as
an absolute positing, when something is assert-
ed without cause, without logic, and it is the
real ground.

The scientist does not take into account
the real existence. For a scientist such being is
nothing, or pure being. This is how Hegel in-
terpreted the existence of the cognised object
in precisely reflecting scientific cognition. Kant
seems to share this view. But Kant already un-
derstood that from the philosophical point of
view it was necessary to interpret what tran-
scends the boundaries of an experiment, even
though it seems to be impossible. For him, be-
ing is not sublated in essence, as with Hegel,
but retains its yet-to-be-understood meaning:
thus is born the thing-in-itself which straddles
the boundary of knowledge. Thinking must

not designate a way of being at all, but rather a specif-
ic being which we ourselves are, the human Dasein. We
are at every moment a Dasein. [...] To this way of the Da-

7o

sein’s being we assign the term “Existenz’, ‘existence’.
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M$ BBIXOZAINAs 3a Hee. MBIIIUTeHMe JO/DKHO IIPU-
3HaTb OBITVIE CAMOTrO IIpeMeTa, YUUTHIBATh €0 CY-
IIIeCTBOBaHME, <100 TO, UTO C HEOOXOTMMOCTBIO T10-
Oy>KmaeT Hac BBIXOOWUTB 3a IIpeJIeibl OIbITa 1 BCeX
SIBJIEHWV, eCTh 0e3ycA06H0e, KOTOpOe pa3yM HeoO-
XOVIMO ¥ BIIOJIHE CIIpaBelJIVIBO MIIIET B Belllax ca-
MUX 10 cebe B JOIOIHeHVe KO BceMy 0OyCIIOBIIeH-
HOMY, TeM CaMBbIM TpeDOys 3aKOHUeHHOr'o psja yc-
mosum» (B XX; Kant, 20060, c. 21). YenoBeyeckoe
ro3HaHMe 00yc106/1eH0 YyBCTBEHHOCTBIO ¥ pac-
CYIKOM, HO eCJIVI CTaBUTh BOIIPOC O TOM, C YeM OHO
JIOJKHO COOTHOCUTBCS, B YeM VICKaThb CBOVI KpHTe-
pus, To 3TO0 — Oe3ycsIoBHOe, HaxofsIreecs, KaK Hi
CTPaHHO, 3a IIpeeslaMy MBIIUIEHNS, TO eCTh 0bl-
mue. V1 KaHT 3/1ech BbICKa3bIBaeT KakK Oy/ITO OueHb
CTPaHHYIO Belllb: KpUTePUt 3HAHVS HaXOITCS He
B BelllaX, IIOCKOJIBKY MBI VX 3HaeM, a B Belllax, Io-
CKOJIBKY MBI X He 3HaeM, TO eCTh B BelllaX, He 3a-
BUCSIIIMX OT HAIIlero 3HaHMS O HUX, CYIIECTBYIO-
VX, JTaXKe eCJT HUKAKOTO 3HAHMS HeT.

3. PauHn11 3Tanl TBOp4YecTBa Xanjgerrepa.
beiTiie 1 Bpems

Xarirerrep cHa4asia IBITAETCS BBISICHUTH, UTO
Takoe ObITye BooOIIe, uTo 0e3 OLITHMS KaK TakKo-
BOrO0 HET YejIoBeKa ¥ uTO 0e3 ueoBeKa, KakK H
cTpaHHO, HeT ObrTms. Hu mirst ogHOro ms mpyrmx
JKVIBBIX CYIIIECTB 9Ta MBIC/Ib He VIMeeT CMbICIIa, TI0-
TOMY YTO OHM He 3aJlyMBIBAlOTCSI O CBOEM Hadva-
se 1 xoHIle. OBOCHOBaHMe TOJIKOBaHMS (yHIa-
MEHTaJILHOVI OHTOJIOIMY HeOoDXOHMVMO HaTaJIK/-
BaeTcs Ha IoHsATHe ObITrs. ODOCHOBAThH O3HAUAET
CJIerIaTh IIPO3PAYHbIM, [IPOSICHUTH OITperieJIeHHOe
Cyllee, a VIMEHHO CyIllee TOrO, KTO CIIpAIl/BaeT.
W BOT 2TO cyIllee, KAKOBBIM MBI CaMU SIBJISIEMCS,
CIIpalmBaeT, «KakKuM o0pa3oM BOT-OBITIE, KOTO-
poe BCSAKIIL pa3 CYIIeCTBYeT KaKMM-IM00 omperie-
JIEHHBIM, HO TIepBOHAYaJIBHO He II03HaBaTeJIbHbIM
VI He TOJIBKO ITO3HABaTeJIBHBIM CIIOCOOOM, pa3Mbl-
Kaerm CBOVI MUP, B KOTOPOM OHO yKe IIpeObIBaeT»,
TO eCTh ObITHe BooOIIIe (Xanmerrep, 1998, c. 169).
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recognise the being of the object itself and take
its existence into account, “[f]or that which nec-
essarily drives us to go beyond the boundaries
of experience and all appearances is the un-
conditioned, which reason necessarily and with
every right demands in things in themselves
for everything that is conditioned, thereby de-
manding the series of conditions as something
completed” (KrV, B XX; Kant, 1998, p. 112). Hu-
man cognition is conditioned by sensibility and
understanding, but if the question is raised of
what it should relate to, and what its criterion
is, it is the unconditioned which, oddly enough,
is outside the boundaries of thinking, i.e. being.
Here Kant makes a rather odd statement: the
criterion of knowledge is not in the things inas-
much as we know them, but in things inasmuch
as we do not know them, i.e. in things that do
not depend on our knowledge of them and ex-
ist even if there is no knowledge.

3. Early Period of Heidegger’s Work.
Being and Time

Heidegger first tries to clarify what is “being
in general”, since there is no human without
being and since, oddly enough, there is no be-
ing without the human. This idea has no mean-
ing for any other living beings because they do
not think about their beginning and end. The
grounding of the interpretation of fundamental
ontology cannot afford to sidestep the concept
of being. To ground means to make transpar-
ent, to clarify something existing, precisely, the
essence of the one who does the asking. So the
Dasein, which we all are, asks “[h]Jow [...] the
Dasein, which at any given time is in a particu-
lar but primarily non-cognitive and not mere-
ly cognitive mode of being, [does] disclose its
world in which it already is” (Heidegger, 1985,
p- 162), i.e. being in general.



Tepmue Dasein — BOT-ObITVie — O3Ha4aeT IS
Xarierrepa dejiopeueckoe CyIlleCTBOBaHMe, OIlpe-
TIeJIVIB KOTOpOe UeJIoBeK MOXKeT OHATh OCHOBY ObI-
TS Boob1te. Beskoe 1060 ghusocogpuu ecv c1060 0
Obimuy — 3TVM HOJIOKEeHVeM MOXKHO OIpee/TNThb
Kpero dyHIaMeHTaIM3Ma Xavigerrepa (cm.: Xam-
nerrep, 2016, c. 11). 1 oHO 13 BaXKHBIX CJIOB — CJIO-
BO ApucToTesisi. BeipakeHHOe B HeM IlepBOoe MBbIC-
JINTEJIPHOE 3aKOHHOe ITOHVMMaHVe IIPVPOAbl MH-
TepecyeT Xarjerrepa He CTOJIBKO Kak IlepBoe CJIo-
BO 3aI1afiHOM (prytocodm, He CTOIIBKO KaK IepBoe
CJIOBO 3amajHOro (pwmsmka, CKOJIBKO KakK IIOCIIesl-
HUV OT3BYK IIe€pBOHAYaIbHOTO MBIIIIJIEHNS O Obl-
TUM, KOTOPOe TIOJTHOCTBIO ITPeIIecTBOBaIo Apu-
CTOTEJIIO U JOCTaJIOCh €My B HacJIe[ICTBO.

Xarierrep BBOIUT B apyUCTOTeJIeBCKOe TIOHVIMa-
HVIe TIPVIPOIBL CJIOBO O OBITMM KaK O TaKOM CYIile-
CTBe, KOTOpOe caMO ce0si IIPOM3BOANT M BEIBOAUT K
OTKPBITOVI HECOKPOBEHHOCTV, 00O3HaYaeMoi JIpy-
MM cjloBoM — «vcTuHa» (Heidegger, 1977, S. 349
(322)). TakoMy HOBVDKEHMIO MBICIIV IIPOTMBOCTOUT
BO3HIKIIIee Topas/io IO3Ke TeXHIUecKoe OCBOeHe
MIpa, KOTOpoe Xarerrep xapakTepusyeT YHUYTO-
KaroIIVIM CJIOBOM: UYJIOBUIITHOe pa3pacTaHVe Tex-
HVKI He JieJlaeT CyIlleCTBOBaHMe desjioBeKa Oolee
olecrieueHHBIM, OoJlee TrapaHTVMPOBaHHBIM. Tex-
HUKa 11 00yCJIOBJIVBaeT IpeBpallleHe yeroBeka B
cyOBeKT, a Mupa B 00beKT. IIpasra, 1 gepes Takoe
HeaIeKBaTHOe VICTOJIKOBAHME ObITVSL 9TO TeXHIUe-
CKOe OTHOIIIeHVe K IIpuponae ¥ MUpy — OAVH U3
IIPOCBETOB OBITVISL, V1 OHO ITPENCTaB/IeHO B (PryI0COo-
v Kanra. Xavimerrep He yImyckaeT 13 Buay 0Ob-
sgcHenns Kanra, manable M B «KpuTnke gmicroro
pasyMa»: «bbimie SIBHO He eCTb peaIbHBIV IIpeiy-
Kar, T.e. IIOHSITIE O YeM-TO TAKOM, YTO MOIJIO ObI BXO-
IIVTH B IIOHIATVIE TOVI VIJIV VIHOV BEIL[VD» (Xamxerrep,
1993, c. 362; cp.: A 598 / B 626; Kant, 20060, c. 771).

Pa3bupast oueHb KOPOTKO, KaK IIOHVIMaeTcs Obl-
e KaHTOM B IOKpUTHYeCKMX paboTax u B Iiep-
Bom «Kputuke», Xarierrep cHadasia FOBOPUT O €rO
HerntoHATHOCTN. [ToHsTHE ObITHS Yy KaHTa mosiara-
eTCs pacCyAKOM, HO IIOCKOJIBKY B JaHHOM CJIydae
OTCYTCTBYeT CO3epliaHie, IIOCTOJIBKY 3TO IIOHSTe
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The term Dasein — here “being” — means
for Heidegger human existence, by defining
which the human can understand the founda-
tion of being in general. Every word of philosophy
is a word about being. — This maxim defines the
credo of Heidegger’s fundamentalism (cf. Hei-
degger, 2014, p. 5). One such important word
is the word of Aristotle. His intellectual legiti-
mate understanding of nature interests Heide-
gger not so much as the first word of Western
philosophy, not so much as the first word of a
Western physicist, as the last echo of the prima-
ry thinking about being which predated Aris-
totle and was inherited by him.

Heidegger (1977, p. 349 (322)) introduces
into the Aristotelian concept of nature a word
about being as an entity which reproduces itself
and leads to open disclosure indicated by an-
other word: “truth”. This thinking is opposed
by technical development of the world which
happened much later and which Heidegger de-
scribes in devastating terms: monstrous growth
of technology does not make human existence
any more prosperous or more secure. Tech-
nology turns the human into a subject and the
world into an object. True, even in such an in-
adequate interpretation of being, it is a light
patch represented in the philosophy of Kant.
Heidegger is mindful of Kant’s clarifications in
the Critique of Pure Reason: “Being is obviously
not a real predicate, i.e., a concept of something
that could add to the concept of a thing” (KrV,
A 598 / B 626; Kant, 1998, p. 567; cf. Heidegger,
1998, p. 338).

In his brief analysis of Kant’s interpretation
of being in pre-critical works and in the first
Critique Heidegger begins by noting that it is
obscure. Kant’s concept of being is posited by
understanding, but because intuition is, in this
case, absent the concept has a negative connota-
tion. In fact, according to Heidegger, with Kant
it is an object of transcendental logic as a tran-



T.b. lnyrau

JAaHO JIVIIb B HeraTMBHOM KiTtoue. DakTmuecKku,
no Xawjerrepy, oHo okasblBaeTcs y Kanra 1ipes-
MeTOM TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHOV JIOTVIKVM KaK TpaHC-
I[IeHIEeHTAILHBI O0OBeKT, KaK JIOIMTUeCKI Cy61>-
eKT 0e3 mpenyKaroB. MblI He 3HaeM O HEM HUYEro,
KpOMe TOr'0, 4YTO OH eCTb. XOTs 1 3TO He[IOKa3yeMo,
BO BCSIKOM CJTy4dae MeTofdaMy OO111evt JIOT VKA

OcmbiciimBast mokputdeckme paborst Kanra,
Xarngerrep muIer:

Msb1 HaxommM yke 3mech Tesuc Kanra o Obl-
UM, IpUYeM TOXe B IBOSKON popMme oTpuIiia-
TEJILHOIO M yTBePAUTEILHOIO BbICKa3bIBaHWIA.
PopMysmpoBKa 00OMX BBICKa3bIBAaHWMI W3BECT-
HBIM 00pa30oM COOTBETCTBYeT (POpMyJIMPOBKE B
«Kpurnke umcroro pasyma». OrpuriaresbHoe
BbICKa3blBaHMe B YIIOMSAHYTOM IOKPUTUYECKOM
TpakTaTre macuT: «CylllecTBoBaHMe BOBCe He
ecTh IMpeauKaT WIN OIlpefesieHne KaKov-Imbo
Bellln». YTBepauTeIbHOe BbICKa3blBaHMe IJ1aciT:
«[ToHsTHe IIOIaraHMs... COBEPIIeHHO IIPOCTO 1
TOXIeCTBEHHO ¢ ObITreM BooOIIe» (Xarimerrep,
1993, c. 364).

Xarierrep ommpaeTcst 37eck Ha COOCTBEHHOe
KaHTOBCKOe TIOHMMaHMe: 1o KaHty, mpeamer —
3TO HEYTO, IIPOTMBOCTOSINEe 3HAHMIO O HeM,
TO ecTh MbInuteHmto. Kaxercst, uro KaHTt roso-
PUT TOJIBKO O IIpeIMeTax BO3MOXKHOIO OITBITa, HO
JIeJI0 B TOM, YTO OIBITHBIV IIpPeIMeT BTATVBaeT-
Cd B MBIIIUIEHE, OH CTAaHOBUTCS MBICIIMTEIIBLHBIM
IIPeIMETOM, CJIeIOBATEIIBHO, YKe He IIPOTMBOCTO-
uT emy. Torma B mowickax IIpeaMeTa, MHOMJIVIHHO
MIPOTVMBOCTOSIIETO MBIITUIEHNIO, CJIeflyeT Ha3BaThb
€ro KOppeJIsT.

Taxovt BBIXOJI YesloBeKa, B TOM Uwmcile B IT03Ha-
HWW, 3a CBOU I1peerTbl Xarierrep HasbIBaeT TPaH-
CHEeHIeHIMel ¥ MMEHHO ee CUMTaeT IJIaBHBIM
CBOVICTBOM UeJIOBEUECKOro OBITMS, a TaKXKe BO3-
MOYKHOCTBIO OHTOJIOTMUYECKOro MHO3HaHVs. beiTie
CTPaHHOIO, HE3IMIIMPWYECKOro IIpeaMeTa MOX-
HO CYUMUTATh TAaKMM SHAHVMEM — OHTOJIOIUECKVIM.
MosxHO 0003HaUMTE ITpeMeT, Kak 0003HavYaeT ero
Kant, — HOymMeHOM.

HanpHenmmit pa3dop KaHTOBCKOIO Te3nca O
OBITMM ¥ KAHTOBCKOI'O ITOHMMaHWs ObITvsST Xari-
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scendental object, as a logical subject without
predicates. We know nothing about it except
that it exists, although this cannot be proved, at
any rate not by the methods of general logic.
Commenting on Kant's pre-critical works,
Heidegger (1998, p. 341) writes:

Here we already find Kant’s thesis about
being, and even in the twofold form of the
negative and the affirmative assertion. The
wording of both assertions agrees in a certain
manner with that in the Critique of Pure Reason.
The negative assertion goes like this in the
precritical work: “Existence is not a predicate
or determination of anything whatever.” The
affirmative assertion goes: “The concept of
positing or asserting [...] is completely simple
and identical with that of being in general.”

Heidegger here proceeds from Kant’s own
interpretation: according to Kant, the object
is something opposing knowledge about it,
i.e. thinking. Kant seems to be speaking only
about the objects of possible experience, but the
point is that an experiential object is drawn into
thinking to become an object of thinking and
consequently, no longer contradicts it. Then
in search of an object that genuinely opposes
thinking we should name its correlate.

Heidegger describes such egress of man
beyond his confines, including in cognition,
as transcendence, considering it to be the
main attribute of the human being and the
possibility of ontological knowledge. The be-
ing of a strange non-empirical object can be
seen as such knowledge — ontological. The
object can be indicated, following Kant, as a
noumenon.

Heidegger lays out further analysis of
Kant’s thesis on being and Kant’s interpreta-
tion of being in the above-mentioned work,
Kant and the Problem of Metaphysics. It is a meas-
ure of the importance Heidegger attached to



Zlerrep MoapoOHO M3jiaraeT B YIIOMSIHYTOV paboTe
«KanT 1 mpobema MeTadpmsukm». Hago ckaszars,
yToO K Hel Xar?merrep BO3BpalllaeTCsl BIUIOTH 10
1964 1., 9TO TOBOPUT O TOM, HACKOJIBKO OBIJIV Bask-
HBI M3JIOKEHHbIe TaM njen. B HeKoTopoM cMBbIciTe
OHV TOABITOXMBAJIV XallZIeITePOBCKIe JIEKIIVV O
KanTte B MapOypre B 1927 1. 11 Oyt cocperioToue-
HBI Ha HOHSTUM OBITHSL.

Xarierrep TOMYepKMBaeT, UTO OIIperiesieHve
ObrTisi — BakHas (prutocodpckas 3amada, UYTO OH
BO300OHOBJISIET €€ M XOueT II0Ka3aTh: [JIS deyIoBe-
Ka OHa He IIPOCTO ITPOsIBJIEHIIe YVCTOrO JIFO0OITHIT-
CTBa, a IOVICK V3HAYaIbHOI'O OCHOBAHIS CBOEVI XKI3-
H1. KakeTcs], 4T0, IOCKOJIBKY YeJIOBeK CYIIeCTBYeT,
3 TIOHATWS O ero CYIIeCTBOBaHMI MOXKHO BbIBECTV
oHMMaHMe ObITrs BooOIe. Ho okasbiBaeTcs, uTo
3TO He O4YeHb IIPOCTO: KaK IOIONTH K HEMY?

ITo sTomy mosopy cam KanT mmcam: «Hamm
IIpeJICTaBJIeH s TOJDKHBI ObITh Y Ke TaHBl PaHbIIIe
BCSIKOT'O aHaJIv3a MX, M Hy OQHO IIOHSTHE He MO-
XKET 10 C00ep)KAHUI BOSHUKHYTH aHAIVTIIECK»
(A 77; Kanr, 2006a, c. 121). Xangerrep ke 3aMeda-
eT: «...e[IVIHCTBO HEe €CTh MTOI COCTABJIEHMS dJjIe-
MEHTOB, HO CaMO HOJDKHO OBITh M3HAYAIBHO €Iu-
HamM» (Xarmerrep, 1997, c. 33). Bee omnytenms
JIOJDKHBI OBITH IIPOCMOTpPEHBI M IOHATHL Ha POHe
4ero-To eaynHoro. VI TeM He MeHee, XOTd OIIyIile-
HMS M3HAYAJIBHO IT'OTOBBI K OOBeIMHeHIo, 00be-
IOVHWUTB X He MOTYT HU co3epliaHue, HU paccy-
nok. st aToro Tpebyercss ocobast ClIOCOOHOCTS,
KOTOpasl OCHOBaTeJIbHO He ObUIa paspaboTanHa
HV B OJJHOM M3 IipefitecTsyomyx Kanry durio-
copcKMX yUeHUI, — CIIOCOOHOCTH BOOOpakeHMs.
Ona Kak ObI co3maeT 151 MBICTIV 00pa3 11eTI0OCTHO-
o IIpeMeTa, CTOPOHaMM KOTOPOI'O SIBJISIOTCS OT-
ZleJIbHBbIe CBOVICTBA — TeIUIoTa, purypa, seT u T.4.
OHa Kak ObI prcyeT 13 OIIyIIeHN I IIpeIMeT; OHa
ero Bo-oOpaxaeT. V1 KaHT o0BsicHsieT: «CrHTe3 Bo-
o0rrie... ecTb MCKJIIOUUTEIBHO IEeVICTBUE CIIOCOD-
HOCTV BOOOpa’keHVIs, CJIETION, XOTS ¥ HeoOXOmm-
Mov1, PyHKIMM AyIIn; Oe3 3Tot (PyHKIMM MBI He
vMerIV ObI HMKAKOTO TIO3HAHMS, XOTS MBI U PEIKO
oco3HaeM ee» (A 78; Kant, 2006a, c. 121).

T.B. Dlugach

the ideas presented in it that he kept coming
back to the book until 1964. In a certain sense
they summed up Heidegger’s 1927 lectures on
Kant at Marburg and were focused on the con-
cept of being.

Heidegger stresses that the definition of be-
ing is an important philosophical task and that
he is resuming it in order to show that for man
this is not just a manifestation of idle curiosity,
but the search for the Ursprung, the origin of
human’s life. It would appear that because man
exists the concept of being in general can be de-
rived from the concept of man’s existence. But
things turn out to be not so simple.

Kant wrote this about it: “Prior to all anal-
ysis of our representations these must first be
given, and no concepts can arise analytically
as far as the content is concerned” (KrV, A 77;
Kant, 1998, pp. 210-211). Heidegger for his
part remarks: “[...] the unity is not to be the
result of a collision of the elements, instead it
is now itself to be the original unifying” (Hei-
degger, 1997, p. 42). All the sensations should
be examined and understood against the back-
ground of the unity. Even so, although sensa-
tions are inherently prepared for unification,
they cannot be unified either by intuition or
by understanding. It calls for a special faculty
which had not been adequately developed in
any pre-Kantian philosophical teachings, the
faculty of imagination. It seems to create for
thought an image of a whole object of which
specific properties — warmth, figure, colour,
etc. — are different aspects. It draws the ob-
ject, as it were, out of sensations, turning it
into an image. Kant goes on to explain: “Syn-
thesis in general is [...] the mere effect of the
imagination, of a blind though indispensable
function of the soul, without which we would
have no cognition at all, but of which we are
seldom even conscious” (KrV, A 78; Kant,
1998, p. 211).
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Mnoro pa3 Xampgerrep HacTOMYMBO BO3Bpa-
1masicd K padbote «KaHT v mpobiieMa MeTam3MKID»,
VI 3TO JOBOJIBHO CTPAaHHO, TaK KaK yke HaIlcaHO
1 orryOmkoBaHO «BbITre 11 BpeMsi», Ile yKa3aHbl
Iy TV OHTOJIOIMYECKOTO IO3HAHMS, a TaKXe IIperl-
JIO)KeHO ITOHMMaHVIe ObITs uepes Bpems. Vl TeMm He
MeHee Xavifierrep MIeT U JpyTvie Iy TV Y HaXOAUT
VIX WCKJIIOYMTESIbHO B [eVICTBUM TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIBHOVI CLIOCOOHOCTM BOOOpakeHMsI, KOTOpOe, Ha
€ro B3IJIAl, siBjIgeTcs IylaBHOM TeMom «KpuTuku
4pcToro pasyma». OHa, 10 €ro MHEHUIO, OTHOCUT-
Csl He K y4YeHMIO O TI03HaHMY, a K y4eHUIo 0 pyH-
IaMeHTaJIbHOVI OHTOJIOI M, BHY TPV KOTOPOVI Bak-
HYIO pOJIb UI'paeT MMEHHO CIIOCOOHOCTH BOOOpa-
XeHns. Ho mpexie yem mepemTy K 3TOV 3arajiod-
HOVI criocoOHOCTM y Xariierrepa, BepHeMcsi K Tpa-
IOVITMOHHBIM KaHTOBCKVM YCTaHOBKaM.

Bcemn nipusnano, yto Kanr mpeoposien orpa-
HUYEHHOCTh ¥ CeHCyaJI3Ma, ¥ pallMOHaJIV3Ma,
B34B M3 KaXXOr0 yUeHMs OfVH 3JIeMeHT U oObe-
JAVIHVIB €T0 C JPYTUM — CO3epliaHVe C PacCyKOM.
Ho 3nech elrie HeT npeoiosieHsl; OHO HaUMHAeTCs
TaM, I7ie Jyiia (yM, MBIIIUIeHVE) CTAaHOBUTCS TOM
IJIOCKOCTBIO, KOTOpasi FOTOBa BOCIIPMHSATH BHEIII-
Hee Bo3fericTBie. He smmmpusm 1 He To, 4TO pas-
JIVYHBbIe OIIYIIeHNs, KOTopble TpelyeTcsi oObe-
AVHWUTB, yXKe M3HaudaJbHO SIBJIAIOTCS 3JIeMeHTa-
MM OJHOT'O ¥ TOTO e IIpefiMeTa, TO eCTh T'OTOBBI
K CMHTe3y 110 CBOeMY BHYTpPeHHeMY Coflep>KaHMIO,
a HeKOTOpoe IpeJicTaB/IeHVe O 11eJIOCTHOM IIpefl-
MeTe IIpefBapsieT Hallle II03HaHMe. Takoe cocTo-
guve gy JI. C. YepHsK ommcal Kak IIacCuB-
HOe COCTOsIHVMe W3HadajIbHO aKTMBHOV MBICII,
IIO3BOJIAIONIEN TIaCCMBHO BOCIIPUHMMATH BHeIII-
Hee BosflericTBre (Yepnsk, 2014, c. 302). Crocob-
HOCTb BOOOpakeHMs MOSIBJISETCS yKe B CaMOM Ha-
vaste niepBont «KpuTuKm» 1 oHMMaeTcs Kak 00'b-
efIVHeHVe, CVIHTe3 TI0JIyYeHHBIX CYOBEKTOM OIIly-
mieHM. Benp 11X Hao cBsA3aTh, YTOOBI OHM IIperl-
CTaJIM KaK 3JIeMeHTBHI OHOro IIpeaMeTa. DTO U
OCYIIIeCTBIIIeT CIIOCOOHOCTh BOOOpakeHMs; OHa
BKJIIOYaeT IIPU3HAKM B COCTaB eVHOIO IIperMeTa,
Kak OvI cosmaBas ero. OHa yKasbIBaeT Ha IIpeMeT
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Heidegger goes back to his work, Kant and
the Problem of Metaphysics, again and again,
which is rather strange considering that Being
and Time was already written and published
and it charted the path of ontological cognition
and explained the concept of being through
time. And yet Heidegger looks for other paths
and finds them only in the transcendental fac-
ulty of imagination which he considers to be
the main theme of the Critique of Pure Reason.
In his opinion, it pertains not to the teaching on
cognition, but to the teaching on fundamental
ontology, within which the power of imagina-
tion plays an important role. Before passing on
to this enigmatic faculty of Heidegger, let us
look back at Kant’s main tenets.

It is universally acknowledged that Kant
managed to overcome the limitations both of
sensualism and rationalism, picking one ele-
ment of each teaching and combining it with
the other, intuition with understanding. But
the job is not yet complete; overcoming begins
where the soul (mind, thinking) becomes open
to external influence. It is not empiricism and
not the fact that various sensations that need
to be unified are inherently elements of one
and the same object, i.e. are ready for synthesis
in terms of their inner content, but that a cer-
tain representation of a whole object precedes
our cognition. Lion S. Chernyak (2014, p. 302)
described this state of soul as the passive state
of inherently active thought that makes it open
to external influence. The faculty of imagina-
tion makes its appearance in the very begin-
ning of the first Critiqgue and is interpreted as
unification, synthesis of the subject’s sensa-
tions. For they need to be connected if they
are to represent elements of one object. This is
the job done by the faculty of imagination: it
includes attributes within a single object, as if
creating it. It points to the object and in that
sense is a productive force. At the same time



VI B 9TOM CMBICJIE SIBJISI€TCS ITPOMYKTUBHOVI CUJIOVA.
Ho B TO ke BpeMsi IO3HAIONINTI CyObeKT IOHVMa-
€T, UTO OHa CO3/IaeT TOJIBKO ITpeIMeThI BO3MOYKHO-
IO OIIBITA, a He peasIbHbIe IIPeIMETHI.

Haspiite cvita BooOpaskeHVsl HauHaeT UrpaTh
e1ie GOJIBIIIYIO POJIb, OCOOEHHO B pasfiesie O cxeMa-
Tn3Me, riae KaeT pasmbIisgeT, Kak IIPUMeHNUTH Ka-
Teropui K SIBJIeHMSIM. DTO 00beIiHeHe JOIDKHO
OBITH OIOCPEIOBAHO YEM-TO, UTO, C OHOV CTOPO-
HbI, YYBCTBEHHO, a C JPYIrov — VHTeJUIeKTyalb-
HO ¥ 4YTO JaeT BUJ IIpeIMeTa BO BceoOrein dop-
Me, TO eCTb TPeyroJIbHMK BOOOIIe, JOM BOOOIIIE,
cobaka BooOrrie 1 T.1. (cM.: A 141 / B 180; Kawnr,
200606, ¢.259). Ho Takme mpeameThl CyIIeCTBYIOT
TOJIPKO KaK TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHble, 1100 3MITVPU-
YJecKvie ITpeIMeThI BCerTia eVHIYHBL 311ech «BUI»
npegMeTa MMeeT ocoOwlt XapakTep. Ero mocras-
€T cula BOOOpakeHMsl, HO OHa Tellepb He OOy-
cr1oBJIeHa amnpuert. Herrb3s vt Torma mpenmorto-
XXWUTB, YTO CIIOCOOHOCTH BOOOpPakeHMsI MOXeT [10-
CTaBJIATh 3HaHWMeE U O OBITVN, BBIXO/ISIIEM 3a paM-
KV TTO3HaHVIsA, TIOCKOJIBKY OHO TOXKe TpaHCIIeH IeH-
TaJIbHBIV ITpeaMeT? VI Xarvimerrep MbICJIUT VIMeH-
HO Tak. VIMeHHO cr1a BOOOpaskeHs JaeT BO3MOX-
HOCTh OHTOJIOTMIYECKOTO IIO3HAHWS, yTBep)KIaeT
OH, IIpeX]ie BCero IOTOMY, 4YTO OHa — OCHOBA BCS-
Koro ro3HaHMs. Benp KaHT onpenenii ee kak «00-
IV KOPeHb» YyBCTBEHHOCTHU 1 paccyrika (B 863;
Kanr, 20060, c. 1047) n mmcat o0 Helt KaK O TauH-
CTBEHHOVI B IJIyOVHe uesIoBeYecKoVl Ay IV CIIOco0-
HOCTH. []0Ka3aTesIbCTBY TOTO, YTO MMEHHO TpPaHC-
ILleH/IeHTaIbHasl CIIOCOOHOCTh BOOOpPakeHMs OCy-
ITIECTBIISIET BBIXOJ 3a IIPeerIbl II03HAHMS K OHTO-
JIOTYeCcKOMY 3HaHMIO, Xariferrep, o CyTu fea,
IIOCBSIIaeT BCIO pabory «KaHT m mpobiema Me-
Tadpm3MKM». 311ech Ha IIEePBBIV IUIAH BBIXOIUT IIO-
HSITVIE «CXeMbI-00pa3a». «OOBIYHO MBI Has3bIBaeM
o0pa3oM BUII OIpe/ieJIeHHOrO CYIIero, IOCKO/Ib-
Ky OHO OTKPBITO KaK HeuTo HaaHoe. OHO mIper-
jaraet Buf,... Kpome toro, “o0pa3” MoxeTr mmeThb
ZIOBOJIBHO IIIMPOKOe 3HaueHMe Buia BooOlre, Oe3
oIperiesieHsl TOro, CTAHOBUTCS JIVI CO3epliaeMbIM
B 3TOM BIIe HeKOe CyIllee VIV He-CyIriee» (Xarimer-
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the cognising subject understands that it cre-
ates objects only of possible experience, and
not real objects.

Further, the power of imagination begins to
play a still bigger role, especially in the Chap-
ter on schematism where Kant reflects on how
to apply categories to phenomena. This unifi-
cation should be mediated by something which
is, on the one hand, sensible and, on the other
hand, intellectual, and which yields the view
of the object in a universal form, i.e. a triangle
in general, a house in general, a dog in general
etc. (¢f. KrV, A 141 / B 180; Kant, 1998, p. 273).
But such objects exist only as transcendental,
because empirical objects are always singu-
lar. Here the “aspect” of the object has a spe-
cial character. It is delivered by the power of
imagination, but now it is conditioned by em-
pirics. Could it be that the faculty of imagina-
tion can also deliver knowledge about being
which goes beyond the framework of cogni-
tion because it, too, is a transcendental object?
Heidegger thinks along the following lines: it is
the power of imagination that makes ontolog-
ical cognition possible, above all because it is
the foundation of all knowledge. For Kant has
defined it as the “general root” of sensibility
and the understanding (KrV, B 863; Kant, 1998,
p. 693) and wrote about it as a mysterious fac-
ulty deep inside the human soul. Heidegger ef-
fectively devotes his entire work, Kant and the
Problem of Metaphysics, to proving that it is the
transcendental faculty of the imagination that
goes beyond cognition to ontological knowl-
edge. Here the concept of “schema” comes
to the fore. “First of all, image can mean: the
look of a determinate being to the extent that it
is manifest as something at hand. It offers the
look. [...] Then, however, ‘image’ can also have
the full range of meaning of look in general, in
which case whether a being or a non-being will
be intuitable in this look is not stated” (Heide-
gger, 1997, p. 65). I will say about the intuita-
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rep, 1997, c. 52). O cosepiiaeMOM B 3TOM Buzle, I10
Xavizerrepy, s CKa’ky HECKOJIBKO II03)Ke, IIOCKOJIb-
Ky cerryac Oojlee BakeH BOIIPOC 00 OTJIMYMU «CXe-
MBI-00pa3a» OT IIpocTo oOpasa. Bemp mHTepecHa
cxeMa-o0pa3 KaK IIPOAYKT [IesITeIbHOCTI CIIOCO0-
HOCTVI BOOOpaskeHMsl.

Hambosee 113BecTHBIN BUJ, CYIIIETO — 3TO €ro
oOpas, maHHBI B cosepiaHun. Ho B pasgerie o
cxeMaTm3Me KaHT yKasbpIBaeT Ha ero HeaMIIMpirde-
CKIV BU/; TPeyToIbHUK BooOIIe, cobaka BOOOIIIe
v T.14. OH JaeT JINIIb IPaBuiIo OObeIVHeH VIS MHO-
rooOpasHOro B eMHCTBO. V] «XOTs cxeMy 1 CJlef1y-
eT OT/IYaTh OT o0pas3a, — mmieT Xavjgerrep, —
HO OHa BCe e 1IMeeT OTHOIIIeHe K YeMY-TO TaKo-
My Kak o0pa3, T.e. 0Opa3HBIN XapaKTep HeoOXoau-
Mo mpucyir cxeme» (Tam xe, c. 55). [evicTBurerns-
HO, XOTS TPeYTOJIbHUK He co3epliaeTcs SMIIMprde-
CKM, OH MIMeeT HEKOTOPHIVI IIPEAMETHBIVI BI/I. s
CBSI3U € 3TVM Xanjerrep pasompaeTr COOTHOITIEH e
BceoOIIIero n equHMYHOro. JIrodoe emqyHITYHOE, TO
€CTh cOo3epriaeMbIVi OOBEKT, TOHMMAaeTCs, 110 Xar-
Jierrepy, CKBO3b IIPV3MY BCEOOIITHOCTH, TPaHCIIeH-
IEeHTaJIBHOCTIL «...y)Ke B HeIlOCpeCTBEHHOM BOC-
IPUATUY HAJIMYHOTO, HAIIlpIMep — 3TOTO JIOMa,
HeoOXOIIVIMO VIMeeTCs CxeMaTU3UpyIolee IIperl-
Bocxmtatoriee BueHme (Vorblick) wero-to xak
7oMa BOOOIIe, NI M3 IIPed-CTaB/IeHNs KOTO-
poro BcTpedarorieecs: [HaM| MOXeT ITOKa3aThb ceOs
KaK JIOM, IIPeJIOKUTh BUJ, “HajIMyHOro aoma’»
(Tam xe, c. 57). DMOupudeckoe IIOHSATHE Ha ca-
MOM [IeJle OCHOBBIBAeTCS Ha CxeMax, KOTOpBIe JI0-
CTaBJISIOT eMy 00pas3, HO cxeMa He MOXKeT OBITb J10-
CTUTHYTa MHOrooOpasveM 4YyBCTBEHHOIO CO3ep-
IIaHVs, OHA TpaHCIIeH/IeHTasIbHa, TO eCTh CyIile-
CTBYeT TOJIBKO B YMe.

Xavigerrep CTaBUT BOIIPOC O TOM, MOXET JI
TpaHCIIeHeHTaJIbHasl CIIOCOOHOCTh BOOOpake-
HUS JaTh IIpefCcTaBieHne O ObITUY, SBJISIeTCs JIN
OHa HAOEXHBIM METOIOM IOCTVDKEHMS OHTOJIO-
rudeckoro nosHaHvs. V1 oreevaet: ma. TpaHcieH-
IleHTasIbHasI CIIOCOOHOCTH BOOOpaskeH!s Co3mgaeT
IIpeIMeThl, HeOOXOIVIMBIe IS II03HAHWSI, — OITO-
cpenyet Kareropuu u sBjieHust. Kpome toro, Xan-

58

ble in this look according to Heidegger a little
later, but first the question of the difference of
schema image from simple image needs to be
clarified. The schema image is interesting as the
product of the activity of the power of imagina-
tion.

The best known look of being is its im-
age given in intuition. But in the Chapter on
schematism Kant points to its non-empiri-
cal look: a triangle in general, a dog in gener-
al etc. He provides only the rule of connecting
the manifold into a whole. Heidegger (1997,
p. 68) writes: “The schema is indeed to be dis-
tinguished from images, but nevertheless it
is related to something like an image, i.e., the
image-character belongs necessarily to the
schema.” Indeed, although a triangle is not in-
tuited empirically it has an object look. In this
connection Heidegger examines the relation
between the general and the singular. Accord-
ing to Heidegger (1997, p. 71), any singular, i.e.
the intuited, object is understood through the
prism of universality, transcendence: “Thus
in the immediate perception of something at
hand, this house for example, the schematizing
premonition [Vorblick] of something like house
in general is of necessity already to be found.
It is from out of this pro-posing [Vorstellung]
alone that what is encountered can reveal itself
as house, can offer the look of a ‘house which
is at hand’.” The empirical concept is based
on schemas which deliver the image, but the
schema cannot be achieved by the diversity of
sensible intuition, it is transcendental, i.e. it ex-
ists only in the mind.

Heidegger asks whether the transcenden-
tal faculty of imagination can deliver a rep-
resentation of being, and whether it is a reliable
method of achieving ontological knowledge.
His answer is yes. The transcendental facul-
ty of imagination creates the objects necessary
for cognition, it mediates categories and phe-
nomena. Besides, Heidegger is aware that ac-



Zlerrep BUANT, YTO, coryiacHo KaHTy, criocoOHOCTB
BOOOpa’keHMsI eCcTh CIIOCOOHOCTH, KOTOpasi aeT
Ha4asIo VI YyBCTBEHHOCTM, U paccyaKy: «Kaxercs
HeOOXOIVIMBIM YKa3aTh... Ha TO, YTO CYIIECTBYIOT
IIBa OCHOBHBIX CTBOJIA YeJIOBEYECKOIo ITO3HaHM,
BBIpacTaroIiye, ObITh MOXeT, M3 OHOro 0O0IIero,
HO HeV3BeCTHOrO HaM KOPHS, a UIMeHHO uyfcmben-
HOCMb VI paccyo0ok: IOCPEICTBOM YYBCTBEHHOCTV
IIpeIMeThI HaM 0aonicsl, PacCyAKOM >Ke OHVI MbiC-
aamca» (B 29; Kant, 20060, c. 83). Ho ecsiit Bo BBe-
nervn K «Kpurtnke» KaHT BbIcKa3bIBaeT MBICITb 00
o0r1ieM KOpHe B BUe IIPeNIIoJIOKeHNs], TO B pas-
nerte «I'paHcIleHIeHTaIbHOE yUeHMe O MeTore»
OH IIMIIIET 00 5TOM COBEpINIEHHO YTBepPAUTEeIbHO:
«OOmmiT KOpeHb Halley CIIOCOOHOCTVI TIO3HAHAS
pasaBavBaeTCs 1 IIPOM3BOIUT IBa CTBOJIa» (B 863;
KanT, 20060, c. 1047).

Xarvierrep VICXOOWUT W3 9TOTO BBICKA3bIBAHAS
0e3yCII0BHO, OH KPUTHUKYET TeX, KTO CIMUTaeT IIa-
BY O CXeMaTV3Me TYMaHHOVI VI HEeIIOHSTHOV, — Ha-
IIPOTVB, OH YOEeX/IeH B ee TOYHOCT M ITOCIIe[0Ba-
TerpHOCTH. OH KpUTHKYyeT 1 camoro KanTa 3a To,
YTO TOT B CBOEM pabodeM K3eMIUIsIpe IIepBOro M3-
naaus «KpuTnki» 3aMeHsieT BbIpakeHMe «(pyHK-
IV AyTIV» Ha «yHKIIMIO paccyaka» (cM.: A 78 /
B 103; KanuT, 20060, c. 171; cp.: Xanzerrep, 1997, c.
93)°. OH nosaraeT Jajiee, 9YTO TaKoe M3MeHEHIE,
IO CyTH, BemeT Bcio «KpuTuky» K Oe3nHe, coBep-
IIIEHHO VICKaXkasi ee CYIIHOCTb.

Ecm xe TpaHCLleHIeHTaIbHASI CIIOCOOHOCTH
BOOOpakeHMSI OTpMIlaeTCs KaK COOCTBEHHO
MPVHLONIINAIBHAS CIIOCOOHOCTB, YTO IIPOVICXO-
IIUT BO 2-M U3IaHUM, 1 ee PYHKIMA IlepeaeTcs
paccyiKy KakK VCKIIOUUTESIbHO CIIOHTaHHOCTH,

* Xammerrep cchiylaeTcs Ha M3IaHHbIe beHHO DpMaHOM
KaHTOBCKVE PYKOIIVICHBIE 3aMeTKW, C/IeJlaHHBIe Ha CTpa-
HUIIAX aBTOPCKOT'O 9K3eMIUIIpa 3TOTO M3[IaHWs, B YacT-
Hocty Ha 3anvck XLI (Nachtrége..., 1881, S. 24). Onnako
YCTaHOBUTH, HAaCKOJIBKO ODOCHOBaH OBII BBIOOP 3TOTO
VICTOYHVIKA Xar/IerrepoM [yl KpUTuKY B afpec Kaxra, Te-
IIepb MIPaKTUYECKV HEBO3MOXKHO: CaM aBTOPCKMV 3K3eM-
IUIsAp OBUT yTpadeH B Tiepuof], Broport MupoBov BOVIHEL, a
M3/IaHVe DpJiMaHa CYUTaeTCss KaHTOBelaM HeJloCTaTOu-
HO HaJIeXXHBIM, IIOCKOJIBKY ITyOJIMKATOP [IOIyCKasl IIpo-
VI3BOJTBHBIE TIPOTIYCKM B Tleperiade KaHTOBCKMX 3aMeTOK
(Lehmann, 1955, S. 511).

T.B. Dlugach

cording to Kant the faculty of imagination is
a faculty from which stem both sensibility and
understanding: “ All that seems necessary [...] is
that there are two stems of human cognition,
which may perhaps arise from a common but
to us unknown root, namely sensibility and
understanding, through the first of which ob-
jects are given to us, but through the second
of which they are thought” (KrV, B 29; Kant,
1998, pp. 151-152). But while in the introduc-
tion to the Critigue Kant enunciates the idea of
the common root as a hypothesis, in the “Tran-
scendental Doctrine of Method” he writes
about it candidly: “the general root of our cog-
nitive power divides and branches out into two
stems” (KrV, B 863; Kant, 1998, p. 693).

Heidegger accepts this statement without
reservations, he is critical of those who con-
sider the Chapter on schematism to be vague
and obscure. On the contrary, he is convinced
that it is precise and consistent. He criticis-
es Kant himself for replacing the expres-
sion “function of the soul” with “function of
the understanding” in his author’s copy of
the first edition of the Critique (Heidegger,
1997, p. 113; ¢f. KrV, A 78 / B 103; Kant, 1998,
p. 211).> He believes that this alteration leads
the whole Critigue towards an abyss and total-
ly distorts its essence.

If, however, as occurs in the second edition,
the transcendental power of imagination is
deleted as a particular grounding faculty and if
its function is taken over by the understanding
as mere spontaneity, then the possibility of
grasping pure sensibility and pure thinking
with regard to their unity in a finite, human

* Heidegger is referring to Benno Erdmann’s publica-
tion of Kant’s handwritten notes on the pages of the au-
thor’s copy, in particular, entry XLI (Erdmann, 1881,
p- 24). However, it is impossible to authenticate Heideg-
ger’s choice of this particular source as the target of crit-
icism of Kant because the author’s copy was lost during
World War II and Erdmann’s publication is thought by
Kant scholars to be insufficiently reliable because Erd-
mann made arbitrary omissions in Kantian notes (Leh-
mann, 1955, p. 511).
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T.b. lnyrau

TO CTAHOBWITCS] HEBO3MOYXHO ITOHSTH YMCTYIO 9y B-
CTBEHHOCTE ¥ YVCTOE MBIIIUIeHVe B OTHOIIICHVVI
VX eIVHCTBA B KOHEUYHOM YeJIOBEYECKOM pasy-
Me 71 JaKe IOCTaBUTh camy Ipobremy. Tak uTo
IIOCKOJIBKY TPaHCIeHJIeHTaJIbHAsl CIIOCOOHOCTD
BOOOpa’keHVsI Ha OCHOBAHWM CBOEVI HePas3JIOX-
MOVI M3HAYaJIbHOW CTPYKTYPBbI OTKPBIBAeT BO3-
MOXHOCTb OOOCHOBaHMS OHTOJIOTMYECKOrO IIO-
3HaHWS VI TEM CaMBbIM — MeTaM3VIKM, IIOCTOJIBKY
niepsoe m3gaHne! octaeTcs OJIVDKe BHyTpeHHEMY
yCTpeMJIeHMIO ITpo0IeMaTKY 0OOCHOBaHMS Me-
tadnsuku (Xanmerrep, 1997, c. 114).

Xarvierrep 3amedaeT IpV 3TOM, UTO, M3MEHSIS
HeCKOJIBKO IJIaBy O cxeMarTn3Me, KaHT He n3MeHMIT
pasmer o IemyKIIUy KaTeropuii, TAe CIIOCOOHOCTh
BOOOpakeHMsI TaKXe WUIPaeT VCKIIOYUTEIbHYIO
poiib — MOXeT ObITh, Jlake Oojlee CyIlleCTBeH-
HYIO, YeM B pasfiesie 0 cxeMaTm3Me. Benb Tam peub
VeT O IIpeaMeTax /ISl IIO3HAHMS, a B IIePBOM —
o mpemMerax BooOIe. bes kxareropmit HeMbICIVI-
MBI HUKaKye IIpeMeThI OIbITa, OHV JIAfOT IIpefl-
MeTBI BOOOIIIE, a He TOJIBKO ITPeTMETHI BO3MOXKHO-
ro onbita. CrpanHon njs KaHTa, kKak oTMedaer
Xarngerrep, criocOOHOCTE BOOOpakeHM SIBJISETCS,
BO3MOYKHO, ITO TOVI ITIPMUVHE, UTO OHA He BIIVICHIBa-
eTCsl HU B 3CTeTUKY, HU B JIOTMKY ¥ OKa3bIBaeTCs
«Oe3moMHOTI». B TO >ke Bpems Xavimerrep, BEposT-
HO, TIpaB, OTHeCS 3Ty CIIOCOOHOCTBb K OHTOJIOTIUe-
CKOWI, TaK KaK OHA IIPOVM3BOANT HESMIIVPUUECKIe
IIpeMeThl, CJIefIOBATeIbHO, MOXeT BOCCO3IATh U
ObrTrie. CTpaHHOCTH TPaHCIEHAEHTAJIBHOV CIIO-

* Xamperrep rosaraer M3JI0KEHHYIO B II€PBOM M3HaHUM
«KpuTnkm» TouKy 3peHMs Ha TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHYO CIT0-
COOHOCTB BOOOpakeHMsI OoJlee BEpPHOV, YeM BO BTOPOM.
OHa Ipr3HaeTCs TaM KOPEHHOV CIIOCOOHOCTBIO YesloBede-
CKOTO ITO3HAHVIS, KOTOPast OIIpeJIeIIsieT U YyBCTBEHHOCTb,
VI IIO3HaHMe. B HeVl COenMHSIOTCS BOCIIPUMMYMBOCTD U
CIIOHTAaHHOCTB, VI OHa HajleJIfeT CIIOHTaHHOCTBIO U UyB-
cTBa, U pasyM. To, 94TO UyBCTBEHHOCTH cO3maeT obpas,
0eccIIopHO; HO 1 PacCyHOK CO CBOMIMM KaTerOpusIMMU, I10-
maraet . @. KitenK, Taxke co3gaeT oOpas, Tak Kak Kare-
TOPUM yCTPEeMIIEHB! Ha SIBJIEHMS. B paccymoYHOM IUIaHe
obpasz — 310 0Opas-cxema; HO TeM He MeHee 3T0 o0pas, 1
BCJIEZICTBYIE STOTO «BpeMs — 3TO camoaddnimpoBaHme
S» (Klenk, 1953, S. 65). VHaue roBopsi, 4yBCTBEHHOCTD
VI paccyoK — [IBa O0COOBIX criocoba Mo3HaHWS OBITHS, U
Xampgerrep paccMarpmBaeT mx, 1o MHeHwo KileHka, He
IICYIXOJIOTMTYECKV, @ OHTOJIOTMIECKIL.
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reason diminishes, as does even the possibility
of making it into a problem. However, because
the transcendental power of imagination, on the
grounds of its indissoluble, original structure,
opens up the possibility of the laying of a
ground for ontological knowledge, and thereby
for metaphysics, then for this reason the first
edition* remains closer to the innermost thrust
of the problematic of a laying of the ground for
metaphysics (Heidegger, 1997, pp. 137-138).

Heidegger notes, though, that while tweak-
ing the Schematism chapter Kant did not
change the chapter on the deduction of catego-
ries in which the faculty of imagination is ex-
tremely important, perhaps more important
than in the chapter on schematism. The latter
deals with objects for cognition and the for-
mer with objects in general. No objects of ex-
perience are thinkable without categories, they
give objects in general and not only objects of
possible experience. Heidegger suggests that
Kant considers the faculty of imagination to be
strange because it does not fit either into aes-
thetics or into logic and turns out to be “home-
less.” At the same time, Heidegger is probably
right in considering this faculty to be ontolog-
ical because it produces non-empirical objects
and consequently can recreate being. In my
opinion, part of the strangeness of the transcen-
dental faculty of imagination is rooted in the
fact that its constructions are enigmatic, for, ac-

* Heidegger considers the view on the transcenden-
tal power of imagination presented in the first edition
of the Critique to be more correct than in the second. It
is recognised there as the root faculty of human cogni-
tion which defines both sensibility and cognition. It com-
bines receptivity and spontaneity and endows both the
senses and the reason with spontaneity. That sensibility
creates an image is indisputable; but also understand-
ing with its categories, G. F. Klenk believes (1953, p. 65),
also creates an image, because the categories are direct-
ed to the phenomena. In the understanding the image is
an image-scheme; but nevertheless it is an image, and in
consequence of it “time is self-affection of ‘I'” (cf. , Zeit
ist Selbstaffektion des Ich”). In other words, sensibility and
understanding are two particular ways of cognising be-
ing, and Heidegger regards them, according to Klenk,
not psychologically, but ontologically.



coOHOCTV BOOOpaskeH sl KOpeHWIach 1 B TOM, 4TO,
Ha MOV B3IJISIZI, ee TIOCTPOeHNsI 3ara/JOYHbl, BeIb,
cortacHO KaHTy, OHSATH, YTO HpenCTaBiIsieT COo-
6o IIpefIMeT, MOXKHO TOJIBKO IIOCTPOUB ero: «Mbl
He MOXXeM MBICJIUTb JIVHWIO, He 1po600s ee MBbIC-
jeHHo...» (B 154; KanT, 20060, c. 229). Ho kxak mo-
CTPOWUTH, €CJIV ThI He 3Haelllb, YTO CTPOUTH? Xar-
zerrep 3zech OoJsiee IOciIefioBaTelIeH, IpU3HaBasd
cBODOTY TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM CIIOCOOHOCTY BO-
oOpakeHMs OT SMIIVIPUYHOCTY, OT HAJIMYHOCTL.
BHOBB 11 BHOBB Xarigerrep moBTopsieT CBOU [10-
BOZIBI OTHOCUTEJILHO TOTO, YTO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
Hasi CIIOCOOHOCTb BOOOpakeHMs SIBJIS€TCSI OCHO-
BOVI OHTOJIOTMYecKoro mosHaHus. OH yTBepXia-
eT, yTo «ecyit KaHT B IJIaBe 0 cxeMaTu3Me CTaBUT
po0sieMy TIOHATUIIHOCTY IIPa-IIOHSATI V1 pellla-
eT ee MpY IIOMOIIY CYIITHOCTHOIO OITpeJiesieHs
3TVMX HOHATU KaK TPaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHbIX CXeM, TO
ydeHMe O cxeMaTW3Me UVCTBIX MOHSITUM paccy/l-
Ka SIBJISeTCs pellaloIieil cTagyvert 0OOCHOBaHMS
metaphysica generalis» (Xarmerrep, 1997, c. 63);
«rpobrieMa cxeMaTV3Ma YMCTBIX OHSATUM paccy/l-
Ka — 3TO BOIIPOC O BHYTPeHHeV CyIITHOCTV OHTO-
jorvgeckoro rosHaHms» (Tam xe). [To ybexmermio
Xamperrepa, KaHT MeTadmsiraeck BoriporiraeTt 00
OCHOBaHMW BHYTPeHHel BO3MOXXHOCTV OHTOJIOI V-
YecKoro 3HaHMs 1 OOHapy X1BaeT ero B TpaHCIIeH-
JIEHTaJIBHOV CITIOCOOHOCTM BooOpakeHMs. OHa Ha-
1leJIeHa Ha OHTOJIOTMUecKoe TI03HaHe, TIOCKOJIBKY
MOXKET TBOPUTD 00pa3sbl, TO €CTh BUJIBI TeX IIpeaMe-
TOB, KOTOpPbIe He BOCIIPMHIMAOTCS SMIIVPUYECKH,
IIOCKOJIBKY OHa — He TOJIBKO pelTpolyKTUBHas, HO
U IIPOAYKTVBHas criocobHocTh. OHa cBOOOIHA 110

> Tobwac Tpamre cumraet, 4ro, corrlacHO Xavimerrepy,

mmobast dpwiocodust — 3TO IMaNIeKTVKA, KOTOpast JIBOVI-
CTBEHHA, TO €CTh O0beNMHSET BOCIIPUMMYMBOCTD CO CITOH-
TAHHOCTBIO. DTO OTHOCUTCA K OOpasHOCTH, ITaBaeMoVl
BocriprsiTieM. Ob6pa3 — 3TO HEYTO IIOJIIyUeHHOe U OIIHO-
BpeMEHHO CO3JaHHOe (hpaHTa3Mell, 3TO BBIMBICEII, VJUIIO-
3mst 1 oTpaxkeHwne. [TostoMy «drtocodus Kax... Teopns
obpasa ectb Teopust panTasmu...» (Trappe, 2000, S. 165).
Drta TemMa — oHTONormdeckas. JIyis bora Her HuKakom
po0sIeMbl B COeVHeHMYI OBITS 1 3HAHVIS, /IS YeJIoBeKa
BBUIy €r0 KOHEYHOCT eCTbh. Ho uestoBek BEIXOOWT 3a paM-
KV KOHeYHOCTM Oraropapst ¢paHTas3mu, OCyIeCTBIIIeMOv
IPOIYKTUBHOVL CWION BOOOpa’keHNs. ABTOP CBSI3bIBaeT
ee Co cxeMaTu3MOM, Ifie KaTeropun paccyiika o0ycIoBie-

T.B. Dlugach

cording to Kant, one can only imagine an ob-
ject by drawing it: “We cannot think of a line
without drawing it in thought” (KrV, B 154;
Kant, 1998, p. 258). But how to draw if you do
not know what to draw? Heidegger is more
consistent here, recognising that the transcen-
dental faculty of imagination is free from em-
piricism, from the givenness. Heidegger repeats
again and again his argument that the transcen-
dental faculty of imagination is the foundation
of ontological knowledge. He claims that “If
Kant poses the problem of the conceptuality of
the primal concept in the Schematism chapter
and if he resolves it with the help of the essen-
tial determination of these concepts as Tran-
scendental Schemata, then the Doctrine of the
Schematism of the pure concepts of the under-
standing is the decisive stage of the laying of
the ground for Metaphysica Generalis” (Heideg-
ger, 1997, p. 79); “The problem of the Schema-
tism of the pure concepts of the understanding
is the question concerning the innermost es-
sence of ontological knowledge” (ibid., p. 78).
Heidegger is convinced that Kant metaphysical-
ly queries the foundation of the inner possibili-
ty of ontological knowledge and discovers it in
the transcendental faculty of the imagination.
It is aimed at ontological knowledge because it
can create images, i.e. the types of objects that
are not perceived empirically because it is not
only reproductive, but also a productive facul-
ty.” It is independent of givenness and herein

5

Tobias Trappe believes that according to Heidegger
any philosophy is dialectical, which is dual in that it
combines perceptiveness with spontaneity. This applies
to the images given by intuition. The image is something
obtained and at the same time created by fantasy, it is
imagination, illusion and reflection. Therefore “[...] phi-
losophy as [...] the theory of image is the theory of fan-
tasy [...]” (cf. “[...] Philosophie als [...] Theorie des Bildes ist
Theorie der Phantasie [...]") (Trappe, 2000, p. 165). This
is an ontological theme. For God combining being and
knowledge is not a problem; but it is a problem for man
because man is finite. However, man transcends his fi-
niteness thanks to fantasy stemming from the productive
power of his imagination. The author links it to schema-
tism where the categories of understanding are condi-
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OTHOIIIEHVIO K HaJIMYHOMY, U B 9TOM ITPOSIBJIA€TCS
ee TBOpUecKasi Molllb. «Eciin oHTOsOrnmyeckoe mo-
3HaHVIe SBJIFeTCS CXeMOOOPA3YIOIIVIM, TO 3TO 3Ha-
YUT, YTO OHO CAMOCTOSATEILHO TBOPUT (0OpasyeT)
et By, (06pas)» (Tam xe, c. 68). [Tprruem ee 00-
pasbl CrIelVIPVUHBL ecJIV SMIVPUYecKoe BOCIIPU-
gaTVe J0CTaBjIgeT OOMH o0pa3 IIpeaMeTa, TO Cxe-
Ma — 3TO e[VHCTBO BCeoOIIero ImpapuIa IJIs BO3-
MOXXHBIX HaIJISITHBIX IIpeficTaBleHni. B maHHOM
cirydae Xavijierrep copepIlieHHO BepHO XapaKTepu-
3yeT HOyMeH, MJIu ObITVe: HoyMeH HeoOXOIVM, OH
«HeuYTO»;, UKC, — ImUTupyeT oH KaHTa, — «MOXeT
CJIY KUTB JIMIITE KOPPeJISTOM e[IVTHCTBa aIlreplier-
LMK 1)1l eIMHCTBa MHOTOOOpa3HOro B 4yBCTBEH-
HOM CO3epliaHMV, VIV e[IVIHCTBa, IIOCPeICTBOM
KOTOPOTO PaccyIOK OO0BbeAVHsSeT MHOrooOpasHoe
B oHsTHe IpenMeTa» (A 250; KanT, 2006a, c. 327;
cp.: Xangerrep, 1997, c. 69). DToT KOppessaT mpes-
CTaBJIsieT COOOVI «UVCTBIVI TOPU30HT», <yCMaTpyBa-
eMoe “HamnpoTuB’», 3TO «IIpeaMeT BoobIe» (Xari-
nerrep, 1997, c. 70).

3ameuaHMe oueHb Ba)kHOe, Bellb KaHT Kpome
BeIIT caMoV I10 ceDe, 3a KOTOPOVI CKpBbIBAeTCs [Ievi-
CTBUTEJIBHBIV IIPeIMeT, BBOAUT ellle IIOHATHe pe-
asvrocmu (B CBS3Y C allpYOPHOCTBIO OIILYIIIeHVIV)
KaK IIOHSITMe VIMEeHHO O IIpeliMeTe BO-BHe, IIO-
3BOJIAIONIEM OTJIMYUTHL OT 3HaHWS IpeaMeT BHy-
mpu camoro 3HaHwus. Y Xarigerrepa szech ObITve
oIperieIsieTcs B KOHTeKCTe TI03HaHMs (KaK Koppe-
JIAT €ro); Ho BooOIIe cTpemyleHMe Xavijerrepa —
OIpeNeInTh ObITVE fHe TIO3HAHWS, Yepe3 BpeMs.
Omnpenensis cxemy-oOpas, Xavjerrep paciimpsier
MOHSATVE YYBCTBEHHOI'O U IO YePKIBaeT, YTo CJle-
JIyeT OT/INYaTh ee OT 00pasa, XOTsI OHa Bce JKe VMe-
eT OTHOIIIeHVe K YeMy-TO TaKOMY, Kak o0Opas3.

Xarigerrep fiajee muimeT o ToM, uro 1ig Kan-
Ta MIMarvMHATVBHBIV XapaKTep CIIOCOOHOCTM BOOO-
pakeHMs ObUT OUeBUIIEH: ens i1maginarum ecTb Iu-

lies its creative power. If ontological knowing
is schema-forming, then therewith it creates
(forms) from out of itself the pure look (image)
(ibid., p. 85). Its images are peculiar: while em-
pirical perception yields only the image of the
object, the schema is a unity of the general rule
for all possible visual representations. Heideg-
ger here very precisely characterises the nou-
menon, or being: the noumenon is necessary,
it is “something”; “X”, he quotes Kant, “can
serve only as a correlate of the unity of apper-
ception for the unity of the manifold in sensible
intuition, by means of which the understanding
unifies that in the concept of an object” (KrV,
A 250; Kant, 1998, p. 348; cf. Heidegger, 1997,
p. 86). This correlate is “pure horizon”, “the Be-
ing-in-opposition”, “object in general” (Heideg-
ger, 1997, p. 87).

This is an important remark, for Kant, in ad-
dition to the thing-in-itself behind the actual
object, introduces the concept of reality (in con-
nection with the a priori nature of sensations)
as the concept of the object outside, which
helps to distinguish the object within knowl-
edge from knowledge. Heidegger here deter-
mines being in the context of cognition (as its
correlate); but in general Heidegger seeks to
determine being outside of cognition, through
time. Determining the schema, Heidegger
broadens the concept of the sensible and stress-
es the need to distinguish it from the image, al-
though it does have something to do with what
is called image.

Heidegger writes that Kant took the char-
acter of the faculty of imagination for grant-
ed: Ens imaginarium is a pure form of nothing,
i.e. of what is not being in the sense of a given.
Pure space and time are nothing, i.e. they are

HBI co3flaHVieM 00pa30B. 3HaHVe HaIIPaBJIeHO 3/1eCh He Ha
OfIVIH TIPeIIMET, a Ha TOPM3OHT IIPEIMETHOCTY, KOTOPHIVI
aBTOP HasblBaeT «UTPOBBIM TpocTpaHcTBoM» (Ibid., S.
170) m B KoTOpOM 110Ka3biBaeT ceOs ObrTme. CriocobHOCTH
BoOOpakeHMs, TI0 XamIerrepy, Kak IoJIaraeT aBTop, ITe-
PEeXOMINUT B UTPY U CBA3BIBAETCS C CMHTE30M, /TaBasi 3HaHe
(Ibid., S. 173).
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tioned by the creation of images. Knowledge is directed
not toward one object but toward a horizon of object-
ness which the author calls “the playing space” (“Spiel-
raum”) (ibid., p. 170) and in which being manifests itself.
The author takes the view that the power of imagination,
according to Heidegger, transforms itself into play and
blends with synthesis yielding knowledge (ibid., p. 173).



cTasgt (popMa HUYTO, TO €CTh TOT'O, UYTO He eCThb CY-
Ilee B CMbICJIe HaJIMYHOro. YmcToe MpocTpaHCTBO
U BpeMsi CyTb HUYTO, TO €CTh He IIpe[IMeThl; B TO
JKe BpeMsi 0 HUX CJIeflyeT ellle pa3 3ayMarbcs. V1
paspaboTka BoOoOpakeHMsI MeT [ajiee MO JIMHUN
YCTaHOBJIEHVs €rO CBSA3M CO BpeMeHeM, ITOCKOJIbKY
BpeM:si Hepa3pbIBHO CBSA3aHO B [IO3HABaeMbIM ITpefl-
METOM.

DTUM BaXKHBIM IIOsICHeHVeM Xarierrep AOHos-
HSeT Y TOJIKOBaHVE HesITeIBHOCTU CIIOCOOHOCTM
BOOOpakeHMsI, M TIOHMMaHMe coseplaHus. [en-
CTBUTEJIBHO, I7Ie MOXKET CIIOCOOHOCTH BOOOPasKeHs
HaMTV MEeCTO IIJISI CBOeW HedTeJIbHOCTV U JIJIS CBO-
X O0BEKTOB, KaK He B I0JIe co3epliaHms? Benpb ee
00BEeKTHI 1 OOBIYHBI, I HCOOBIYHBI, TaK KaK OHU 00-
pasbl-cxeMBbl. Brif y Hx coBceM He SMITMPUYeCKUT,
OHVI He BOCIIPMHVMaeMbl SMIIMPVYHO; HEKOTOPbIe
IlyMaloT, 3aMeuaeT Xarilerrep, YTo B UCTOM COo3ep-
IIaHVM HUYEr0 He CO3epIIaeTcs, HO 3TO HEBEPHO:
Takoe IIOHMMaHVe [JaeT TOJIbKO HeraTyBHOe OIlpe-
TieJIeHue, a CyIIecTByeT U IIO3UTVBHOe. DTO — BO3-
MOYKHOE CO3epliaHVie, 3TO — II0jIe IIPeIMEeTHOCTA.

TpancrienneHTaIbHAS CLIOCOOHOCTH BOOOpaske-
HA JeVICTBYeT, MbI IOMHVM, KaK IIPOIyKTVBHad 1
KaK perpofyKTuBHas — 0e3 IpucyTCTBUS IIperl-
MeTa; KaK IPOIyKTVMBHAasg OHA JIEVICTBYeT II0 CO3-
JIAaHWIO O0BEKTa, B TOM UMCJIe ¥ TaKOro, KOTOPBIV
CYIIIeCTByeT TOJIBKO KaK cxeMa-oOpa3 B UNCTOM
1ojle co3epriaHms. «4mcToe cosepliaHue. .. IO CBO-
eVl CyIITHOCTU SIBJISIeTCS UVCTOVI CIIOCOOHOCTBIO BO-
oOpakeHMs1, KOTOpas 13 ceOst camort, obpasys [mx],
rofjaeT BUIbI-(00pasbl)» (Tam xe, c. 81). bygyun
BO3MOYKHOCTBIO «TIOfJaBaTh OOpPa3bl», UMCTOE CO3ep-
IIaHVe — TOPW30HT IIPEIMETHOCTV, KOTOPBI IT0-
JlaeT M3HAYaJIbHO IpeIMeT YMCTOro CO3epliaHMs
KaK ITpeJIMeT YMCTOV CIIOCOOHOCTY BOOOpakeHVIs.

Unictele pOpMBI co3epliaHMsS He eCThb IIpel-
METBl, OHM — VX yCJIOBUS, VI IIOTOMY «CO3epIiae-
MO€e B UVICTOM CO3epILiaHMM KaK TaKOBOM €CThb ens
imaginarum» — BooOpa’keHMe, TO eCcThb HaInd-
Hoe, 3aBeprraeT Xargerrep (Tam xe, c. 82). V nasee
cJIefyeT, eVICTBUTEeIILHO, TI0 CBOeMy HeOOBIYHOMY,
HO TOYHOMY CMBICJIY VICTOJIKOBaHWS IIOHVMAaHUe
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not objects; at the same time they merit a sec-
ond look. The examination of imagination pro-
ceeds to establish its link with time inasmuch
as time is inseparably connected with the object
being cognised.

By this clarification Heidegger makes an im-
portant contribution to the interpretation both
of the faculty of imagination as activity and
of the concept of intuition. Indeed, what bet-
ter place for the faculty of imagination to ex-
ercise its activity than the field of intuition? Its
objects are ordinary and extraordinary at the
same time because they are schemata. Their
look is anything but empirical, for they are not
perceived empirically; some think, Heidegger
remarks, that in pure intuition nothing is intu-
ited, but this is not so: this is the result of a neg-
ative definition, but there also exists a positive
one. This is possible intuition, this is a field of
objectness.

The transcendental power of imagination,
as we remember, is both a productive and a re-
productive faculty, i.e. without the object; as a
productive power it creates the object, includ-
ing one that exists only as a schema in the pure
field of intuition. “Pure intuition [...] according
to its essence [it] is the pure power of imagina-
tion itself which formatively gives looks (imag-
es) from out of itself” (Heidegger, 1997, p. 99).
Being the possibility of “delivering images”,
pure intuition is the horizon of thingness which
presents what is initially the object of pure in-
tuition as the object of the pure power of imag-
ination.

Pure forms of intuition are not objects,
they are their conditions, which is why “[w]
hat is intuited in pure intuition as such is an
ens imaginarium”, i.e. imagination, i.e. the giv-
en, Heidegger (1997, p. 101) concludes. And he
proceeds to lay out an unusual but precise in-
terpretation of sensibility: since the transcen-
dental power of imagination creates schemata it
is sensible although not empirical. The intuition
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UyBCTBEHHOCTH: pa3 TpaHCIIeHAeHTaJIbHas CIIo-
COOHOCTH BOOOpakeHMs co3aeT 0Opasbl-CXeMBI,
TO OHa YyBCTBEeHHa, XOTb 1 He sMmprydHa. Coszep-
IIaHMe eOVMHMYHOIO IIpeaMeTa Beerfa SMIVpPId-
HO ¥ YyBCTBEHHO, a BOT UMCTOe Cco3epliaHue, IIo-
faroliee oOBEKT B BUjle CXeMbl-00pas3a, 4yBCTBeH-
HO, HO He smIpruHo. KoHeuHOe co3epriaHmie co-
CTOUT B BOCIPUATUN cebs — IOHaroIero; HoO He
KaXk[loe YyBCTBEHHOe SMIMPUYHO, YyOexsaer
Xanperrep (Tam xe, c. 81—83). Bocripusitne uys-
CcTBeHHOM adpdeKTaly He COCTaBIIseT CYIITHOCTh
UyBCTBEHHOCTH; TaK, CIIOCOOHOCTh BOOOpPakeHsI
UyBCTBEHHA, HO HeJIb3d CUUTATh ee HM3IIeN IO
CPaBHEHMIO C SMIMPUYECKOV CYIIHOCTBIO, 371eCh
HeT mepapxuy, noguepkmsaeT Xanperrep. [lo or-
HOIIIEHNIO K UMCTOMY CO3epPILIaHMIO IIpeIMeThl He
eCTh HMUTO, OH — HEUTO ¥ YyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPU-
HIMMAIOTCSI KaK IIpeIMeTHl, 3TO «HeUYTO IIpefeb-
HOe IJISL BCeX BO3MOXKHBIX ITPEIMETOB KaK IIpefl-
crosimx» (Tam xe, c. 70).

VI3 paccMOTpeHHOro OTpbIBKa BUAHO, 4TO Xavi-
Jlerrep CYMTaI ITIABHOV CIIOCOOHOCTHIO TTO3HAHVIS
TpaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHYI0 CIIOCOOHOCTh BOOOpake-
Hus. Bropast criocoOHOCTE — pacCyOK, KOTOPBIN
MO UVHSETCS ell. XOTs Telepb BOSHUKAIOT IApPY-
r'vie TPYAHOCTI: BO-TIEPBBIX, He Vc4e3aeT JIM TOI-
Jla TIOHATHe «KOpHs»? Bo-BTOpBIX, He OKa3bIBaeT-
Cs1 JIVI TOT/ja MBIIIITIEHVIE B TIOIMYVIHEHHOM II0JIOXKe-
HUM y CO3epLIaHMs, VIV, KaK TOBOpUT Xarierrep,
He IIpeBpalliaeTcs JIV TOCIIOANH B CIIyTY?

MoxeT BOSHUMKHYTBH ¥ BOIIPOC O TOM, IIOde-
My Xargerrep Tak CTPEMUTCS OoxapaKTepr30BaTh
TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHYI0 CIIOCOOHOCTh  BOOOpaske-
HUS Yyepe3 UyBCTBEHHOCTh, TOUHee, IIOUTU CBECTN
IepByI0 KO BTOpovt? 3aleras BIiepes, MOXXHO CKa-
3aTh, YTO IIPUUMHA B TOM, YTO OH XOYeT IIOHSTH Je-
JIoBe"eCcKoe ObITie 11 OBITVe BOOOIIe Yepe3 BpeMsl.
A Beqib IMEHHO co3epIiaHVe IIperioaraeT BpeMs,
Xamzerrep gake TOBOPWUT, UTO CO3epIiaHMeE Bpe-
Menut. Ho i sToro Xamperrepy Hy>XXKHO IIperl-
BapUTEJIbHO [I0Ka3aTh, UTO MBIIIJIEHe — U pac-
CYHOK, M pa3yM — KO BpeMeHM caMy 1o cebe He
MIPUBOMAT, TaK KaK HaxXOAAT CBOIO OCHOBY B TpaH-
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of a singular object is always empirical and sen-
sible, whereas pure intuition which delivers an
object in the shape of a schema is sensible but
not empirical. The ultimate intuition consists
in the perception of oneself, the one who de-
livers; but not everything sensible is empirical,
Heidegger maintains (cf. ibid., pp. 99-101). Per-
ception of sensible affectation is not the essence
of sensibility; thus, the faculty of imagination
is sensible, but it cannot be regarded as being
below the empirical essence; there is no hierar-
chy there, Heidegger stresses. With regard to
pure intuition objects are not nothing, they are
something and are perceived by the senses as
objects, “That which makes up in advance the
rough sizing up of all possible objects as stand-
ing-against” (ibid., p. 87).

It will be seen from the above passage that
Heidegger considered the transcendental pow-
er of imagination to be the key faculty of cogni-
tion. The other faculty is understanding which
is subordinate to the former. That said, other
difficulties crop up: first, does the concept of
the “root” perhaps disappear? Second, does not
thinking find itself in a subordinate position
vis-a-vis intuition or, as Heidegger puts it, does
not the master become a servant?

The question may arise, why is Heidegger
so intent on characterising the transcendental
power of imagination through sensibility, or
rather, almost on reducing the former to the lat-
ter? Running ahead, it can be said that the rea-
son is that he wants to understand the human
being and being in general through time. And it
is intuition that implies time, Heidegger in fact
says that intuition takes time. But in that case
Heidegger first needs to prove that thinking —
understanding and reason — do not in them-
selves lead to time because they find their basis
in the transcendental power of imagination. At
tirst glance it seems incontrovertible that think-
ing in the Critique of Pure Reason constitutes the
essence of cognition and is its main theme: af-



CIIeH/IeHTaJIBHOM CIIOCOOHOCTM BooOpakeHMs. Ha
TIEPBBIVT B3IJISAM, KaXKeTCsl OeCCTIOPHBIM, YTO MBIIII-
seHne B «KpuTHKe YMCTOro pasyma» COCTaBJIsieT
CYThb IO3HAHWS U SBJISETCS €ro IJIaBHOV TeMOL:
Berpb «KpuTnka» — 3TO KpUTMKa MMEHHO YVICTO-
ro pasyma. /g KaHTa mokasaresbCTBOM 3TOrO
BBICTYIIa€T CIIOCOOHOCTH UMCTOTO pasyMa J1aBaThb
CUHTeTH4ecKue cyxneHusd a priori. Ho, mo Xarize-
ITepy, 3TUM esATeJIbHOCTh pasyMa He VcuepIiblBa-
€TCs: MOXeT ObITh, B OOJIBIIIENT Mepe ee XapaKTep-
3yeT CIIOCOOHOCTH AaBaTh npabu.ia. A IJIsi TOro 4To-
ObI ITpaBIa OBUIN BKIIIOYEHBI B €IVIHYIO CTPYKTY-
Py 3HaHUS, OHU JIOJDKHBI MIMETb OCHOBY TakKXe B
eIMHCTBe alllleplLeliny, B eIMHCTBe CaMOCO3Ha-
Hus, «S». KaHT yOexmaeT B TOM, 4TO amepriern-
LM He MMeeT OTHOIIeHMs KO BpeMeHN. Xarjer-
rep JKe xo4eT JJ0Ka3aThb, uTo KaHT 31ech He BIIOJIHe
rocsiefioBaTesIeH B CBOMX PacCyXKAeHMAX U YTO U3
HVIX MOXXHO cZleJIaTh COBEPILIEHHO JpyTVie BbIBOIbL.

Tax, ecstv MBI TOBOpPUM 0 «fI», O TpaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJIbHOM €[IVIHCTBE alllleplenIiny, TO BEIpaskeHe
«5 MBICITIO» BCerja O3Ha4aeT CBs3b IIpelIMeTa Co-
3epLIaHMs C KaTeropyert, OCyIIeCTBIISIOIIel! eVH-
CTBO; a KaTeropvsi — HaIlpuMep, «s MBICJIIO Cy0-
CTaHIIMIO» — BCerja CBsi3aHa C TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaTb-
HOVI CITOCOOHOCTBIO BOOOpakeHsl, TO eCTh arlrep-
LIV CBA3aHa C TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM CII0CO0-
HOCTBIO BOOOpa’keH!sl, CJleIoBaTeIbHO, 1 CO Bpe-
MeHeM. Xavifierrep MuIIeT 37eCh, YTO eMHCTBO He
BBITEKaeT M3 CUHTe3a paccyjika, OHO 3apaHee yc-
MaTpuBaeTcsl B IofarolieM oOpase. DTO edyHS-
Illee IIPVMHOCUT co3epriaHue. [lasiee OH IpMBOOANT
I MHOXXECTBO [I0Ka3aTeJIbCTB, UTOOBI yOeITh, 4TO
YMCTOe TIOHSTHE TaKXKe 3VDKIAETCS Ha TpPaHCIIeH-
JIEHTaJIBHOVI CITOCOOHOCTM BOOOpakeHsI — depe3
cosepliaHMe — ¥ YTO BO3HMKAEeT OHO 13 UyBCTBEH-
HOCTM®. V] TIOHSITME CTPOUTCSI He Ha YMCTOM pac-

¢ T'apm bamxam moxasemBaer, 4to, XoTs KaHT cumran

UyBCTBEHHOCTBh IIaCCUBHOV, «IJIaBHOe yOexIeHue Xari-
Jlerrepa COCTOWT B TOM, YTO YYBCTBEHHOCTb OOJIazaer
CBOeVI COOCTBEHHOV CIIOHTAaHHOCTEIO» (Banham, 2005, p.
11). Dro yOexxmeHMe OCHOBBIBAETCSI Ha OTOXKIECTBIICHNN
XavimerrepoM eOVHCTBA CO3€pLIAHNMS VM eIMHCTBA 3Ha-
Hys. TpyaHOCTD 31ech 0OOHAPYXMBAETCS B YTBEPXKACHIN
Kanra, uTO, C OIHOVI CTOPOHBI, CO3epIiaHle IIPeLIIecTBY-
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ter all, the Critique is critique of pure reason.
For Kant, proof of this is the ability of pure rea-
son to produce a priori synthetic judgments. But
Heidegger notes that this does not exhaust the
activity of reason: perhaps it is even more im-
portant that it can lay down rules. If rules are
to be included in a single structure of knowl-
edge they must have a basis also in the unity
of apperception, in the unity of self-conscious-
ness, in the “I”. Kant holds that apperception
has nothing to do with time. Heidegger strives
to prove that Kant is not quite consistent in his
reasoning and that it may lead to totally differ-
ent conclusions.

Thus, if we speak about “1”, about the tran-
scendental unity of apperception, the expres-
sion “I think” always denotes the link of the
object of intuition to the category that ensures
unity; and category, in turn, for example, “I
think substance”, is always connected with
the transcendental power of imagination, that
is, apperception is connected with the tran-
scendental power of imagination and conse-
quently with time. Heidegger writes here that
unity does not flow from the synthesis of un-
derstanding, but is discerned in advance in the
delivering image. The unity is brought by in-
tuition. He then cites many instances to prove
that the pure concept also rests on the transcen-
dental power of imagination — through intui-
tion — and that it arises from sensibility.® The
concept, too, is not based on pure understand-
ing. It is not for nothing that Kant speaks about
schematism. And the idea of reason as the uni-

¢ Gary Banham (2005, p. 11) shows that although Kant
considered sensibility to be passive, “[t]he basic sugges-
tion of Heidegger’s interpretation is [...] that sensibili-
ty has its own spontaneity”. This conviction is based on
Heidegger’s identification of the unity of intuition and
the unity of knowledge. The snag is Kant’s claim that
on the one hand intuition precedes any concept and on
the other that the concept determines sensibility, which
manifests itself in the primacy of synthesis which be-
longs to understanding as a category. According to Kant,
intuition is singular and therefore cannot deliver unity
of perception and thus must belong to understanding.
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cynke, HemapoM KaHT rosoput o cxemarmsme. [a
" m7ies pasyMa Kak eJHCTBa BCEro BOCIIPUHIIMA-
€MOTO eCTh JINIIIb CIIOCOOHOCTH BOCIIPUIATHS U B
3TOM CMBICJIe — JIVIIIb YVCTOE Co3epIiaHe.

Xarizierrep KpUTHKYyeT TakKe TeX HeOKaHTVaH-
11eB, KOTOPbIe XOTST IIPEICTaBUTh ITPOCTPAHCTBO
¥ BpeMsi KaK KaTeropuu ¥ HOOUYMHUTD 3CTETUKY
norvke. OH BOOOIIIe OTpUIIAET JieJTeHVe CIIOCOOHO-
CTeVl Ha BBICIIIVIE VI HUBIIVE. YKOPEHMB PaccymoK
U pa3syM B CIIOCOOHOCTM BOOOpakeHMs, Xaviier-
rep Bo3pa’kaeT IIpOTMB Toro, uro y KaHra screTn-
Ka IKOOBI pacTBOpsieTcs B j1oruke. Het, HaoGopoT,
cama «KpmTrKa» IOApBIBaeT TOCIOICTBO pasyMa
u paccyznka (Tam xe, c. 141), cunTaet oH.

MOXHO yCOMHUTBCS B TaKMX 3aKJIIOUEHVISIX.
Mo>XHO YCOMHUTBCS V1 B TOM, UTO BpeMs CO3MiaeT-
sl co3epIiaHVeM, a TaKKe B TOM, UTO ObITHE Xapak-
Tepu3yeTcsi BpeMeHeM, HO HeJIb3d He IIPU3HaTh,
YTO VI YyBCTBEHHOCTB, VI PacCyJIOK OITpeJiesIeHbI
TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIM BOOOpaskeHVIeM.

4. Ha my T K XyZ0>KeCTBeHHOMY TBOPEHMIO

B TpaHcIieHIeHTaIbHON CIIOCOOHOCTM BOOOpa-
KeHnst KaHT BbIpasmil o0miyio criocoOHOCTH de-
JIoBeKa K TBOpuUecTBy. B cdepe uyBcTBeHHOCTHU
OHa TIPOSBIISIETCS KaK CIIOCOOHOCTH OYepumBaTh
Jurypsl, B TOM umiciTe HeOBIBaIBIX ITpeIMeTOB. B
paccyzouHom cpepe OHa BbIpa’kaeTcsl B TOM UMIC-
Jle B BUJIe CIIOCOOHOCTY 00pa3oBbIBaTh TIOHSITHS O
TPpaHCIIEHIeHTaIbHBIX BCEOOIMX ITpeIMeTax.

KanT x0Tes1 Obl cBeCTV TBOPYECTBO IIEJIMKOM K
paccyziKy, ¥ 3TO TIOHATHO: XOTs Xavijerrep v Bo3-
paxaert, 111 KaHTa 3T0 BasKHO, IIOCKOJIBKY €ro pu-
jocodpusl OpMeHTHpOBaHa Ha HayKy. Xarmjerrep
JKe XOUeT CBSA3aTh TBOPYECTBO C YYBCTBEHHOCTBIO,
a He C pacCyJIKOM, TIOCKOJIBKY U4yBCTBEHHOCTb OO-
Jlee OM3Ka IIpeMEeTHOVI HeHay4YHOW OOBIIeHHO-

€T BCAKOMY ITOHATUIO, a C )IpyFOVI — TIOHsATVE JeTeEPMII-
HUPYyeT 49yBCTBEHHOCTDH, UTO BbIpa’kaeTCsl B IIEPBUYHOCTIL
CUHTEe3a, ITpVMHaJIe)XXalllero B KauecTBe KaTeropmm K pac-
CYOKY. CortacHo KaHTy, co3epraHmre eaMHIMYIHO U I103-
TOMY He MOXET aTb eOVHCTBa BOCIIPUATVIS, OHO, TaKMM
06pa30M, HAOJDKHO OTHOCUTBHCA K pacCyaKy.
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ty of everything perceived is merely the capac-
ity of perception and in that sense represents
only pure intuition.

Heidegger also criticises those Neo-Kantians
who want to present space and time as catego-
ries and subjugate aesthetics to logic. In gener-
al, he rejects the division of faculties into higher
and lower. Embedding understanding and rea-
son in the power of imagination, Heidegger
objects to aesthetics being dissolved in logic, ac-
cording to Kant. No, on the contrary, he argues,
the Critique itself undermines the dominance
of reason and understanding (ibid., p. 141).

One may question these conclusions. One
may question also that time is created by intui-
tion and that being is characterised by time, but
one has to concede that both sensibility and un-
derstanding are determined by transcendental
imagination.

4. On the Road to Artistic Creation

In the transcendental power of imagination
Kant expressed the general human capacity for
creation. In the sphere of the senses it manifests
itself in the capacity to draw figures, including
those of objects that have never existed. In the
sphere of understanding it manifests itself in
the capacity to form concepts of transcenden-
tal universal objects. Kant would have liked to
reduce all creativity to understanding, which is
understandable; although Heidegger objects,
this is important for Kant since his philoso-
phy is science-oriented. Heidegger, on the oth-
er hand, seeks to link creativity with sensibility
and not with understanding because sensibility
is closer to non-scientific mundanity. It may be
that all reduction is limited, but the power of
imagination remains, in all its guises, an abid-
ing foundation of cognition.

The desire to understand being through
time, i.e. to understand being through man’s



ctu. Bo3sMoXxHO, j11000€ cBefIéHMIEe OrpaHIeHOo, HO
crIa BOOOpaskeHMsl OCTaeTCsl IIPY BCeX ee BOILIO-
IIIeHVSIX HeYCTPaHVMBIM OCHOBaHVeM IT03HaHMS.

Vxe B «BBITMM ¥ BpeMeHI» ObUIO BBICKAa3aHO
KeJIaHVIe TIOHATH ObITHe uepe3 BpeMs, TO eCThb I10-
HATH ObITME Yepe3 ObITMe yesioBeKa B VICTOPUMN.
bynymias duocodnst mokaxeT, ObUIO JIM TaKoe
oITperiesieHVie BEPHBIM IV HeT. BayKHO TO, 4TO OHO
BXOIWIO B TPAHMITEI aHAJIV3a [IO3HAHMS He TOJIBKO
Kak HesHaHVe (y KaHTa), HO 1 Kak HEeKOTOpoe I1o-
HyMaHMe. VI XOTs MHOIrIa MOXXeT BOSHVKHYTh BIle-
JaT/IeHVe, 9YTO BpeMsI CBSI3aHO IJIaBHBIM 00pa3oM C
cosepIiaHMeM, Ha caMoM Jiejte Xarierrep cBsi3blBa-
eT BpeMsi C JIeITeIbHOCTBIO CMHTe3a, TO eCTh B OC-
HOBHOM C ITPOAYKTMBHBIM BOOOpakeHVeM, KOTO-
poe, KOHEUHO JKe, OCHOBaHO Ha cosepriaHum. Ha-
OpacbIBaHMe BpeMeHU YejIOBeYeCKOrO CYIIEeCTBO-
BaHM Ha ObITVe — HOBIIIECTBO Xavijierrepa, OH X0O-
YeT OIpeesINTh ObITHE KaK BpeMsl, 3TO cBoeoOpas-
Hasl VMHTepHIpeTalys KaHTOBCKOIO TOJIKOBAHIAS,
¥ VIMEHHO cBoeoOpasHasl. Kak m3BecTHO, cuHTe3
OLIYIIIEHUV B ITpeJIMeTHOe 11eJIoe ITPOVICXOAUT BO
BpeMeH. DTOT cmHTe3 KaHT HasBasI cHTe30M arl-
nperensuu (A 120; Kant, 2006a, c. 173; cp. Xarize-
rrep, 1997, c. 103). Ho ecTb eltie cuHTe3 perrpogyk-
LIMI: KOTZla MBI BOCIIPOM3BOLAVM IIpeIMeT IO Tla-
MSTH, MBI IOJDKHBI YIepXX1BaTh B yMe 00pa3 mpeJi-
MeTa — 3TO HaJIy4yie IIPOIUIOro B HACTOAIIIEM, YTO
O3HauaeT IogBJIeHNe BpeMeHu (Xavizerrep, 1997, c.
104). OgHako pemnrarom, 1o Xarierrepy, okasbl-
BaeTcs 3aberaHue BIiepe, — CUHTe3 PEKOIHUIINL
IIpeficTaB/IeHNe O OyaylieM IIpeMeTa, YTO OCHO-
BBIBaeTCs y>ke He Ha BOCIIPUSATUN ¥ He Ha HaMs-
TV, a Ha NOHAMUU, B KOTOPOM OOBEIVHSIOTCS IIPO-
IIUIoe, HacTosIee 1 Oyayiree mpenMeTa. Hobin
CMHTe3 O3HayaeT, 10 Xariflerrepy, He TOJIBKO TOX-
JIeCTBO IIPOIIUIOrO M HACTOAIIEro, HO TOXIECTBO
BOOOIIle, B TOM umciie B IrpsigyieM. V1 aTa Toxme-
CTBEHHOCTH JaHa B IOHSTUM. OHO 1 €CTh eIH-
CTBO I BCeX TOX[IeCTBeHHBIX IpenMeTos (Tam
Xe, c. 106). V1, Takmm 00pa3oM, 3TOT CMHTe3 OKa3bl-
BAEeTCs Ha Jiejle TIePBbIM, OIIPeesISIONIIM 1 IIep-
BBIVI, VI BTOPOVI, I OH TaK>ke BHOCUT BpeMs.
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being in history, was already declared in Be-
ing and Time. Future philosophy will show
whether or not such a definition was right.
The important thing is that it was within the
boundaries of the analysis of cognition not
only as non-knowledge (Kant), but also as
some kind of understanding. Although one
may sometimes get the impression that time
is mainly connected with intuition, in reali-
ty Heidegger associates time with the activity
of synthesis, i.e. mainly with productive im-
agination, which of course is based on intui-
tion. Throwing the time of human existence
on being is Heidegger’s innovation, he seeks
to determine being as time, an unconvention-
al interpretation of Kant, to put it mildly. The
synthesis of sensations into the object whole
takes place in time. Kant called it Synthesis of
Apprehension (KrV, A 120; Kant, 1998, p. 239;
cf. Heidegger, 1997, p. 125). But there is also
synthesis of reproduction: when we repro-
duce an object from memory we must keep
in mind the image of the object, the presence
of the past in the present means the introduc-
tion of time. This is Synthesis of Reproduc-
tion (Heidegger, 1997, p. 127). However, what
Heidegger considers to be crucial is the antic-
ipation — synthesis of recognition, the idea
of the object’s future, which is based not on
apperception and not on memory but on the
concept which brings together the past, pres-
ent and future of the object. According to
Heidegger, the new synthesis means not only
the identity of the past and present, but iden-
tity in general, including in the future. The
identity is given in the concept. It is the unity
of all identical objects (ibid., p. 129). Thus the
synthesis turns out to be the first one, which
determines the first and the second, and it too
introduces time.

The interpretation of “I think” or “I-apper-
ception” in connection with time is more of a
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borlee ci1o)kHOV OKasbIBaeTCs WHTepIIpeTa-
1y «$l MBICITIO», WIN «s-allIepLeninn», B CBs-
31 CO BpeMeHeM, 4ero s yxke KocHysack. [To Kan-
Ty, BCe HaIll 3HaHWsS OTHOCATCS K HaIlleMy eIui-
HOMY CO3HAHMIO. «DTO II€pBOHAYAIbHOE VI TPaH-
ClIeH/leHTa/IbHOe YCJIOBMe eCTh He YTO MHOe, KaK
mpancyendenmarvas annepyenyus. ... HeBosmox-
HBl HMKaKye IO3HaHMs B Hac, HMKaKasl CBS3b U
eIVHCTBO VX 0e3 TOro eyHCTBa CO3HaHMs, KOTO-
poe IIpeIIecTByeT BceM JaHHBIM CO3epIIaHUN 1
JIVIIIb B OTHOLIEHWN K KOTOPOMY BO3MOXKHO BCSI-
Koe IIpeficTaBJIeHNe O IIpefMeTax. DTO YMCToe, M3~
HavaJIbHOe, Hey3MeHHOe CO3HaHVie 51 X049y Ha3BaTh
mpancyendenmavHou annepyenyue» (A 106—107;
Kanr, 2006a, c. 157). OHa mojpkHa paccMaTpuBaTh-
Cs1 KaK HeoOXOIMMoe ycyIoBye J1sl TIO3HAaHMs, TaK
KaK B IIPOTMBHOM CJIydae He ObUIO Obl e/IMHCTBa
BOCHIpUSTHS IIpefMeTa. B Heln — HeoOxommmoe
€IVIHCTBO CaMOCO3HaHMsL: «Bce BO3MOXHBIE sIBIIe-
HVS KaK IIpeICcTaBIIeH s IIpUHaIeXXaT K BO3MOX-
HOMY 1IeJIOCTHOMY camoco3HaHMIo» (A 113; Kanr,
20064, c. 163). CrrenoBaTesIbHO, OHO IOJDKHO OBITH
IIOCTOSTHHBIM U HeM3MEHHBIM, VIHaJe IIpericTaBIle-
HMs pacChIayIviCh ObI ¥ He BO3HMKaJIO Obl HUKa-
KOTo MOHATUS O Ipenmere. Takum oOpasom, ca-
MOCO3HaHMe CyIIlecTByeT KaK Obl BHe BpeMeH,
He CBA3aHO C HUM — Tak TosKyeTcst y Kanra. Ho
Xarzerrep Xo4eT JOKa3aTh, YTO 3TO He COBCEM TaK.
119 3TOro OH IpearpMHUMAaeT CBOeoOpasHYIO
VIHTepIIpeTalluIio, MCXOOsl IpY 3TOM W3 IIOsICHe-
Hust KaHTa OTHOCKUTEITBHO TOTO, UTO BpeMs V1 ITPo-
CTPaHCTBO apPUIIMPYIOT HOHSATUS IIperiCTaBIle-
"Hum. Ho adpdunmposars — 3HaUMT BO3IEVICTBO-
BaTh Ha HeuTo BoBHe. OfHAaKO BpeMs He SIBJISeTcs
IIpeIMeTOM: OHO «He SIBJISIeTCS YeM-TO HaJIMIHbBIM
¥ BOOOIIle He HaXoAWTCs rie-To “BoBHE » (Xarime-
rrep, 1997, c. 109). Ho eciii oHO He HaxomWUTCs U
He BO3/IeVICTBYeT BOBHE, 3HAYNT, OHO BO3/IEVICTBYeT
Ha cebs, sABigercs camoadpdpunmpyommm. «Bpe-
M9 II0 CBO€VI CyIITHOCTM eCTh uncToe adpduimpo-
BaHMe cebs camoro» (TaMm xe), yBepen Xarerrep.
W Takoe TOIKOBaHME TpedyeTcs eMy IJIsi TOTO,
9TOOBI IPEICTaBUTh BpeMs He KaK IpWU3HaK M
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challenge, as I have already mentioned. Ac-
cording to Kant, all our knowledge belongs to
our integral consciousness: “[...] this original
and transcendental condition is nothing other
than the transcendental apperception. [...] no cog-
nitions can occur in us, no connection and unity
among them, without that unity of conscious-
ness that precedes all data of the intuitions,
and in relation to which all representation of
objects is alone possible. This pure, original,
unchanging consciousness I will now name
transcendental apperception” (KrV, A 106-107;
Kant, 1998, p. 232). It has to be seen as a nec-
essary condition of cognition because otherwise
there would be no unity of perception of an
object. It is the necessary condition of the uni-
ty of self-consciousness: “All possible appear-
ances belong, as representations, to the whole
possible self-consciousness” (KrV, A 113; Kant,
1998, p. 235). Hence it must be constant and un-
changeable, otherwise representations would
fall apart and no concept of the object would
emerge. Thus, self-consciousness exists outside
of time, as it were, and is not connected with it,
on Kant’s account. Heidegger, however, wants
to prove that this is not quite the case. To this
end he adopts a peculiar interpretation pro-
ceeding from Kant’s clarification that time and
space affect the concepts of representations. But
affecting means influencing something outside.
However, time is not an object: it “is neither at
hand nor is it generally ‘outside”” (Heidegger,
1997, p. 132).

But if it is not outside and does not influence

17

the outside it influences itself, and is self-af-
fecting. “According to its essence, time is pure
affection of itself” (ibid.), Heidegger main-
tains. He needs this interpretation in order to
present time not as the property or attribute
“I think” — it is independent in that it is dis-
tinct from “I”. “I” is cleansed of time and time
of “1”.



CBOVICTBO «S] MBICJTIO» — OHO CaMOCTOSITETBHO B
CMBICJIe OT/INUMSA OT «fl». «Sfl» odniaercs ot Bpe-
MeHU, a BpeMs OT «SI».

«$» Tak >ke OuMITaeTCs OT MBIIIJIEHWSI, JTa VI OT
YyBCTBEHHOCTV, IIOTOMY YTO IIpefICTaBIIsieT co0ov
ocnoBy miozHaHMs. Ho ecimi ouncTnThb «f» OT Beero
3TOro, YTO OCTAaHETCS OT Hero, KaK OHO TOITIA ITO-
HyMaeTcsl? TolIpKO KaK HeYTO, IIPOTMBOCTOSIIee
IIpeaMeTaM TO3HaHMA. «S MBICIIIO» eCTh JIMIIb
KOPPEeJIST eaVHCTBA allllepLenyy A1 eIMHCTBA
MHOroOOpa3HOrO B UYBCTBEHHOM CO3€pIIaHMM,
KOI7Ia paccyIOK 0ObeIMHsIeT 3TO MHOrooOpa3Hoe B
HOHATUM HeKoToporo npenMeta. VI Xavperrep mo-
SICHSIeT J1ajlee, YTO TOT KOPPEJIAT V1 €CTh TOPV3OHT
IIpeIMETHOCTY BOOOIIe, BCETO TOrO, YTO CyIIle-
CTByeT «HanpoTus» (3HaHus) (Tam xe, c. 111). Ho
«S]» TIPOTMBOCTOUT JIIOOOMY IIpeIMeTy IO3HaHMS
He II0TOMY, UTO BOMpaeT ero B ceds, CTAHOBUTCS
3HaHMeM O HeM: IIPeIMeTHOCTb «PUCYeTCs» IIpo-
IOyKTUBHBIM BoOOpakeHMeM. OHO e B IIpoliec-
ce CO3IaHM IIpeaMeTa IOSBIISIeTCS. CO BpeMeHeM.
Tax, «fI» xoTopoe, corslacHO Xavizerrepy, He ecTb
TOJIBKO «SI-TT0O3HaHVIe», COeOMHSETCS CO BpeMeHeM:
«...9VICTas IeATeIbHOCTh BOOOpakeHs], KOTOpas
30BeTCs UMCTOV, TIOCKOJIBKY B ceDe caMovt oOpasyeT
CBOIO KoppeJisiTuBHYIO cTpyKTypy (Gebilde), mormx-
Ha, KaK caMa II0 cebe cBsi3aHHAsI CO BpeMeHeM, 00-
pa3oBbIBaTh MMeHHO BpeMs» (TaMm xe, c. 101).

Bo3MOXXHO, Takoe IIOHMMaHVE He eCTb COBep-
IIIEHHO BEpPHOE, MOXeT ObITh, M XaviIerrepos-
CKYIO MHTepIIpeTalio KaHTOBCKOTO ITOHMMAaHS
He CJleflyeT CYMTaTh abCOJIIOTHO TOUHOV, HO SICHO
OJIHO: CBSI3b OCHOBBI IO3HAHMS, «SI», CO BpeMeHeM
oueBnaHa. VI mia Xavigerrepa «f» — 3To He TOJIb-
KO «fI-TI03HaHMe», Kak 3T0 OblI0 y [ekapTa 1, 110
MHeHwuIo Xangerrepa, y Kanra.

[ Xanjerrepa Tak Ba)XHO YCTaHOBUTD CBSI3b
IIPOIYKTMBHOIO BOOOPakeHMsI CO BpeMeHeM, II0-

7 P. DHCKaT aHaIM3UPYeT CBSA3b « Sl MBICITIO» CO BpeMeHeM
uepes akT Cy>XIeHUs U IPUXOAUT K BeIBoy, uro y Kanra
«OBITHIE MBICJIAIIETO M BBIHOCAIIETO CyXXIeHne cyObekTa
WM3HAYaJIbHO OCYIECTBIIAeTC BO Bpemenu, a MbluileHue
BBIHOCSITIETO CYyXK7eHne cCyOBbeKkTa ecTh W3HadaTbHas
dopma bvimus Takoro cyobekra» (DHckat, 2020, c. 22).
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“1” is also cleansed of thinking and indeed
of sensibility because it is the foundation of cog-
nition. But if “I” is cleansed of all these things
what remains, how is it then to be understood?
Only as something that opposes the objects of
cognition. “I think” is but a correlate of the uni-
ty of apperception for the unity of the mani-
fold in sensible intuition, when understanding
unites the manifold in the concept of a certain
object. Heidegger goes on to explain that this
correlate is the horizon of objectness in gener-
al, of everything that exists “in-opposition-to”
(knowledge) (ibid., p. 135). But “1” is opposite
to any object of cognition not because it absorbs
it into itself and becomes knowledge of it: the
objectness is “drawn” by productive imagina-
tion. In the process of object creation it comes
along with time. Thus, “I” which, according
to Heidegger, is not only “I-cognition,” blends
with time: “Pure imagining, however, which is
called pure because it forms its fabric [Gebilde]
from out of itself, as in itself relative to time,
must first of all form time” (ibid., p. 123).”

Perhaps such an interpretation is not entire-
ly accurate, perhaps Heidegger’s interpreta-
tion of Kant’s thought is not absolutely precise,
but one thing is clear: the link between the “I”,
the foundation of cognition, and time is obvi-
ous. For Heidegger “1” is not only “I-cognition”
as with Descartes and, in Heidegger’s opinion,
also with Kant.

Why is Heidegger so keen on establishing
the connection between productive imagina-
tion and time?” Because time is inseparably
connected with the object of cognition. But was

7 Rainer Enskat (2020, p. 22) analyses the link between “I
think” and time through the act of judgment and comes
to the conclusion that with Kant “the being of the sub-
ject that thinks and passes judgment is intrinsically hap-
pening in time and: The thinking of the subject passing
judgment is the original form of such a subject’s being”
(cf. “Das Sein des denkend-urteilenden Subjekts vollzieht sich
urspriinglich in der Zeit, und: Das Denken des urteilenden
Subjekts ist die urspriingliche Form des Seins eines solchen
Subjekts”).
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TOMY 4YTO BpeMs Hepas3pbhIBHO CBS3aHO C IIpeMe-
ToM T103HaHM. Ho pa3Be 3T0 He OBIIIO OYEBMITHO C
caMOro HavaJjia aHaJIv3a 3HaHms? Bce mesro B ToM,
uro Ay Xavizerrepa vMeeT 3HadeHUe OCOOBIV
mpeaMeT — He eIVMHUYHBIV SMIIVPUYeCKNI, a Ta-
KOVI HEIIOHATHBIN, KaK ObITye, HaxoIdIeecs 3a
npefesiaMy 3HaHMA. 37ech IPUXOOAT Ha IaMsTh
JIOKas3aTesIbCTBa XargerrepoM Toro, YTo UyBCTBEH-
HOCTH ObIBaeT HESMITMPUYHON: BCSIKAS SMIIVIPIUY-
HOCTb YYBCTBeHHa, HO He BCAKas 4yBCTBEHHOCTH
SMIMpUYHA. TpaHClleH/IeHTaJIbHble IIpeIMeTbl
4yBCTBEHHBI, XOTSI ¥ He SMIVPUYHEL, — 00 3TOM
roBopAT oOpa3sbl-cxeMbl. TaKyio 4YyBCTBEHHOCTB
MOYKHO OTHeCTU K ObITuIO. VI orpoMHOe 3HaueHMe
3fech A1 pustocoda MMeeT aHaJIU3 YUCTOrO COo-
3eplaHMd Kak BpeMeHV. OHO — TOPU30OHT IIpel-
METHOCTV, TO €CTh BO3MOXXHOCTD ITOSIBJIEHWS JTFO-
Ooro mpenMeTa. B camoMm fierte, rie criocoOHOCTH
BOOOpakeHVsI MOXET HaMTV IIPOCTPAHCTBO [IJIS
cBomx cosgaHum? I'me aTu cozgaHms MOryT oope-
CTU 4yBCTBeHHOe HamroiHeHMe? CoOCTBEHHO To-
BOps, BCSL pa3paboTKa TeMbl IPOAYKTUBHOIO BO-
oOpaxxeHms TpeOyeTcs Xariferrepy iJjis TOro, 4To-
Obl JOKa3aTb BO3MOXKHOCTEH IIOCTVDKEHWMS OBITVS
He KaK HOyMeHa, He Kak X, a KaK IIpeJiMeTa, XOTs
v HeoObruHOTO. Cr1y1a BOOOpaskeHMs CO3IaeT STOT
npenMeT He-lo3HaHMA. A Kakon? Il 3gech 1oss-
JISieTCsl HOBBIVI TePMMH — OBITMS KaK IIpOV3Be-
HeHMs VICKyccTBa. briaromaps cuite BooOpaskeHMs
MUp IperCcTaeT YesIOBeKY B BUe pa3HOOOpas-
HBIX 00pa30B, CO3aHHBIX VIM CAMVIM ¥ IIOTOMY He
TpaHCIIeHIeHTHBIX, a MMMaHeHTHBIX. 115 JoKa-
3aTeJIbCTBA 3TOrO ¥ OblIa HamvcaHa padota «KaHT
I Impobrrema Metadm3vky». Ha nepBein miaH mis
Xamerrepa BbIIIUIa 1103314 KakK HauOoslee KyJib-
TYPHO OCMBICJIEHHBIVI OOBIIEHHBIV IIPU3HAK Obl-
. Ilociie 1933 1, kak orMedaeT TaMmHbO, Xaii-
ferrep mepexoduT K pedpiekcum o 1moasum ['éis-
neprvHa. [7TyGOKO OCMBICIIVIB BCIO IIpeJIIIecTBY-
Io1y10 pustocoduio, Xavimerrep obOparraercs K
VICKYCCTBY U JleJlaeT OHVM W3 IJIaBHBIX acIIeKTOB
OBITVISA yKe He BpeMs, a TeXHD, TO eCThb JesiTeIb-

it not obvious from the very beginning of the
analysis of knowledge? The point is that Hei-
degger is concerned with a special object, not a
singular empirical one, but the mysterious be-
ing which is beyond knowledge. This brings
to mind Heidegger’s argument that sensibility
can be non-empirical: all empiricism is sensible,
but not all sensibility is empirical. Transcen-
dental objects are sensible though not empiri-
cal, as witnessed by schemata. Such sensibility
can be referred to being. Analysis of pure in-
tuition as time is here hugely important. It is
the horizon of objectness, i.e. the possibility
of the emergence of any object. Indeed, where
can the power of imagination find space for
its creations? Where can these creations ac-
quire sensible substance? At the end of the
day Heidegger elaborates the theme of pro-
ductive imagination solely in order to prove
that being can be grasped not only as a noume-
non, not only as X, but as an object, albeit an
unusual one. The power of imagination cre-
ates this object of non-cognition. But what ob-
ject? Enter a new term: being as a work of art.
Thanks to the power of imagination the world
is seen by the human being in the shape of di-
verse images created by him/her and therefore
not transcendent, but immanent. It is to prove
this thesis that the work Kant and the Prob-
lem of Metaphysics was written. Heidegger be-
comes preoccupied with poetry as culturally
the most meaningful ordinary attribute of be-
ing. After 1933, Taminiaux notes, Heidegger
takes up the poetry of Holderlin. Having pro-
foundly studied all preceding philosophy, Hei-
degger turns to art and makes one of the main
aspects of being not time but techne, activity of
creating works of art.® “The thinking of Being is
not merely the highest form of praxis, but also
essentially the highest form of poiesis” (Tamin-

8 It should be recalled that a similar idea of the need to
think being as a work of culture was expressed by the Rus-
sian philosopher Vladimir S. Bibler (1991, p. 9).
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HOCTB IIO CO3[IaHMIO ITPOVM3BEIeHMUN VCKYCCTBa®.
«Mpl1uTeHVe 0 OBITVNM He SIBJISeTCs BbIcIen (op-
MOV ITpaKCca, HO gBJIsieTCs BhICIIer (pOpMoVi IIo-
muca» (Taminiaux, 1991, p. 216). YesoBeueckast
CYIITHOCTb OOHapyXX1BaeT ceOsl B IIPUCOeITHEHMU
K ObITIIO TexH?. Heslb3d He OTMETUTB, UTO B CITy-
Yyae TexH? POJIb IPOIYKTMBHOIO BOOOpa’keHMs
BO3pacTaeT. beITye IIpecTONT 3/1eCh KaK HECOKPBI-
TOe, sIBHOE, KaK MHOXKECTBO 00pa30B, MICKYCCTBO He
HOIJIOIIAeTCS HAJIMYHOCTBIO, OHO BCEITIA BBIXOMT
3a ee IpeielIbl B Oy/ylliee, JaBas, KpoMe BpeMeH-
HOTO OITpeziesieHs ObITIST, MHOrooOpasvie ObITHs.

B pabore «/cToK XyHmokecTBeHHOro TBOpe-
Hus» (1935) Xanperrep nepexoauT K aHaINU3y Xy-
JIOKeCTBEHHOI'O TBOpYeCTBa B IiejioM. Peub mpeT
He TOJIBKO O II033MM, a O XYI0KeCTBEHHOM I0JIOT-
He 11 O CKYJIBIITYPe, XOTsI OH IIPO0JDKaeT CYMTaTh
IO33MI0 CYTHIO VCKYCCTBa. Bermkme mponssere-
HVIS IIOTOMY SIBJISIIOTCSL BEJIVIKVIMYL, YTO OHM pac-
KPbIBAIOT CYIIIHOCTH OBITVIS B €e HeCOKPBITOCTY, B
ee VICTMHe. 3a BelllaMM XYJI0KeCTBeHHOI'O TBOpe-
HMs BCeria CTOUT HeUTO MHoe: «XyJoXKeCTBeHHOe
TBOpPEHVE BCEOTKPHITO BO3BeIlaeT 00 MHOM, OHO
eCTb OTKpOBeHMe nHoro» (Xavizerrep, 2008, c. 87),
¥ OHO HMKOT/Ia He ObIBaeT IIpOCTO Bellbio. brraro-
Japsl XyJOXKeCTBeHHOMY TBOPEHMIO Mbl IIOHVMa-
eM, 4To Takoe nctuHa (Tam xe, c. 121), monmMma-
eM TBOpeHIe TBopeHMeM. Tak, HamprMep, Ha Kap-
TuHe Ban I'ora, m300paarorer rmapy carior, 1aeT-
Cs1 He TIPOCTO OIIVICaHVIe STVIX CAlloT, & OTKPHIBAeT-
Cs1 CYTh KPeCTBhsTHCKOT'O TPYZIa, ITOKa3bIBaeTcsl, Kak
KPeCThSHIH TsDKeJI0 paboTaeT Ha 3eMJle, BCKallbl-
Bas ee, 3TV CaIlory IPHoOpeTaroT KOPWYHEBBIN 1
pa300ITaHHBIN BU. DTO CBUIETEILCTBYET O Kpe-
CTBSIHCKOM TpyJle B Mupe. Xy[JoKecTBeHHOe TBO-
peHIMe OTKpBIBaeT CYIITHOCTh YeJI0BeYeCcKOro Obl-
TSI, KOTOpOe He TOJIBKO ¥ He CTOJIBKO YTWIINTap-
Ho. [loueMy 3TO TaHO YeJIOBeKY, HEM3BECTHO; BO3-
MOYKHO, IIOTOMY, UTO 4UeJIOBeK — Mepa Bcex Belllerl.
«YertoBeKk — 3TO Takoe ObITHE B MUpe, KOTOPOe,

8 Hamo BCIOMHUTB, UTO HOIOOHYIO Xe MIIeo 0 HeobXo-
IVIMOCTM MBICIIUTB OBITHE KaK npousfedeHiie KyJIbTYPbl
BBICKa3bIBal poccuvickuit drtocod B. C. bubnep (bu-
Orrep, 1991, c. 9).
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iaux, 1991, p. 216). Human essence reveals itself
in joining techne and being. It has to be noted
that in techne the role of creative imagination
is enhanced. Being is presented as not hidden,
as overt, as a multitude of images, art is not ab-
sorbed by being, always reaching beyond its
limits into the future.

In his work The Origin of the Work of Art
(1935) Heidegger analyses artistic creation as a
whole. Not only poetry, but also painting and
sculpture, although he still considers poetry
to be the essence of art. Great works are great
because they reveal the essence of being in its
non-hiddenness, in its truth. “The work makes
publicly known something other than itself, it
manifests something other” (Heidegger, 2002,
p- 3), and it is never just a thing. Thanks to a
work of art we understand what is the truth
(ibid., p. 121), we understand creation through
creation. Thus, in Van Gogh'’s painting showing
a pair of boots, we have not only a description
of these boots, but gain an insight into the peas-
ant’s toil, how hard he tills the land, and these
boots become brown and loose. This attests to
the peasant’s work in the world. Art reveals the
essence of the human being, which is not solely
or largely utilitarian. Why this has been given
to man is unclear, perhaps because man is the
measure of all things. “Man is the kind of being
in the world which, being inside being is asso-
ciated with being, is concerned about it, worries
about it, asks questions about it and queries it”
(Mikhailov, 2008, p. 28). Thus Heidegger radi-
cally changes Kant’s idea of being.

5. Conclusion

At the start of his creative career Heidegger
defined being through time and even identified
the two concepts. But at the second stage he
turns his attention to artistic creation where the
word image becomes key. This is not a concept
but rather an insight.



T.b. lnyrau

IpeObIBasi B OBITIN, COIIPSDKEHO C OBITVIEM — O3a-
OoueHO 1M, ITeUeTCs: O HeM, 3aJ1aeTCsl BOIIPOCOM O
HeM 1 BolpoiaeT ero» (Mmxamios, 2008, c. 28).
Taxvm oOpasom, Xarerrep paguKaIbHO MeHSeT
KaHTOBCKO€e IIOHMMAaHVe ObITVIS.

5. 3aks1roueHue

B Hauasie cBOero TBOpUECKOro Iy Ty Xavijerrep
orperiesisiyl ObITHe Yepe3 BpeMsl, Ta’ke OTOX/IeCT-
BJ1sUT 3TV TIoHsATHS. Ho Ha BTopom aTarre oH oOpa-
IIfaeT CBOe BHVIMaHVe Ha Xy[IO0KeCTBEHHOe TBOP-
YeCTBO, 371eCh /ISl HEro IJIaBHBIM CJIOBOM CTaHO-
BIITCSL CJIOBO «OOJIMK». DTO He IIOHSTHE, a CKopee
IIOCTVDKEHMIE.

Tema crocoOHOCTV BOOOpakeHMSI 3aHMMAeT
VICKJTIOUMTEIIBHO BakKHOe MeCTO B rtocodpmm
Xarizierrepa, IIOTOMy 4TO JaeT €My BO3MOXXHOCTB
ITO3UTVBHO OITPeNeINTh OBITVE: 13 HEIOCTVIKVI-
MOTO MKCa OHO ITpeBpalliaeTcss B Oorarsivi, pasHo-
O0pa3HO pacIiBeUeHHBIVI ¥ JaXke YyBCTBEHHBIN
npenMet. [ TprraeM ripemMeT, HAXOAAIINVICS He BHe
4eJIoBeKa, a BHYTPU €ro Mypa. DTO JOCTUTAETCS
YCTaHOBJIEHVEM CBS3M BOOOpaXkeHMS C UyBCTBEH-
HOCTBIO 71 CO BpeMeHeM. beccriopHo, 4To BHUMa-
Hue Xarijierrepa K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIBHOM CITIOCO0-
HOCTM BOOOpa’keHNMs TakKxKe OOYCJIOBJIEHO TeM,
YTO, TI0 €r0 MHEHWIO, OHa IIOMOTaeT IIOHSTh ObITVIe
y>Ke He IIPOCTO KaK BpeMeHHOe, a KakK IIpefICTaB-
JIEeHHOe Uepe3 XyA0XKeCTBEHHOe TBOPUYECTBO, UTO U
CTAHOBWTCS TJIaBHBIM BO BTOPOVI ITEPVO]T [IeSTe b
HocTy Xavizerrepa. B aToMm cirydae Mup [1y1s 4esio-
BeKa — 3TO MHOrooOpasyie BUIOB OBITHS.

51 chernara ObI TaKoOM BBIBOJ: CTPEMSICh OTTOJI-
KHYTbh HayKy B VMICTOpMYecKOe IIpOIIUIoe, Xarize-
ITep MEePeXOOUT OT IOHSTUWIHOIO OIlpelleIeHVs
ObITIS (BpeMeHM) K OeCIOHATUVIHBIM OIIperieie-
HVISIM VI MITIET VX B OOBIYHOM IIOBCETHEBHOM SI3bI-
Ke, O0JIafjaroieM MHOTVIMM CMBICJIAMM, KPEITKO
IIPUBSI3aHHBIMM K CYIIHOCTY OBITVS. A KBMHTIC-
CeHIVIS OOBIYHOIO SI3bIKa — 3TO I033MsI, IMEHHO
OHa /jaeT OBITUIO BBIPaKEHME; SI3bIK — 9TO «IOM
ObITIS». Tak OT TpaHCIIeHAEHTHOCTY ObITHS Xari-
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The theme of the power of imagination
looms large in Heidegger’s philosophy because
it enables him to define being positively: from
an incomprehensible X it turns into a rich, vari-
colored and even a sensuous object. What is
more, the object is not outside of man but with-
in his world. This is achieved by establishing a
connection of imagination with sensibility and
with time. It cannot be gainsaid that Heideg-
ger’s attention to the transcendental faculty of
imagination is partly due to his conviction that
it helps to understand being not as temporal,
but as represented through artistic creation,
which becomes the focus of his interest in the
second period of his career. Thus the world is
for man the manifold of types of being.

I would draw the following conclusion:
seeking to push science back into the historical
past, Heidegger abandons conceptual defini-
tion of being (time) in favour of non-concep-
tual definitions drawn from ordinary daily
language which has many meanings bound up
with the essence of being. The quintessence of
ordinary language is poetry which expresses
being; language is “the home of being.” Thus
Heidegger moves from the transcendence of be-
ing to its immanence and its expression in the
word.

The twentieth century, especially its be-
ginning, unfolds a picture of incredible ex-
periments with language, invention of new
meanings of what seemed to be transparent
words. These experiments took place at the
time in Germany as well as in Russia. In Russia
Shklovsky and Khlebnikov offered examples of
the search for new meanings. A new poetry and
a new art were born. Cubism showed the hu-
man being’s understanding of him/herself: the
understanding of how a new world can be as-
sembled from various parts.

Heidegger puts artistic creation at the focus
of his thinking precisely because it is a vehi-



Jlerrep IepexouT K ero MMMaHeHTHOCTH, K BBIpa-
JKeHHOCTU B CJIOBE.

XX Bek, 0coDeHHO ero HavaJio, /1aeT KapTUHY
HeMBICJIVIMBIX YIIPaKHEHUM C S3bIKOM, 1300pe-
TeHVsI HOBBIX CMBICJIOB, Ka3aJI0Ch ObI, BCeM SICHBIX
cs10B. ITof1o6GHBIe OIBITHI MOXKHO HaOJIIOATh B 3TO
BpeMs Kak B [epmanum, tak 1 B Poccum. Ipu-
Mepbl TIOVMCKOB HOBOT'O CMbIC/Ia JaioT B Poccum n
[IxstoBckmm, 1 X71eOHMKOB. 371eck poXIaeTcs: HO-
Basl 11033151 M HOBOE MCKYCCTBO — KyOw3M, ITOKa-
3BIBAIONINTI CAaMOIIOHVIMaHVe YeJloBeKa: ITOHVMa-
HVe TOro, KaK 13 pa3HbIX JleTajlerl MOYKHO coOpaTh
HOBBIVI MVP.

Ycranoskon Xanpgerrepa crajia njes, Hallpas-
JIeHHasl Ha XyHOKeCTBeHHOe TBOpeHMe, KaK pa3
IIOTOMY, UTO 3[1€Ch IeVICTBYeT IIPOIyKTVBHas CVjla
BOOOpakeHNsl, KOTopasl IIOPOXJIaeT ero OTKpbI-
TOCTb W pas/IM4YHbIe ero BUbL, IIPeACTaBjIss Ta-
KM 00pa3oM pasHoobOpasue Mypa. XygoKecTBeH-
HOe TBOPYeCTBO — 3TO He NOHMMaHMe ObITUS, a
VIMEHHO €r0 MHOCTVDKeHVe, IOCTVKEeHVe B ero OT-
KPBITOCTH 11 MHOTOOOpasut.

ITo-Bupymomy, oOparttieHmne Xarigerrepa K wc-
KyCCTBY B KOHEUHOM cyeTe ObLIO OIIpesiesieHO TeM,
uTO KyJIbTypa XX CTONeTs Havajla COCPeaOTOUM-
BaThCsl Ha CaMOV3MEHEeH M ¥ CaMOIIO3HaHWM Cy0'b-
exta. OT BO3IEVICTBMSA Ha OOBEKT, UTO CBOVICTBEH-
HO ITpoMbIuIeHHOCT 1 Hayke XVII—XX BB. 11 uTO
OCTaBJISUIO B TeHM oOpallieHvie CyObeKTa Ha CaMOro
cest, eBporiericKasi VI aMepyKaHCKasl ITVBVIIM3aIyst
C XOIIOM Hay4HO-TeXHIYEeCKOV PeBOJIIOLNN Hepe-
XOIWT K OOJTee r'yMaHVCTIYECKVIM B3aVIMOJIEVICTBI-
sIM JIIOTIEVI, yCVUIVIBaeT oOparteHme Ha cebs. VI mo-
HVIMaHVe cebs eCcTh OHOBPEMEHHO IIOCTVDKEHVIe
MMpa KaK MMMaHEeHTHOIo, a He Haxo[4IIlerocsd 3a
rpaHuUIIel YeJIOBeUeCcKOro CyIeCTBOBaHMSI.

Cnmcok mureparypsl

bubaep B.C. Or HayKoydeHWSI K JIOTMKE KYJIBTYPBL
M. : Hayxka, 1991.

I'ndamep X. I Ilytn Xamperrepa: VicciemoBaHmis 1o3z-
Hero TBopuecTBa / miep. ¢ HeM. A. B. JIaBpyxmHa. MuHCK :
[Tporten, 2008.
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cle of the creative power of imagination, which
opens it up and produces its diverse types, thus
representing the diversity of the world. Artistic
creation is not understanding but embracing of
being in all its openness and diversity.

At the end of the day, Heidegger probably
turned to art because twentieth-century cul-
ture was concentrating on self-change and
self-knowledge of the subject. As the scientif-
ic and technological revolution progressed, the
European and American civilisation passed
on from influencing the object, which was
characteristic of industry and science in the
seventeenth to twentieth centuries, to more
humanistic interactions between people, to in-
terest in the self. Understanding oneself is com-
prehension of the world as being immanent
rather than being located outside the bounda-
ries of human existence.
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HEOKAHTUAHCTBO

VK 1(091):16

KOHCTPYKTVBHOE MbIIIJIEHVE
B KPUTUYECKOU ®UNJIOCODPUN
I'EPMAHA KOI'EHA

B.E. Cemeno8!

Konempyxmubnoe (npodykmubroe) mviuiteHue 6
kpumuueckoi pusocogpuu I'. Kozena cyujecmberoim 00-
pa3om omauuaemcs om BreuiHe noxoxeao cnexyAamubHo-
20 muiuisenus 6 naykoyuenuu (1794/95) M. T. @uxme. K
(hyHOAMEHMANLHDIM XAPAKIMEPUCTIUKAM HAYHHO0 Mblii-
seHus 6 yuenuu Koeena omuocsamces wucmoma, opueHma-
yus Ha «paxm Hayku», nepbonauaro (Ursprung), ungu-
HUMe3UMAALHII Memoo0, KOHMUHYAALHOCHTb, 0Buxenue,
nopoxoeHue, KoppeAAy s, uHmencubHas Beaununa, coom-
Houterue moiuisenusn u 0vimus. Coanracro Koeery, nayu-
HOe MbluiAeH1e MOXer Oblib MOALKO YUCTbIM U NOPOXK-
Oamocs nepbonaqasom. IlepBornauaro ecmv KOHMUHYANb-
Hoe OeticnBue (0BuxeHue) MblUACHUS 10 PA3LEOUHEHUIO
00be0uHeHH020 U CBA3bI6aHUI0 Pa30eseHHO20 COOEPIKAHUAL.
B amom npoyecce muiuirenue u Ovimue KoppessmubHl.
Beckoneuro maras pearvHocms codepxcum 6 cebe Moviuiie-
Hue u bvimue 00HoBpemento u 6 kauecmBe 006e0UHEHUSA, U
6 pasdesenrom Bude. VIngpunumesumasvHolil Mernoo npeo-
cmabasem coboil MbiuieHUe, KOmopoe HenpepbiBHo ocy-
wecmBasem onepayuu: a) npomubonocmabaenus ceds kax
YUCIMO20 MbLULACHUS Pe3yabmamam cBoeeo nopoxoeHus;
6) cobnadenus camoeo cebs ¢ npodykmamu cBoeeo npous-
Boocmba. UnunumesumaivHoe MolulieHUe CHIPEMUNICA
AAUMUHUPOBaMb pasiuyiie Mexoy coboi u Ovimuem. Tem
He Meree Oblimue noCMOosHHO coxparsem abmoromuio. boi-
mie He cAUBAEMCS C MbluLIeHUeM U He N02A0UACTICS UM.
B nayxoyuenuu @uxme uucmoe MviuiieHe X00Uumn no A0-
euveckomy Kpyey, He umes Bvixo0a K peaisHomy Obimuro.
B cmpemaenuu Buiiimu u3 3moeo kpyea u onmvickans cboio
NPUHUHHOCTID MbluiAeHUe 00pauaemcs e k 0bimuio Mupa
Abaenut, a k Abcoatomnomy A. Taxon cnexyasmubroLil
100X00 K CO3HAHUI0, MbIULAEHUIO U DbIMUI0 UMeen Maio
obujeeo ¢ kpumuueckotl nosuyuei Koeena.

KatoueBvie caoBa: uucmoma muiuisenus, nepBo-
HAYAA0, UHGPUHUMESUMAALHBITL Memo0, KOHMUHYAAb-
HOCIMYb, KOppeAALUs, NOpoXxOeHUe

! MOCKOBCKUV TOCYAapCTBEHHEIN YHUBEPCUTET
mM. M. B. JTomonocoBa, Poccmst, 119991, Mocksa,
JIoMOHOCOBCKWMTI IPOCIL., A. 27, KOPIL. 4.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 02.04.2022 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2022-3-3

NEO-KANTIANISM

CONSTRUCTIVE THINKING
IN THE CRITICAL PHILOSOPHY
OF HERMANN COHEN

V. Ye. Semyonov'

Constructive (productive) thinking in the criti-
cal philosophy of Hermann Cohen differs significant-
ly from the seemingly similar speculative thinking in
J. G. Fichte’s Science of Knowledge (Wissenschafts-
lehre) (1794/95). The fundamental characteristics of
scientific thinking in Cohen’s teaching include: purity,
focus on the “fact of science”, the origin (Ursprung),
the infinitesimal method, continuity, movement, pro-
duction, correlation, intensive magnitude, interrela-
tion of thinking and being. According to Cohen, sci-
entific thinking can only be pure and generated by the
origin. The origin is continuous action (movement) of
thinking to separate the united and bind the divided
content. In this process, thinking and being are cor-
relative. Infinitely small reality contains thinking and
being simultaneously as a union and in a divided form.
The infinitesimal method is thinking that continuously
carries out a) the operations of opposing itself as pure
thinking to the results of its own production; b) the
coincidence of itself with the products of its own gen-
eration. Infinitesimal thinking seeks to eliminate the
difference between self and being. Nevertheless, being
constantly retains autonomy. Being does not merge
with thinking and is not absorbed by it. In Fichte’s Sci-
ence of Knowledge pure thinking moves in a logical
circle, having no access into real being. In an effort to
break out of this circle and find its causality, thinking
turns not to the being of the world of phenomena, but
to the Absolute I. Such a speculative approach to con-
sciousness, thinking and being has little in common
with Cohen’s critical position.

Keywords: purity of thinking, origin, infinitesi-
mal method, continuity, correlation, generation
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1. BBenenmne

B mporiecce ananmsa 1 cpaBHeHVs KOHIIEIITNAN
MBIIJIeHNs B KpuTydeckov dpvtocodpnu Iepmana
Korena, c ogHOV CTOPOHBI, 1 MICXOHOTO BapMaH-
Ta Wissenschaftslehre (1794/95) VloranHa IoTiba
Duxre — ¢ I pyrovi, BO3HMKaeT YCTOMYVBOE U He-
IIpeoIosIMoe XeJlaHvie COMTM3UTD 1 JaXke OTOX]Ie-
CTBUTD 3TU J1Ba yueHwus. B camom nerte, m Duxre,
u Koren co3gatoT yHUBepcasibHble TEOPUN O BCe-
MOr'yIlleM MBIIIUIEHU, KOTOpOe CBOeV ITPOyK-
TUBHOV [1e4TeJIbHOCTBIO TIOPOXK/IaeT cCOOCTBEHHOe
aBTOHOMHOe coflepKaHue (= OKPY>KarolIui MUp).
DTU cxoXVie Ha HepBbIii B3I KOHLIeNINn ped-
JIEKCUPYIOIIEro CO3HaHMs — KaK VHAVBUJTyalb-
HOTO, TaK ¥ MHTEePCYOBEKTMBHOIO — pa/iViKaJIbHO
OTJINYAOTCsl, HAIIPUIMeP, OT rereJIeBCKOVI CIIeKYJIs-
TUBHOV Teopuyt M1poBoro pasyma, KOHCTUTYPY-
IoIero Beck yHuBepcyMm. HevicturennsHo, KoreH n
@uxTe COMMIAPHO WCCIIEYIOT, eCyIn TI03BOJIEHO
OyzeT Tak BBIPA3UTHCS, «CyOBEKTVBHOE MBIIILTE-
HVe» JIMYHOCTY, Torja Kak lerestb KoHCTpympyeT
«0OBEKTMBHOE MBIITIJIEHVIe» MIpOBOro myxa.

Kpome TOro, kak 3T0 BUAMTCS B IIEPBOM IIPU-
OmvoKeHUY, O4eBMIHOe cXOrcTBO ydeHum Kore-
Ha 11 DuxTe 3aKITFOYAETCS B VX «[IapaJUIeITbHOM» 1
«CYHXPOHHOM» OTXOZ€ OT TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHON
dutocodpun Vimmanywia Kanra. Yucrein cyon-
exTnBM3M Duxre, O€3yCIIOBHO, IpeCTaBIIsSeT CO-
Oort ImIar Hasaj MO CPaBHEHUIO C KPUTUIIM3MOM
Kamnra, 011HO 113 IJIaBHBIX TOCTOVHCTB KOTOPOrO —
coeflyHeHMe pabOTBl UyBCTBEHHOCTM ¥ pacCy-
Ka, NIVMMMHAIMA IIPOTUBOCTOSIHUS SMIIMPU3Ma
1 panyoHasisMa. OT peajIbBHOTO Hay4YHOTO OITbI-
Ta, KOTOPBIV MCCIIeyeTcsl KaHTOBCKOV TpaHCLIeH-
ZleHTaJIbHOM anvcTeMosiorvert, Gvixte 6e3Bo3Bpat-
HO IIEPEeXOINT K CyTy00 CIIeKyIISITVBHOMY MBIIIITIe-
HUIO ¥ TeM caMbIM OKasblBaeTcsl B 0e3BO3IyIITHOM
IIPOCTPaHCTBe 4uMCTOM MBICIIN. COOTBETCTBEHHO,
mpeaMeToM prytocodmrt CTAHOBUTCH YoKe He KOH-
CTPYKTMBHasl peajIbHOCTb HayKl, HO aBTapKide-
cKuy MUp ABCOITIOTHOTO SI, CO3MaHHBIN ITPOTYK-
TUBHBIM BOOOpakeHVEM, KOTOpoe B ITaHHOV CU-
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1. Introduction

In analysing and comparing the concepts of
thinking in Hermann Cohen’s critical philoso-
phy on the one hand, and the original version
of The Science of Knowledge (1794/95) by Johann
Gottlieb Fichte on the other, there arises an
abiding and irresistible temptation to bring the
two teachings closer together or even to identify
them. Indeed, both Fichte and Cohen create uni-
versal theories of omnipotent thinking which in
the course of its productive activity generates
its own autonomous content (= the surround-
ing world). These outwardly similar concepts of
reflexive consciousness differ radically, for ex-
ample, from Hegel's speculative theory of the
World Reason which constitutes the whole uni-
verse. Indeed, Cohen and Fichte jointly inves-
tigate, so to speak, the “subjective thinking” of
the personality whereas Hegel constructs the
“objective thinking” of the World Spirit.

Besides, at first glance the teachings of Co-
hen and Fichte are obviously similar in that
they simultaneously and “in parallel” depart
from Immanuel Kant’s transcendental philos-
ophy. Fichte’s pure subjectivism is of course a
step back compared with Kant’s criticism, one
of its chief merits being the joining of the work
of sensibility and reason, elimination of the op-
position of empiricism and rationalism. From
real scientific experience, which is investigated
in Kant’s transcendental epistemology, Fichte
irreversibly moves toward speculative think-
ing and thus finds himself in the void of pure
thought. Accordingly, the object of philosophy
is no longer the constructive reality of science,
but the autarchic world of the Absolute I creat-
ed by generative imagination, which in this sit-
uation should properly be called fantasy. The
transition from science to fantasy, of course,
drastically and irreversibly skews the Kantian
impulse to steer philosophy toward “the secure
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Tyaluy IIpaBusIbHee OyJieT MOHMMATh KakK paHTa-
3uro. Takov1 Iiepexor], OT HayKy K BBIMBICITY, KOHeU-
HO ke, CYI1IeCTBEHHBIM V1 HeIIoIIpaBMMbIM 00pa3oM
nedopMmpyeT KaHTOBCKOe CTpeMJleHVe Haripa-
BUTb (PVIJIOCOPUIO MO «HAIeKHOMY ITyTV HayK»,
IpeIosiaramlieMy «peBoIIOLIIO B Criocode cBoe-
ro meiwieHns» (B XIII—XIV, Kaxt, 2006, c. 15).

Opnaxko M MapOyprckue HeOKaHTMAHIIBI OT-
Opocwn 4yBCTBEHHOCTb M TeM CaMbIM OTKasa-
JIVICh  OT KaHTOBCKOIO CHMHTETMYECKOro IT03Ha-
Hus. TakmuM obpasoM, OHM, KaK IIpeCcTaBiIsgeTCs,
«VI3MEHWIV» KEHUTCOePrcKOMy «BCECOKPYILTe-
JIIO» B OJTHOM W3 BaKHEVIIINX ITYHKTOB TPaHCIIeH-
IeHTalIbHOM prstocodmm U B pesysibTaTre cOIM-
3WJINCH C TIO3UIIVEVI OTKPOBEHHOTO (PUXTeaHCKO-
ro cyOBeKTMBM3Ma B IIOHVIMaHWUN MBIIJIeHNs. B
3TMX TpaHcdopmariusix yueHm Korena n @uixre
1o oTHomIeHuto K nosunauy Kanrta, HecMoTps Ha
3agBJIEHHYIO VMW IIPUBEPKEHHOCTh yUYeHUIO Ké-
HUTrcOepXKIla, TaKXe MOXHO YCMOTpPEThb OIperie-
JIeHHOe CXOJICTBO ABYX pm10codoB.

Bmecte ¢ aTom, Kaszamochk Obl, OYEBMIHON CXO-
JKECTBIO [IBYX KOHIIEMITUT MBIIUIEHWS, MeXIy
HVMM CYIIeCTBYIOT yHIaMeHTa/IbHble U Hey-
cTpaHuMBble pasinnaus. [eno B ToMm, uto misa Ko-
reHa «4¥CTOe» Hay4dHOe MBIIIUIeHVe He IOpbIBa-
eT OKOHYaTeJIbHO C OBITVMeM, HO KaKMM-TO Herlo-
CTVDKMMBIM 00pa3oM OCTaeTCsl CBSI3aHHBIM C HUM.
Koren paccMmaTpuBaeT MBIIIIeHME, IOCTUIIIIee
BBICOKOTO YPOBHSI MaTeMaTi4ecKoy abCcTpaKTHO-
CTVI, BOBCe He 3a0CTpsisl BHMMAHMS Ha IIepBOHa-
4JasIbHBIX, AMIIMPUYECKNX, CTagusax popMuposa-
HMs eCTeCTBeHHOHAY4HOro aucKypca. VHaue ro-
BOpsI, MapOypXKIla MHTepecyeT JIMIIIb 3TaIl Cyryoo
KOHCTPYKTVBHOI'O MBIIIJIEHVISI COBPEMEHHOTIO eMY
MaTeMaTU4ecKOro eCTeCTBO3HaHMs, B KOTOpPOM, B
caMoM JieJle, OUeHb TPYIHO OTBICKATh HeIoCperl-
cTBeHHOe ObITie. OgHaKoO 3TO ObITHE, B OTIINYNE
oT HaykoydeHMs DuxTe, B KPUTMUECKO PrII0Co-
¢um Korena He vcde3aeT, a HAIIPOTUB — CIIYXKUT
HeOOXOAMMBIM 3JIEMEHTOM [IeATeJIbHOCTV KOH-
CTPYKTMBHOI'O MBIIIJIEHMS. DTO M €CTh IJIaBHBIN
IyHKT pacxoXIeHnM MexXay ydyeHvsiMu KoreHa 1
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course of a science”, which implies “revolution
in its way of thinking” (KrV, B XIII-XIV; Kant,
1998, p. 109).

Yet the Marburg Neo-Kantians, too, have
cast aside sensibility and thereby renounced
Kantian synthetic cognition. One could say that
they “betrayed” the Koenigsberg “destroyer of
all and sundry” on one of the key points of tran-
scendental philosophy and, as a result, drew
closer to Fichtean subjectivism in interpreting
thinking. These transformations of the teachings
of Cohen and Fichte vis-a-vis Kant’s position, in
spite of their professed adherence to Kant, also
indicate some similarity between the two phi-
losophers.

Along with the seemingly obvious similarity
of the two concepts of thinking, there are fun-
damental intrinsic differences between them.
With Cohen, “pure” science thinking does not
entirely break with being and remains, in some
mysterious way, connected to it. Cohen exam-
ines thinking which has achieved a high degree
of mathematical abstractness without focusing
on the primary empirical stages of the natural
science discourse. In other words, he is interest-
ed in the stage of strictly constructive thinking
of contemporary mathematical natural science,
in which it is indeed difficult to see raw being.
However, unlike in the case of Fichte’s science
of knowledge, being does not disappear in Co-
hen’s philosophy but, on the contrary, is a nec-
essary element of constructive thinking. This is
the main point on which Cohen and Fichte di-
verge. It is the constructive essence of scientific
knowledge that sets the concepts of the two phi-
losophers apart.

Thus, an analysis of Cohen’s constructivism
can clearly reveal the link between being and
scientific knowledge and the constructive char-
acter of scientific thought. This gives a deep-
er insight into the essence both of constructive
subjectivism and constructivism as a whole. Fo-



@uxre. VIMEHHO KOHCTPYKTUBHAS CYIIHOCTh Ha-
YYHOTO MBIIIUIEHV pafVKaJIbHBIM 00pa3oM pas-
BOIWUT KOHLIENIINY prI0codoB.

TakM oOpasom, aHaaM3 KOHCTPYKTMBM3Ma
MapOypXiia JacT BO3MOXHOCTb OTUYET/IVIBO YCMOT-
peThb CBsi3b MeX[ly ObITVeM ¥ Hay4YHBIM MBIIILIe-
HMeM, a TakKXe IIPUOIM3UT Hac K IOHVIMAaHWIO
KOHCTPYKTVMBHOIO XapaKTepa Hay4YHOV MBICIIN.
DTO MO3BOJIUT JIyUllle TIOHATh CYIITHOCTh M KOH-
CTPYKTMBHOIO CyOBeKTUBM3Ma, M KOHCTPYKTU-
BU3Ma B IlejioM. Kpome Toro, rpoGsemaTmsanis
KOHCTPYKTVMBHOTO MBIIIUIEHWSI B Y4YeHUM Map-
Oyprckoro dwiocoda cresaeT O4eBUIHBIM pas-
JM4ve MeXJIy ero KpuTiudeckon duiocodueit u
HaykoyueHuem Duxre.

Lleb cTaTbyt — SKCIUIMIIMPOBATh U CTPYKTY-
pupoBaTh mpercTaBieHns KoreHa o KOHCTpPyk-
TUBHOM (IIpOAYyKTMBHOM) MBIIUIEHUM, a Takxke
IpoaHaJIM3MPOBaTh KOHLEIIINIO MapOyprcko-
ro ¢gusocoda 0 COOTHOIIEHNN HayYHOI'O MBIIII-
neHus U ObITHA. B moronHeHMe K 3ToMy aHaIns3
KOHCTPYKTVMBHOIO MBbIITUIeHNs B yuyeHUn Korena
IIPOJIEMOHCTPUPYeT CYIIeCTBeHHble pasInyus
MeXJly Hay4HBIM KOHCMPYKMUBHuiM cybosexmu-
6usmom rI1aBbl MapOyprckov IIKOJIBI M HaH3TU-
YecKuUM cnexkysamubrvim cydvexmubusmom Ouxre.

2. IIyTh K YMCTOTE MBIIILJICHUS

Kpurnueckast dpwtocodus, corimacHo HaMepe-
Huto KaHTa, 10JDKHA IIpeicTaBIIsAsTh co0o PyHK-
LIMOHAJIBHYIO CVCTeMY, BbIBe[IeHHYIO B Vjleasle 13
€IVHOro IIpUHIMNIA a4 priori. [JocTvkeHme Takoro
poa cucTeMbl BO3MOXXHO B CHJIy TOTO, YTO KaTe-
TOpUN IIPEACTAaBIISAIOT coOoV (PyHKIIMOHAIBHbIE
3aKOHBI [IJISI CMHTe3a MHOT0OOpa3HOro, JJaHHOTO B
IpeJcTaBleHNsAX. B Takom cilyyae srmcTeMosoru-
4JecKasi 1IeJIb TpaHCLeHIeHTaIbHOM drtocodmm
3aKJII0YaeTcsl B TOM, YTOOBI CKOHCTPYMPOBaTh Iie-
JIOCTHYIO CUCTeMy HOHSTUMHBIX psioB. Co3maHme
TaKOW CHUCTeMBI eCThb pe3ysIbTaT AesiTeJIbHOCTU
paccyznka. Ho miia mevictsuit paccyaka TpebyeTcst
KaKOWI-TO BHEIITHWM MCTOYHMK. B cBg3u ¢ aTm Pu-
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cus on the problem of constructive thinking in
Cohen’s teaching will bring out the difference
between his critical philosophy and Fichte’s
teaching on science.

The aim of this article is to explicate and
structure Cohen’s notions of constructive (pro-
ductive) thinking, and to analyse his concept of
the relationship between scientific thinking and
being. In addition, an analysis of constructive
thinking in Cohen’s teaching will demonstrate
essential differences between the scientific con-
structive subjectivism of Cohen and the pan-ethi-
cal speculative subjectivism of Fichte.

2. The Path toward Purity of Thinking

According to Kant, critical philosophy
should be a functional system, ideally derived
from a single a priori principle. Such a system
is attainable because categories are functional
laws for the synthesis of the manifold given in
representations. Hence the epistemological aim
of transcendental philosophy is to construct an
integral system of sets of concepts. Such a sys-
tem is created through the activity of reason.
But reason, in order to act, needs an external
source. Richard Aquila (1989, p. XII) stress-
es: “[...] the Kantian self is originally self-con-
scious only through consciousness of the
noematic correlate, in the world of appearanc-
es, of its own noetic structuring of experience.
[...] In an important sense, Kantian conscious-
ness is not in the first instance self-conscious-
ness. It is consciousness of self only through its
consciousness of the world.” This “external cor-
relate” (= being) is the most challenging prob-
lem of “Transcendental Analytics”: how do the
two disparate sources of knowledge (sensibil-
ity and reason) combine, such that the synthe-
sis possesses objective significance? Kant tries to
explain this difficulty through subjective (tran-
scendental) deduction.

The aim of deduction is to investigate the
functional inter-relations between reason and
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vapy AKBUJIa ITOIUEPKIMBAET: «/ SIBJISIeTCS CaMOCO-
3HAIOIIIVIM TOJIBKO Uepe3 CO3HaHVe HOAMATIYeCKO-
TO KoppeAsima B MUpe sBJIEHWUI1, depe3 cBoe cob-
CTBEHHOe HO3TMYeCKOoe CTPYKTYpHpOBaHVIe OIIbI-
Ta. <...> KaHTuaHCKoe co3HaHMe B CyIIIeCTBEHHOM
CMBIC]Ie He SBJIseTCs CaMOCO3HaHVeM B IIepBYIO
oueperib. OHO CTAHOBUTCS CO3HAHVEM CaMOTO ceOst
TOJILKO uepe3 oco3HaHMe Mupa» (Aquila, 1989,
p- XII). VimeHHO B 3TOM «BHeIIIHEM KOppeJIsTe»
(= OBITMM) KaK pa3 11 KOPeHUTCS caMasi Hey1o00Has
npobriema «TpaHCIIeHAEHTaIIBHOV aHAIUTUKI:
KaKVM 00pa3oM /iBa pasHOPOIHBIX MICTOYHVIKA ITO-
3HaHWM (4yBCTBEHHOCTD ¥ PacCy/I0K) COeIVIHAIOT-
Cs1 BOIMHO, IIpYeM pe3yJsIbTaT VX CHTe3a o0sIa-
HaeT oObeKTMBHON 3HaUMMOCTbI0? KaHT IbITaics
OOBICHUTP 3TO 3aTPyIHEHVE C TIOMOIIBIO CyObeK-
TUBHOM (TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV) IeAyKIINN.

ey pgenykumm — wMccIenoBaTbh (YHKIINO-
HaJIbHbIe B3aMIMOOTHOIIIEHMS paccylKa W YyB-
CTBEHHOCTM ¥, CTaJIO OBITh, IIOKa3aTh, YTO arlpu-
OpHBbIe TOHATUS ABJIAIOTCA «YCJIIOBUAMW a4 priori
BO3MOXXHOCTM omeITa» (B 126; KanT, 2006, c. 197).
OcHoBorIoIararmIas 3agadya — «00bICHUTD CBI3h
MeX]ly Ipe[cTaB/IeHUsAMY, IIpUHaIeXallMu
€IVTHOMY CO3HAHUIO, M IIpVMeHeHVieM KaTeropuil
K HUM» ¥, KpOMe TOTO, «II0Ka3aThb, YTO CYIIIeCTBY-
eT HeKOTopas CBg3b MeX]1y eMHCTBOM aIllleplierl-
IVM ¥ OIpele/leHHBIM BUIOM IIpefCTaBJIeHWUT,
KOTOpBIe [aHBl YyBCTBeHHOCTBIO» (Carl, 1989,
p- 18). CooTBeTCcTBEHHO, KIIIOUEBBIM MEVICTBUIEM,
TIOZIJIeXKAIIIVIM VICCITIeIOBAHWIO IeAYyKIIVV, SIBJISeT-
Csl TIOpOXK/IaeMasi pacCyIKOM CBSA3b (CMHTe3) MHO-
rooOpasHOro cojepKaHusl YyBCTBEHHBIX IIpefl-
CTaBJIEHWVI C YMCTBIMU PACCYIOYHBIMY OHSTS-
Mu (B 129—-130; Kanr, 2006, c. 201). Takum mmyTeM
co3/iaeTcsl CMHTeTYeCcKoe eITHCTBO 3HaHMS.

KaHTOBCKMIT IPUHIINII CMHTETUYECKOTO eMH-
crBa Koren cumran HemocsemosaTenbHBIM. Co-
m1acHo Koreny, MblluieHVe TOJDKHO OBITH OJHO-
POIHBIM ¥ YMCTBIM. [1J151 TOCTVIXKEHVISI STOM 11eIV
TpeboBaHMe cuHmemu4eckoe0 eIVHCTBA 3HAHMS
MapOyprkell 3aMeHWII Ha IMIIepaTUB CUCHIeMA -
4eCk020 €IVIHCTBA, TIOUepKHYB ITpu 3ToM: «CricTe-

sensibility and thus to show that a priori con-
cepts are “a priori conditions of the possibility
of experiences” (KrV, B 126; Kant, 1998, p. 225).
The fundamental task is “to explain a connec-
tion between representations that belong to one
consciousness and the application of the catego-
ries to them” and besides, “to show that there
is some relation between the unity of appercep-
tion and a certain kind of conceptualization of
what is given by the senses” (Carl, 1989, pp. 18-
19). Accordingly, the key act to be investigat-
ed through deduction is the reason-generated
connection (synthesis) of the diverse sense rep-
resentations and concepts of pure reason (KrV,
B 129-130; Kant, 1998, p. 245). This creates the
unity of knowledge.

Cohen considered Kant’s principle of syn-
thetic unity to be inconsistent. He maintained
that thinking should be homogeneous and pure.
To achieve that end, he substituted the require-
ment of synthetic unity with the imperative of
systematic unity, stressing that “Systematic uni-
ty differs from synthetic unity in the same way
as idea differs from category”? (Cohen, 1918,
p. 647). Cohen thus explained the principle of
purity: “We begin with thinking. Thinking can-
not have any origin outside itself since its purity
should not be limited or obscured. Pure think-
ing should generate exclusively pure cognitions
exclusively by itself. Hence the teaching on
thinking must be a teaching about cognition”?
(Cohen, 1922, pp. 12-13).

The predicate of purity (Reinheit) is exceed-
ingly important for Cohen’s critical philosophy.
Purity of thinking has been studied by many
philosophers of the transcendentalist persua-
sion, but it is only with Cohen that it forms a

2 “Die systematische Einheit ist von der synthetischen unter-
schieden, als Idee, von der Kategorie.”

® “Wir fangen mit dem Denken an. Das Denken darf
keinen Ursprung haben auflerhalb seiner selbst, wenn anders
seine Reinheit uneingeschrinkt und ungetriibt sein muss.
Das reine Denken in sich selbst und ausschliefSlich muss
ausschliefilich die reinen Erkenntnisse zur Erzeugung brin-
gen. Mithin muss die Lehre vom Denken die Lehre von der
Erkenntnis werden.”
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MaTH4ecKoe eIMTHCTBO OT/INYaeTCs OT CMHTeTJe-
CKOTO TaK e, Kak upes oT kareropum» (Cohen,
1918, S. 647). Ilpunanun uncrorsl KoreH pasb-
SICHSUT TaKuM oOpasoM: «Mbl Hauumnaem ¢ Mblid-
AeHus. MplluleHVie He MOXeT VIMeTb HMKAaKOro
IIepBOVICTOYHMKA KpoMe caMoro cedsi, MOCKOJIb-
Ky €ero 4icToTa He JOJDKHA OBITh OrpaHMYeHa U
3aMyTHeHa. YucToe MBIITUIEHVE VICKJIIOUMTEIBHO
camo 110 ce0e JO/DKHO MOPOXKAATh VCKITIOUNTEIIb-
HO umcThle TIo3HaHus. CrlefoBaTesIbHO, yUYeHe O
MBIITUIEHY JOJDKHO CTaTh yYeHVeM O ITO3HaHWI»
(Cohen, 1922, S. 12—13).

ITpenukar umcrorsl (Reinheit) upesspruarizo
BakeH [IJIsL KpUTHUYecKon dpustocodnm MapOypr-
CKOro cxosiapxa. UmcTroTa MBIIIJIEHWS CCIIe0-
BaJIach MHOrMMM pmtocodamm TpaHCLIeHIeHTa-
JIVICTCKOV OpMeHTaIy, HO TojibKo y KoreHa oHa
npuobpeTaeT caMooBJIelolee 3HaueHue. DTOT
dakt noguepkusaeT Bonbdranr Mapkc: «XoTs
I'yccepsib, HampuMep, TOXe 1C104630641 TIOHSTVE
“uncroTa” B KauecTse pyHIaMeHTaJIBHOTO B CBO-
eyl cucTeMe, HO OH He TeMaTW3MpOBaJl ero 3KC-
i THO. pyroe feno — KoreH: MOXXHO BIIOJI-
He oIlpefieJleHHO CKa3aTb, YTO €AVMHCTBEHHOVI ero
TeMOV1 OBIJIO SICHO MOKa3aTh YMCTOTY MBIIIIJTIEHVIS»
(Marx, 1977, S. 9). To xe yTBepXHaeT M APYyTrov
aBTOPUTETHBIN VCTOPUK driocodpum, XerbMyT
Xosbirxarn: «[ IepBruHOCTE MBIIIIJIEHVIS COCTaBIIgeT
ero yucmomy. KoreHy ocobeHHO 10poro 3To BbIpa-
JKeHVe, KOTOpoe OTChIJIaeT B LIEHTP ero crucreMa-
Traeckon dpusocodpum» (Holzhey, 1986, S. 175).
B nonsarvn yncrorel Koren opranmyHo, Kak eMy
IIpeICTaBIIsIOCh, COeIVHWII IIATOHOBCKYE UIen
B KauecTBe TMIIOTe3 ¥ KaHTOBCKOe y4eHVe O KOH-
CTPYyUPYIOLIEeM paccyiKe.

Baxueritmen IIPeOIIOChUIKOV aJIeKBaTHOIO I10-
HUMaHMA KoHIenuuy Korena BeICTymaer TOT
daKT, UTO MCciIelyeMoe VM MBIIIUIEHVe SBIIsSeT-
Csl VICKJTIOUMTEIBHO Hay4YHBIM, TO €CTh MBbIIIIe-
HVIeM COBpeMeHHOI'o MaTeMaT4eCcKOro eCTeCTBO3-
HaHIs, HO HMKaK He OObIZIeHHBIM ITO3HaHVEM U
MblnIeHMeM. Takoe IIOHMMaHMe HayYHOI'O MBIIII-
JIeHV1sE OOYCJIOBJIEHO B TOM UVICIIe M peayIbHBIM II0-
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central concept. This fact was stressed by Wolf-
gang Marx (1977, p. 9): “Although Husserl, for
example, also used the concept of ‘purity” as a
fundamental one in his system, he did so im-
plicitly and not explicitly. Not so Cohen: one
might say (exaggerating only a little) that show-
ing the purity of thinking was his sole theme.”*
In the same vein another authoritative historian
of philosophy, Helmut Holzhey (1986, p. 175),
writes: “The originality of thinking constitutes
its purity. Cohen is particularly fond of this ex-
pression which is central to his systematic phi-
losophy.”> Cohen believed that his concept of
purity organically combined Plato’s ideas as hy-
potheses and Kant’s teaching on constructing
reason.

A key prerequisite to understanding Cohen’s
concept is the fact that he investigates only sci-
entific thinking, i.e. the thinking of modern
mathematical natural science, but emphatical-
ly not mundane knowledge and thinking. Such
interpretation of scientific thinking is partly the
result of the real state of affairs: by the late nine-
teenth century mathematical natural science as
a model of pure thinking completely lost touch
with its object, effectively turning into pure the-
ory. Now the subject of physics cannot be seen,
not only not by the naked eye, but not even by
an eye equipped with instruments. So, scientific
knowledge is no longer a synthesis of the senses
and reason. In this situation

[flor Cohen the concept of synthesis is
predetermined, there is a “gaping gap”
in it, which cannot be filled by turning to
contemplation. The full concept of thinking is
“unpremised autonomy” bothinanalyticaland in
synthetic investigation; content is determined
directly by thinking, autonomously, from

* “Zwar hat z. B. auch Husserl den Begriff der ‘Reinheit’ in
seinem System als einen fundamentalen verwendet, nicht aber
explizit thematisiert. Anders Cohen: iiberspitzt konnte man
sagen, dass die Reinheit des Denkens verstindlich zu machen,
sein Thema war.”

> “Die Urspriinglichkeit des Denkens macht seine Reinheit
aus. Ein Cohen besonders teurer Ausdruck, der ins Zentrum
seiner systematischen Philosophie verweist.”
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JIOXKEeHVeM JIeJI. MaTeMaTudeckoe eCTeCTBO3HaHe
KaK oOpasel] YMCTOTHI MBIIIITIeHMs K KoHITy XIX B.
TIOJTHOCTBIO YTPaTUJIO HAIJISTHOCTD CBOETO IIpesl-
MeTa 1 110 Cy T JieJIa ITIPeBpaTmIoCh B YNCTYIO Teo-
puto. Tertepp mpeMeT PU3MIKI He BUIEH He TOJIb-
KO ITPOCTBIM, HO JTaXKe VI BOOPY>K€HHBIM B3IJIAIOM.
CooTBeTcTBeHHO, Hay4YHOe MOo3HaHVe OosIbllle He
ABJISIeTCS CMHTE30M YyBCTBEHHOCTM M paccyika. B
3TOVI CUTyalum

s KoreHa moHsATHEe O CHUHTe3e IIpesolipe-
IleJIeHO, B HeM «3usgeT IIpobesr», KOTOPHI He
MOXeT OBITH 3aKpBIT IIyTeM oOparmeHns K co-
sepraHusM. [loHOe TIOHATVE MBIIIIEHWS SIB-
nsieTcs  «becnpednocuiA0uHOU  ABIMOHOMHOCHIBIO»
(voraussetzungslose Selbstindigkeit) xax B aHaIN-
TUYeCKOM, TaK M B CMHTETUYeCKOM VCCIIeloBa-
HUW; OIperlelIeHHOCTh Coflep KaHMs pa3padaThl-
BaeT HeIloCpeICTBEHHO MBbIIIUIeHVe, aBTOHOMHO,
3 cebs. VI3 3TOro HemoCpenCTBEHHO CilefyeT
JIoTMYecKas YrCTOTa IIO3HaHMs, ITOCKOJIIBKY OHa
IIpefICTaBIIsieT COOOM CBSI3HOCThH JeVICTBUTEIb-
HO ompepnerleHHBIX cofepkaHmn (Marx, 1987,
S. 66—67).

Takxvm oOpasoM, pasuTesibHble MeTaMOP(O3bI B
obrracTv pM3NMKY HaIIUIV CBOE BBIpakeHUe B cde-
pe dpwtocodum.

st Korena odeBuiHO, uTO KpuTmyeckas: pu-
s10codmsl B UIIOCTacH JIOTVIKV YVCTOTO ITO3HAHMSA
IO/DKHA OPMEHTUPOBATbCS Ha «(paxm HAyKu».
VIMeHHO B TaKOV OpMeHTalu MapOy pXXIjbl ycMa-
TPUBAIOT CYIIHOCTb TPaHCIEH/IEHTAIBHOIO Me-
TOfa: VICXOIs M3 (paKTOB HAyKM, CJIeAyeT U3y4daThb
yCJIOBVSL BO3MOXKHOCTM 3TMX (PaKTOB B KauecTBe
IPeAIIoChUIOK HaydHoro nosHaHud. [Ipm sTom
«TpaHCIeHAeHTaIbHbIT MeTor, y Korena mpu-
HUMaeT popMy 4mcTo POpMaJIbHOIO, KOHCTPYK-
TUBWUCTCKOrO MeTO/1a, B KOTOPOM IO3HaHVe CKOH-
CTPYMPOBaHO M FeHeprpPOBaHO B YMCTYIO MBICIb»
(TIrodpt, 2010, c. 118). DTO BMECTe C TeM O3HAYaeT,
YTO KpUTHUYECKoe ITI03HaHue

SBJISIeTCS TIO3HAHVEM HayK (IIpeXJie BCero Tod-
HBIX HayK, B cJlydae ¢ MapOyprckow IIIKOJION),
KaK OHV «CyIIIeCTBYIOT B HaIleYaTaHHbIX KHUTAX»

within itself. From this follows the logical
purity of cognition inasmuch as it represents
the interrelation of validly defined contents®
(Marx, 1987, pp. 66-67).

Thus dramatic metamorphoses in the field of
physics were reflected in the sphere of philoso-
phy.

Cohen is convinced that critical philoso-
phy from the point of view of the logic of pure
knowledge must proceed from “the fact of sci-
ence”. It is from this perspective that the Mar-
burg philosophers explain the essence of the
transcendental method: proceeding from the
facts of science, to study the conditions that
make these facts possible as prerequisites of
scientific cognition. “Cohen’s transcendental
method form winds up as a purely formal, con-
structivist method, in which cognition is con-
structed and generated in pure thought” (Luft,
2010, p. 118). At the same time this means that
critical cognition is

cognition of sciences (above all, the exact
sciences, in the case of the Marburg school)
as they “exist in printed books” (Cohen) and
are presented for analysis. The terminus a quo
[starting point] of the critique of cognition is
concrete scientific knowledge and its terminus ad
quem [final goal] are the prerequisites on which
the reality of all scientific cognition is based.
The movement from the “fact” of science to the
conditions that make it possible constitutes the
specific character of the transcendental method”
(Brelage, 1965, p. 87).

6 “Der Vollbegriff des Denkens ist seine ‘voraussetzung-
slose Selbstandigkeit” im analytischen wie synthetischen
Verfahren; gerade die Bestimmtheit des Inhaltes entwickelt
das Denken autonom aus sich. Daraus folgt unmittelbar die
logische Reinheit der Erkenntnis, sofern sie der Zusammen-
hang giiltig bestimmter Inhalte ist.”

7 “[...] ist die Erkenntnis der Wissenschaften (im Falle der
Marburger Schule vor allem die der exakten Wissenschaften),
wie sie ‘in gedruckten Biicher vorliegt” (Cohen) und sich der
Analyse darbietet. Terminus a quo der Erkenntniskritik ist die
konkrete wissenschaftliche Erkenntnis, ihr Terminus ad quem
sind die Voraussetzungen, auf denen die Giiltigkeit dieser
jeder wissenschaftlichen Erkenntnis beruht. Die Bewegung
vom ‘Faktum’ der Wissenschaft zu den Bedingungen seiner
Moglichkeit macht das Eigentiimliche der transzendentalen
Methode aus.”
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(Koren) n mpencrasistores aHanmsy. Terminus
a4 quo [VCXOmHBIVI IYHKT] KPWUTUKM ITO3Ha-
HUS — 3TO KOHKpPeTHOe Hay4dHOe II0O3HaHVe, a
ee terminus ad quem [KOHeYHas 11eJ1b] — IIPEIIO-
CBUIKY, Ha KOTOPBIX OCHOBBIBAETCS [IEICTBUTE b~
HOCTH Ka’K[IOTO Hay4YHOTO IT03HaHWM. [IBIDKeHe
OT «(aKTa» HayKM K yCIIOBUSIM €TI0 BO3MOXKHOCTVI
COCTaBJIgIeT HOPUCYIIVUI [KPUTWUIIM3MY] TpaHC-
LleHJleHTasIbHBIN MeTof, (Brelage, 1965, S. 87).

CrnenosarernpHo, KoreH craBuT mepen coOovt
Ty e caMyIO 3MMCTeMOJIOTMYeCcKyIo 3a7ady, 4To
1 KaHT, HO ¢ ydeToM paaMKaIbHBIX M3MeHeHU
B MaTeMaTM4eCKOM eCTeCTBO3HAHWMM U, COOTBET-
CTBEHHO, B HAyYHOM MBIIIIJICHV V1 [IO3HaHW.

3. IIpeoOpa3oBaHMe OLIyIIIEHWT],
co3epIiaHWMs M BeIly caMo¥i 1o ce0e

B xpurnyeckonn dutocodpum Korena uys-
CTBEHHOCTb ¥ pacCy/IOK KakK JIBa «CTBOJIa» IO3Ha-
HWSI 3aMEHSIOTCS OFTHUM — YVICTBIM MBIITUIeHVIEM
Kak nepsoHauasioM (Ursprung). Ha cmeny Tpan-
CIIeHJIeHTaJIbHOMY CUHTe3y IPUXOAUT MHQMHM-
Te3VIMaIbHBIV MeTOJI KaK MeXaHW3M OPOXKIeHVIs
coflepKaHMs YMCTOrO MBIIUIEHWS, a 11eJIblo I10-
3HaHWsI CTAHOBUTCH fieri — OeCKOHeUHBIVI B CyIII-
HOCTV CBO€VI ITPOLIeCC CTAHOBJIEHVISI 3HAHS.

B 11e510M miporpammy MapOyprckovt TpaHcdop-
Malli MOXXHO BBIPasuUTh KpaTKO, MO ITyHKTaM,
Kak 3To caernasia ['epra Marnepxodep:

1. KanTmaHckoe ompesereHe MbIIUICHVS
KaK CMHTe3a He SBJIIeTCH «VCYepIIbIBAIOIINM
orpeziesieHMeM», HO JIOJDKHO Oosiee pajiyKaib-
HO CXBaTBIBaThCSl B «0OPa3HOM BBIpaskeHUM II0-
POXIeHMSsI».

2. MHoxecTBO (MHOrooOpasHOe), KOTOpoe
caryxur y KadTa B cuHTe3e MBIIUIEHUS Mpef-
ITOCBUIKOV, JIOJDKHO paccMaTpuBaThCd Kak IT0-
POXIIeHHOe, YTOOBI MBICIIVIJIOCh OHO KaK eJIVH-
CTBO M — B KauecTBe [OPOXX/IeHVIS MBIITUICHUS —
MOTIJIO IPOMCXOAUTH He M3 KaKOro-TO JIPyToro
VICTOYHMKA, a TOJIBKO M3 MBIIUICHVS U ero Aes-

tessbHOCTY (Mayerhofer, 2004, S. 140).
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Cohen sets himself the same epistemological
task as Kant, but taking due account of the dra-
matic changes in mathematical natural science
and, accordingly, in scientific thinking and cog-
nition.

3. Transformation of Sensations,
Intuition and the Thing-in-itself

In Cohen’s critical philosophy the sensibility
and reason as the twin “stems” of cognition are
replaced with one, pure thinking as the origin
(Ursprung). Transcendental synthesis gives way
to the infinitesimal method as a mechanism of
generating pure thinking and fieri, the essential-
ly infinite process of the emergence of knowl-
edge, becomes the aim of cognition.

On the whole, the Marburg school’s transfor-
mation programme can be summed up in two
points, as Herta Mayerhofer (2004, p. 140) has
done:

1. The Kantian definition of thinking as
synthesis is not an “exhaustive definition”,
it should be captured more radically in the
“figurative expression of generation”.

2. The manifold, which is the prerequisite
of Kant’s synthesis of thinking, should be seen
as that which has been generated if it is to be
thought of as a unity and — as the generation
of thinking — cannot originate from any other
source but only from thinking and its activity.?®

The transformations, once carried out, were
slowly but steadily changing the look of Kan-
tian transcendentalism.

8 “1. Die Kantische Bestimmung des Denkens als Synthesis
ist keine ‘erschdpfende Bestimmung’, sondern muss im ‘bild-
lichen Ausdruck Erzeugen’ radikaler gefasst werden. 2. Die
Mehrheit (Mannigfaltigkeit), die bei Kant der Synthesis des
Denkens als Voraussetzung dient, muss als erzeugt, damit als
Einheit gedacht werden und kann als Erzeugung des Denkens
nicht von anderswo her, sondern nur aus dem Denken und
seiner Titigkeit stammen.”
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Ocy1iecTBiIeHHBIE ITpe0Opa3oBaH IIOCTETIeH-
HO, HO HEYKJIOHHO BVIOVI3MEHSUIM KaHTOBCKMII
O0JIMK TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIU3Ma.

ITpexxnie Bcero M3MeHeHMs 3aTPOHYIIN OLLyIIle-
Hug. Y KaHTa omrymienmns mpeacTasiisyii codbor
HaHHOCTb. TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHBIV IIpeaMeT ad-
JunmpyeT 4yBCTBEHHOCTB, B pe3yJIbTaTe uero Bo3-
HVKAIOT OIYIIIEHVs], TO €CTh OHM JaHbI CO CTOPO-
HBI BHEIITHeTo VICTOYHVKa. KoreH pesko BBICTyTIa-
€T IIPOTMB 0AHHOCH Y VI HacTanBaeT Ha 3a0aHHOCHIU
rpefiMeTa ro3HaHM. IIpeMeT MbIITUIeHMs BOBCe
He 0aH, a TOJTBKO 3a0aH!

OTHBIHe OIIyIIeHNs BBICTYIIAIOT B POJIV HEKO-
€ro «II00YXIEeHVIs», «[IePBOTOTYKa» 71 MBIITUTE-
H1sg. OHM UTO-TO «JIeTleuyT», «00OpMOYyT» M 3TUM
HeolIpe/ieJIeHHbIM BO3IEVICTBIEM VHUIIUVIPYIOT,
aKTVBU3VPYIOT, MHCOVPUPYIOT MBIIIIJIEHVIE Ha TO,
4TOOBI OHO B35JIOCH 3a PellleHvie «ITpodJIeMbl» MU
«3a/1aum», 32 KOTOPBIMVI, B CBOIO OYepeslb, CKpbIBa-
eTcs OblTie. ONIyIIeHns yKa3bIBalOT Ha IIpeaMeT
= X 11 TeM caMbIM 300470711 MBIIIJIEHUIO 3a/1a4y pas3-
paboTKM 1 orpenesieHs mpoodsiemel ObrTys. ITpn
3TOM caMa «0OJIacTb OujyujeHutl eCTb M OCTaeTCs
COOCTBEHHOVI O0JIACTBIO HAYUHOU Pa3pabOTKM AJIs
rcuxosiornmu. <...> Yncroe MbIIIUIeHVe He HYXKHO
OIIpeziesIsiTh Ha 3TOVI OCHOBe. B jiorvike mieasnms-
Ma OIIyIIleHVe BO3HMKAET TOIBKO B KPUTIYECKOM
CYXXIIEHUV TIeVICTBUTEIbHOCTI. VI TOIBKO B HeM
OITyIIleHVe HeoOXOIMMO JIOCTUTaeT 3aBepIIeHs
cpoero ompasganus» (Cohen, 1922, S. 598 —599).
Taxvm oOpaszoM, 0 peasTbHOVI [I€VICTBUTEIIBHOCTY
B ccpepe HayKy MBI y3HaeM TOJIBKO M3 CaMUX Ha-
YUHBIX CY>KOEHWV M YMO3aK/IIOUeHWMI O JeVICTBY-
TEJIBHOCTY, HO HVKAK He V3 OITyIIeHWUI.

Ecimm vicxonmTh 13 Toro daxra, uro Koren ro-
BOPUT O MBIIIUIEHUY VIMEHHO B MaTeMaTMYeCKOM
€CTeCTBO3HAHWW, TO HeJIb3s1 He IIPU3HATh ero IIpa-
BOTY ¥ JIOTMTUECKYI0 0OOCHOBAaHHOCTH BBIBOIIOB. B
HaCTosiITiee BpeMsi CUMTaeTC sl OUeBUIHBIM U Jaxe
TPUBMAJIBHBIM TOT (PaKT, YTO ITPOLIECC BOCITPWS-
TUS VI3HAYaJIBHO IIO[BEP)KEH KaTeropw3ariiy co
CTOPOHBI PacCyAKa M 9YTO OOBEKT BOCIPUSTIS Ha
CaMoM JieJie SBJIeTCs IIPeIMeTOM KOHCTPYpOBa-

The earliest changes had to do with sensa-
tions. In Kant, the sensations are givens. The
transcendental object affects the sensibility, re-
sulting in sensations, i.e. they are given by an
external source. Cohen challenges the givenness
idea and insists that the object of thinking is
merely assigned.

Henceforth sensations play the role of an
“impulse”, “the first push” for thinking. They
mutter and murmur something and this inar-
ticulate influence initiates, inspires thinking
to tackle the “problems” and “tasks”, behind
which stands being. Sensations point to ob-
ject = X and thus assign to thinking the task of
analysing and defining a problem of being. The
“sphere of sensations is and remains the proper
area of scientific study for psychology. [...] Pure
thinking is not to be determined on this basis. In
the logic of idealism, a sensation arises only in
the critical judgment of reality. And it is only in
the judgment of necessity that sensation reaches
its final justification”? (Cohen, 1922, pp. 598-599).
Thus we learn about reality in the sphere of sci-
ence only from scientific judgments and conclu-
sions about reality, but not from sensations.

If we keep in mind that Cohen is speak-
ing about thinking precisely in mathemat-
ical natural science, we have to admit that his
conclusions are right and logical. Today it is
considered to be an obvious and even trivi-
al fact that the process of perception is from
the start subject to categorisation by the under-
standing and that the object of perception is in
fact an object of construction not only by the
notions of understanding, but also by the ide-
as of reason. That is why Zinaida Sokuler (2008,
p- 49) is right in drawing our attention to this
proposition: “If we keep in mind that pure per-
ception free of our subjectivity is a myth we will

 “Das eigentliche Gebiet der wissenschaftlichen Bearbei-
tung ist und bleibt doch fiir jene Psychologie das Gebiet der
Empfindung. [...] Das reine Denken ist auf jenem Boden
nicht zu definieren. In der Logik des Idealismus erscheint die
Empfindung erst in dem kritischen Urteil der Wirklichkeit.
Und erst in dem der Notwendigkeit erlangt sie den Abschluss
ihrer Rechtfertigung.”
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HWSI He TOJIBKO IIOHATUSAMM PaccyfiKa, HO TaKxke
ugeamu pasyma. ITostomy 3. A. Cokysiep BHoiHe
CIIpaBe[lJINBO aKLEeHTUPYeT Ha 3TOM HOJIOKeHUN
IeJ1 Haltle BHMMaHMe: «Ecii Mbl OyzieM TIOMHUTB
0 TOM, YTO UNCTOe, CBOOOIHOE OT IPVBHECEHWI
CO CTOPOHBI Hallleyl CyObeKTYBHOCTY BOCIIPUSITIE
ecTh MuU@, TO HaM TIOKaXyTCsl BIIOJIHE eCTeCTBeH-
HBIMI ¥ CIIPaBeJIMBbIMI IIOCTOSIHHBIE HAIlIOMMU-
HaHMs KoreHa o ToM, 4To olrylieHue ecTb He 0o-
Jlee YeM BITeYaT/IeHVe, KOTOPOMY HeJIb3s IIPUIIN-
CBIBaTh HMKAKOV OOBEKTMBHOCT, YTO OHO OIIpe-
ZlesisieTcs M VicpasiisieTcs MbliuleHreM» (Coky-
nep, 2008, c. 49). Crasio ObITH, HY)KHO COIVIaCUTB-
cst ¢ KoreHoM: B HayYHOM MBIIIJIEHU TO, YTO MBI
B OOBIIeHHOVI >XM3HM HasblBaeM OIIyIleHVeM,
IIpefiCTaeT KakK 3a/JaHHOCTH IIpo0JIeMbl, He Oosee
toro. Ilpu 3ToM HeoOXOAMMO TIOMYEPKHYTH: «3a
CIIVIHOVI» 3TOV 3aJaHHOCTU VICKYCHO CKPBIBAeTCs
XUTPOYMHOe 11 aBTOHOMHOe ObITHe.

Cosepranmue B kputndeckon dwiocodpun Ko-
reHa fojydaeT crtaryc umcroro. Crporo pasiu-
Yasi 4MCTOe U SMIIVPUYecKoe co3epliaHvie, OH IOI-
YepKIBaeT, YTO IepBOe JIOJDKHO HasbIBaThCS Ma-
TeMaTU4YecKMM co3epliaHueM, B OT/In4ye OT IIpo-
cTo pmsmueckm-ricuxmdeckoro (cm.: Cohen, 1883,
S. 19). CooTBeTCTBEHHO, UTOOBI IOCTUYB €T0 CYIII-
HOCTb, «IIOHATUIO CO3eplLIaHMsI HeoOXOAMMO IIO-
JIy9UTB OlpefieJieHNe, BbIpakarolllee ero TeH-
IIeHIIVIO, KOTOpasl [OJDKHA OBITH oxapaxmepu-
306ana kax obwas mamemamuueckas 3aKOHHOCHIb
(Gesetzlichkeit)» (Ibid.). YmcTtoe coseprianme Kore-
Ha, TaK/M 00pa30M, CTAHOBUTCS TIOXOXKVIM Ha Ma-
TeMaTH4decKoe KOHCTpymposaHue KaHTa v xe
npeanyro 'yccepris.

VIMeHHO co3epliaHMe IIpeBpaliaeT M3Ha4YaIbHO
3a7laHHOe B COOCTBeHHOe JIaHHOe, HO TOJIBKO I10CIIe
TOrO, KaK MBIIIJIEHVe PellIo 3afady oIperesie-
Hug ripeameta = X: «OmHaKo Teriepb COBCeM HelTb-
3 CUUTaTh, 4TO 3Ta JaHHOCTE (Gegebenheit) Bo3-
BpalllaeTcs B CTpaHy WIn 00JIacTh 10 1y CHopoHy
CO3HAHUSA, B KOTOPOV HEYTO OBUIO JaHO co3eplia-
HMIO. DTO JTaHHOe JIaHO # co3HAHUY; Y1 3Ta IIPUIU-
Ha ¥ OCHOBA JIOCTaTOYHO COJIMIIHA I TOTO, YTO-
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see as natural and justified Cohen’s constant
reminders that a sensation is no more than an
impression to which no objectivity can be im-
puted, that it is determined and corrected by
thinking.” So we have to agree with Cohen that
in scientific thinking what we call sensation in
day-to-day life is presented as an assignment of
a problem, no more than that. But it has to be
stressed that behind the assigned problem there
lurks skillfully concealed ingenious and autono-
mous being.

In Cohen’s critical philosophy intuition ac-
quires the status of pure intuition. In scru-
pulously distinguishing between pure and
empirical intuition, he stresses that the former
should be called mathematical intuition as dis-
tinct from physical-mental intuition (c¢f. Co-
hen, 1883, p. 19). Thus, to grasp its essence “the
concept of intuition must receive a definition
expressing its tendency to characterise mathe-
matics’ general subordination to laws”' (ibid.).
Cohen’s pure intuition thus becomes similar to
Kant’s mathematical construction or Husserl’s
ideation.

It is intuition that turns the initially assigned
into a given, but only after thinking has solved
the tasks of defining the object = X: “However,
there is now no way to consider that givenness
returns to the land or area on the other side of con-
sciousness in which that Something was given to
intuition. What is given is given in consciousness;
this foundation is solid enough to legitimise in-
tuition and consequently that Something. And
the instrument for developing and cultivating
this land is the pure, the mathematical intuition”"
(ibid., p. 20). So, Cohen’s critical philosophy re-

10 “[...] der Begriff der Anschauung [muss] eine Determina-
tion erhalten, welche seine Tendenz, die allgemeine mathe-
matische Gesetzlichkeit zu charakterisiren.”

" “Man darf nun aber nicht etwa meinen, diese Gegeben-
heit recurrire auf ein Land oder Gebiet jenseits des Bewusst-
seins, auf welchem jenes Etwas der Anschauung gegeben
wire. Das Gegebene ist in dem Bewusstsein gegeben; dieser
Grund und Boden ist solide genug, die Anschauung und so-
mit jenes Etwas zu legitimiren. Und das Mittel, jenes Boden
zu bearbeiten und zu bebauen, das ist die reine, die mathema-
tische Anschauung.”
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ObI cosepriaHVe ¥, CilefoBaTelTbHO, HeuTo (Etwas)
HOJTyYVUIN 3aKOHHYIO cwuly. VI cpencTBo, 4ToOBI
paspabaTbIBaTh ¥ 3aCTpaMBaTh 3TY 3eMJII0, — Yli-
cmoe mamemamuueckoe cosepyanue» (Ibid., S. 20).
Crasio OBITBH, CaMO MOHSTHME TAHHOIO COXpPaHSET-
cs B KpuTndeckon dprtocodpmn KoreHa, Ho OTHBI-
He 3TO JIaHHOe eCTh JJaHHOe M3HYTPW, a He CHapy-
xu. Kak pas 3Ty MbIciib nomdepknys1 DpHet Kac-
cupep: «TakumM obpasoM, 3T0 [KoreHOBCKoe] yue-
HVIe TaK>Ke TIOJTHOCTHIO IIPV3HaeT “TaHHoe”, Ha KO-
TOpOe JI0JDKHO OpPMeHTHpPOBaThCs prytocodpckoe
paccMOTpeHme, HO 3TO TaHHOe, TaK CKasaTk, Oosiee
BBICOKOVI CTYIIEHVI, COCTOsIIIIee He B MaTepuasIbHOM
OITPEeIeJIEHHOCTY BeIleV, a B JIOTMYECKOVI CTPYK-
Type npuHIMNIoB u uaen» (Cassirer, 1912, S. 258).
V Haxoner, oOmiyro mosuimio MapOyprckon
IIIKOJIBI B OTHOIIIEHWUM HaHHOCTU W 3aJaHHOCTU
npeaMeTa BeKosienHo mpeacraswl [layns Ha-
TOPI B CBOEVI 3HaMeHuTON KHure o I itarone:

[TosHaHMe M TpeaMeT KOPPEeISTUBHBI APYT
JIPYTy, a MMEHHO: OHWM COOTHOCSATCH KaK Mnymib
u yesv. TOT, KTO UIeT B IOPOry, JO/DKEH MMeTb
Lenb Ilepen riasaMu. [lonamue mpemmeTta, Ko-
TOpoe 00/KHO TIO3HABaThCs KaK X ypaBHEHMs
MO3HaHMs, IIpefrosiaraeT, cTajio ObITh, TeX, KTO
TOBOPUT C SICHBIM CMBICJIOM O IIO3HaHWMM BOOO-
mie. OpHAKO KPUTHMIIV3M TOYepPKUBAET, YTO
IpefMeT — 3TO 1MO0AbKO X, IIPeIMeT — 3TO MOAbKO
npobaema, HO Hukoeda He OanHoe; TIpoOieMa, Iie-
JIOCTHBIVI CMBICJT KOTOPOVI OITpeieJIeH JIVIIb B OT-
HOIIIeHMM K M3BeCTHBIM BeIMYMHaM YpaBHeHNs,
a MeHHO — HalllMM (PyHIaMeHTaIbHBIM TI0HS-
TUSAM, TPeCTaBIAIONINM COOOV TOJIBKO OCHOB-
HbIe (yHKYUU TTIO3HAHNS, 3aKOHBI MX Oeticmbus, B
KOTOPBIX 3aKJIFOUAeTCs caMo ITO3HaHMe. DTO, CKO-
pee, X MOXKHO Has3BaTh «JaHHBIMW», IIOCKOJIbKY
OHI BOOOIIle U JIeJIal0T ITO3HaHVe BO3MOXKHBIM.
Ho cam miperimeT He 11aH, a ckopee 3a1aH. Beskoe
TIOHSATME O TIpefMeTe, KOTOPHBIV JIOJDKeH VIMeTb
3HaueHMe IS Halllero ITO3HaHMs, HYXHO CHa-
YaJIa BBICTPOUTb 113 OCHOBHBIX (PaKTOPOB CAMOTO
ITO3HaHWS, BIUIOTH /IO CaMbIX PyH/TaMeHTaIbHBIX
(Natorp, 1903, S. 367).

tains the concept of the given, but now it is giv-
en from within and not from without. This idea
was highlighted by Ernst Cassirer (1912, p. 258):
“Thus, this [Cohen’s] teaching also fully recog-
nizes ‘the given’ toward which philosophical
examination must be oriented, but this given, as
it were, is of a higher level, consisting not in ma-
terial certainty of things, but in the logical struc-
ture of principles and ideas.”*?

Finally, the overall position of the Marburg
school concerning datum and task was brilliant-
ly formulated by Paul Natorp (2004, p. 342) in
his famous book about Plato:

It is true that knowledge and object are
correlative; for they are related as a path to
its goal, and he who takes the path must have
the goal in view. Hence in speaking clearly
and meaningfully about knowledge, one must
presuppose the concept of the object that is to
be known, the x in the equation of knowledge.
But the critical position emphasizes that this is
a mere x, that is, the object is always a problem
and never a datum. It is a problem whose
entire sense is determined purely in relation
to the known factors of the equation, namely
our fundamental concepts, which have as
their content nothing but the fundamental
functions of knowledge itself, i.e. the laws of the
procedure that constitutes knowledge. It would
be far more correct to say that these are what
is “given” in knowledge, since it is they that
make any knowledge possible in the first place.
Objects, by contrast, are not a datum, but a task,
and the very concept of an object to which our
knowledge applies must be constructed out of
the basic elements of this knowledge, right back
to the completely fundamental ones.

The third fundamental structure after sen-
sations and intuition to undergo a transforma-
tion was the thing-in-itself. In Cohen’s teaching
it performs important functions, first and fore-

12 "So erkennt auch diese Lehre durchaus ein ‘Gegebenes’ an,
an dem die philosophische Betrachtung sich zu orientieren hat;
aber es ist gleichsam ein Gegebenes hoherer Stufe, das nicht in
der materiellen Bestimmtheit von Dingen, sondern in der lo-
gischen Struktur von Prinzipien und Ideen besteht.”
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Tpervent dyHIaMeHTaIbHOV KOHCTPYKIIN-
e1, KoTopas MofBepriach TpaHcdOpMaIm I1ocsie
OLIYIIEHMV M CO3epliaHMs, CTajla Belllb caMa II0
cebe. /111 Korena ona HeceT BakHble (PYHKIINM, 1
IIpeX[ie BCETO SIBJISeTCS BbIpakeHVeM OecKoHed-
HOVI 3a/1a4Vi [TO3HaHWMSI — TOr'0 IMO3HAHVISL, KOTOpOoe
TeCHO CBg3aHO C aBTOHOMHBIM ObITreM. HecmoTps
Ha «IlepeopueHTalio» (PYHKIMI Bely caMom
1o ceOe, BHMMATEILHO BCMOTPEBIINCH, Mbl BHOBb
oOHapy>XuM 3a ee dpacaZioM He3aBUCUMOe OBITHE,
Tpebyrolliee pa3pabOTKI MBIITUIEHVEM.

Koren B3s1 0[1HY 13 He4acTO BCTPeUaroIXCs
y KanTa KOHHOTAIIM BeIIy caMOVI IO cede 1 npu-
naj1 et pyHgaMeHTaIbHbIVI CMBICT:

Berre cama 110 ceGe, Takim 00pasoM, sIBiIsieTCS
BOIUIOIIIeHVIeM HayYHbIX 3HaHMIL. Ho 3TvM ckasa-
Ho Ootblite. 3HaHVIA He 00pa3yIOT 3aBepllleHHbIe
PSAIBL, 3aKOHUEHHYIO IJIaBy; OHW IIPEeCTaBIIgIOT
€000V TOITBKO TO, O YeM OHVI CBUIETEIIbCTBYIOT —
0 xapakTepe Bcero mpaeastbHOro. [losToMy oHm
coziepKar B cebe He TOJIBKO TO, YTO OOHapy>KeHO,
HO I OHOBPEMEHHO TO, YTO OCTAETCSI CIIOPHBIM.
B 3ToM 3aKiIrodaeTcs xapakTep BCeX ITOHSTUIL
YIOBJIETBOPsiA TpeOOBaHMSIM MBIIUIEHNS, OHU
BBIZIBUTAIOT HOBBIE. 37IeCh HET HMKAKOrO OIlpe-
IeJIeHHOro 3aBepiieHns. Kaxmoe BepHOe ITOHS-
TVie — 3TO HOBBIVI BOIIPOC M HUKAKOIO OKOHYa-
TEeJILHOTO OTBeTa. IToaTOMYy Berp cama 110 cebe,
IIOHVMaeMasi KaK «00beM ¥ CBSI3HOCTb» 3HaHW,
IOJDKHA OBITH OTHOBPEMEHHO BBIpa’keHVEM BO-
IIPOCOB, KOTOPBIE 3aK/TIOUEHBI B OTBETax I103Ha-
HMsL. DTO CIleAylolliee 3Ha4YeHe BeIy CaMOV 110
cebe 0b03HaUaeT Apyroe BeIpaXkeHNe, O1arogaps
koTopoMy KaHT onpenenut u yriyOwm x, KOTo-
PBIV OH HEOTHOKPATHO Ha3bIBaeT TPAHCIEHIEeH-
TaJIbHBIM 0O0BbekTOM. Berrp cama 1o cebe — 3T0
«3amaga» (Cohen, 1918, S. 660 —661).

VHaue MOXHO BBIPa3UTBbCS TaKMM OOpasoM:
Belllb cama 110 cebe ecThb He YTO MHOe, KaK pery-
JIATVIBHAs MJles pa3yMa, HallpaBJleHHas Ha I103Ha-
Hue ObITHA ¥ TpebyIoliasi OT 3TOro IO3HaHMS CU-
CTeMaTU4ecKoro eIMHCTBa KaK KpuTepusl Hayd-
HocTi. Ee MoXHO 0OpasHO Ipe/cTaBUTh B Bl
TpaHUIIBI OKPY)KHOCTY MeXy y>ke ITO3HaHHBIM,
TO eCThb 3HaHMeM (00J1acTb BHYTPYU OKPY>KHOCTM),

V. Ye. Semyonov

most, as an expression of the infinite task of cog-
nition, the cognition that is closely connected
with autonomous being. In spite of the “reori-
entation” of the functions of the thing-in-itself, a
closer look will rediscover behind its facade in-
dependent being that needs to be processed by
thinking.

Cohen (1918, pp. 660-661) took one of the
less frequently encountered connotations of the
thing-in-itself and invested it with a fundamen-
tal meaning:

The thing-in-itself is thus an embodiment
of scientific knowledge. But this says more.
Knowledge does not form complete sets, a
complete chapter; it is only what it witnesses
to, the character of everything ideal. Hence it
contains not only what has been discovered,
but at the same time what remains debatable.
Herein lies the character of all concepts: in
meeting the requirements of thinking, they
put forward new ones. There is no definite
closure. Every right concept is a new question
and there is no final answer. That is why the
thing-in-itself, understood as “the amount and
coherence” of knowledge, must be at the same
time an expression of questions contained in the
answers of knowledge. This further meaning
of the thing-in-itself is marked by another
expression with which Kant has defined and
deepened the x, as he repeatedly calls the
transcendental object: The thing-in-itself is a
“task”.?

B “Das Ding an sich ist somit der Inbegriff der wissenschaft-
lichen Erkenntnisse. Aber damit ist mehr gesagt. Die Erken-
ntnisse bilden nicht eine abgeschlossene Reihe, ein Kapitel
toter Hand; sie sind nur, indem sie sagen, dies ist der Charak-
ter alles Idealen. Sie enthalten daher nicht nur das, was er-
mittelt ist, sondern in sich zugleich das, was fraglich bleibt.
Dies ist der Charakter aller Begriffe: dass sie, indem sie Den-
kforderungen befriedigen, neue stellen. Es gibt hier keinen de-
finitiven Abschluss. Jeder richtige Begriff ist eine neue Frage,
keiner eine letzte Antwort. Das Ding an sich, als ‘Umfang
und Zusammenhang' der Erkenntnisse gedacht, muss daher
zugleich der Ausdruck der Fragen sein, welche in jeden Ant-
worten der Erkenntnisse eingeschlossen sind. Diese fernere Be-
deutung des Dinges an sich bezeichnet ein anderer Ausdruck,
durch welchen Kant das x, als welches er wiederholentlich das
transzendentale Objekt bezeichnet, bestimmt und vertieft hat.

7

Das Ding an sich ist "Aufgabe’.
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M ellle He TO3HAHHBIM BHeIIHUM ObiTveMm. [Ipn
9TOM IIPOTSDKEHHOCTh T'PaHMIIBI ¥, CTajIo OBITH,
o0BeM Bely caMovi 1o cebe — II0 Mepe BO3pac-
TaHMS YCIIEXOB MaTeMaTWYecKOro ecTeCTBO3Ha-
HVS — IIOCTOSIHHO YBEJIYMBAETCS B TIOJTHOM CO-
OTBETCTBIM C TeopeMaMM (3aKOHAMVI) TeOMeTPUIA
Wrak, KakmMy mpenykaramm oOsagaeT OOHOB-
JIeHHO€e KOHCTPYKTVBHO€E MBIIIJIeHVIE?

4. YrcToe MBIIILJICHME:
epBOHa4aJIo, IBVDKeHMe, IOpOXKIeHMe,
MHPMHNUTEe3MMATbHBIVI METO/

IlosBommio cebe MPUCTYNUTHL K OIpeieIeHNIo
KOTeHOBCKOro IepsoHayasia (Ursprung) c mmpoko
VI3BECTHOT'O OCHOBOITOJIOKEHVISL:

Crasio OBITH, ecIM IIO3HAHME PABHO3HAYHO
OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWIO, TO OTHBIHE OHO OOYCIIOB-
JIEHO IIepBOHavYasIoM. VI ecyivt MBIIIUTEHVIEe — 3TO
MBIIIUIEHVIE TIO3HAHWSI, TO OHO VIMeeT CBOVI ICTOK
VI IPVYVMHY B MBIIUIEHNV ITlepBoHavata. 1o Tex
II0p, TI0Ka IOPOXIEeHHOe He Oy/eT IOCTUTHYTO
BO BCEV CBOEVI OIIpeIe/IeHHOCTM KaK ITOPOXIeH-
HOe IIepBOHAYAJIOM, IO TeX JKe IIOP MBIIIUIeHe,
TaKXe uepe3 IIOPOXKIIEHVe, He CMOXeT JOCTUYb
SICHOTO METOJIMYeCKOro OllpeieieHns. B HeMm
coxpaHsieTcsd WUTO3MS mnopobHocTi. Temepb
MBI MOXeM ITO3BOJIUTH cebe IOIIHOCTBIO OTOpO-
cuUTh oOpasHoe BbIpakeHMe. MoiuiieHue abasemcs
Moiuiaeruem nepbonauara. Huaro He MoxeT OBITH
JlaHO IlepBOHAYasTy. DTOT IIPVHIIVII SIBJISIETCS OC-
HOBOIIOJIOJKeHeM B OyKBajIbHOM cMbIciTe. OcHO-
BaHMe JO/DKHO CTaTh epBOoHadasioM. Kak Mpi-
JIeHVIe JTOJDKHO OOHapYXUTh B IlepBOoHavasie Obl-
TMe, TaK ¥ 3TO ObITME HUKaK, HUKOVUM 00Opa3oM
He MOXeT VIMeThb JPYroro OCHOBaHUs, YeM TO,
KOTOpO€ MBIIUIeHIe MOXKET ITOJIOKUTb 71 HETO.
TosbKo B KauecTBe MBIIIUIEHVS IepBOHaYaIa Un-
CTOe MBIIIUIeHNe CTAaHOBUTCS WCTUHHBIM. <...>
Iloamomy s0euxa 004xHA cmams A02uKoil nepBoxa-
uasa. <...> Bce uucmoe nosHanue 004KHO COCTOAMDb
u3 Budousmenenutl npuryuna nepbonauaia. B mpo-
TMBHOM CJIy4ae OHO He MMeJIO ObI HM caMOCTOsI-
TeJIBHOVI, HYI YMCTOV IIeHHOCT. [TosaToMy j1ormka
IepBOHAYaJIa JOJDKHA PeaI30BbIBATHCS BO BCEM
CBOEM TIOCTPOEeHMM KaK TaKOBOM. Bo fcex uucmuix
NO3HAHUAX, Komopble 0Ha yoocmobepsem 6 kauecmbe
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To put it another way: the thing-in-itself is
but a regulative idea of reason aimed at cog-
nising being and requiring that cognition be a
systematic unity as a criterion of scientific va-
lidity. It can metaphorically be presented as the
boundary of a circle between what is known, i.e.
knowledge (the area within the circle) and the
external being still to be cognised. The length
of the boundary and hence the volume of the
thing-in-itself — as mathematical natural sci-
ence scores new successes — constantly increas-
es in full accordance with the theorems (laws) of
geometry. So, what are the predicates of the re-
newed constructive thinking?

4. Pure Thinking:
Origin, Movement, Generation,
Infinitesimal Method

I will permit myself to start the definition
of Cohen’s origin (Ursprung) with the widely
known principle:

If knowledge is the same as the principle,
then from now on it is conditioned by the origin.
And if thought is the thinking of cognition then
it has its starting point and basis in the thinking
of the origin. As long as generation was not
grasped with this clarity as the generation of the
origin, thinking — even through generation —
could not attain to a clear methodic definition.
The semblance of metaphor could not be cleared
away. Now we can permit ourselves to cast aside
the figurative expression. Thinking is thinking of
the origin. Nothing must be regarded as given
in the origin. This principle is the foundation in
literal exactitude. Origin must be the basis. Since
thinking must discover being in the origin, this
being cannot under any circumstances have a
different foundation than that which thinking
can posit for it. It is only as the thinking of the
origin that pure thinking becomes true. [...]
Therefore, logic must become the logic of the origin.
[...] All pure cognition must be modifications of the
principle of the origin. Otherwise it would have
no autonomous and no pure value. Therefore
the logic of the origin must be realised in its



NpuHyuUnob, 004xeH NoAHOCMBI0 20cnodcmbBoBarms
npunyun nepbonauasa. Tak jorvka repBoHa4asia
CTaHOBUTCS JIOTMKO umcToro nmo3HaHms (Cohen,

1922, S. 36).

Yro MBI MOXeM M3BJIeYb U3 3TOrO Ba)KHOTO U
UpesBbIYalHO HACKIIIIEHHOTO Iaccaka’?

AHas3 oCHOBOIIOJIOKEeH N TTO3BOJISeT CllesIaTh
HVDKeCTIe Ty FoIIIVie BBIBOJIbI:

() Hay4yHOE MBIITUIEHVe He II0JIb3yeTCs BHeIll-
HVM VICTOYHUKOM JIJ15I CBO€VI JIeITeIbHOCTV;

(ii) ObITMe IpemMeTOB WCCIIeNOBaHMS COBpe-
MeHHOro KoreHy maremaTndecKoro ecrecTBO3Ha-
HWSI TIOJTHOCTBIO OITpeJIesisieTCsl MBIIIIJIeHVeM;

(iii) 13 HayYHOro MBIIIJIEHMS CJIeAyeT M3THATh
HaMBHYIO MJUIIO3MIO TOTO, YTO IIpefMeThl Oo3Ha-
HIS COXPaHSIOT B ceOe Hekoe IomoOme (momob-
HOCTB) TeX peaIbHbIX Belller], KOTOpble IIPUCYT-
CTBYIOT B Halllerl OOBIIEHHOV XM3HU U B «aflek-
BaTHOM OTOOpakeHMI» KOTOPBIX YOeXIeHO He-
pedrtexcupyroliee 11 IIPOCTOYIITHOE CO3HAHME;

(iv) ObITHIE camO TIO cele 371eCh BpeMEHHO «BbI-
HeCeHO 3a CKOOKI», 100 OITyIIeHNs], MHCIIMPUPY-
IOIIVie Hay4dHOe VccilefloBaHVe, HaXOIsATCs «B ca-
MOM Hauajle» Hay4HOV [1eATeJIbHOCTY, B TO Bpe-
Mg KaK COBpeMeHHasi HayKa OIVpaeTcs yXe He
Ha «3MIIMPUYecKyIO TI0YBY», HO CTOUT «Ha IjIedax
TUTaHTOB»;

(v) mr060e gncToe (HayuHOe) CyXkieHue Herlo-
CPeICTBeHHO cjleflyeT W13 IlepBOHaydajla MBbIIIjle-
HIS;

(Vi) McTMHa JIOTMYeCcK! cjlefyeT 13 [epBoHaJa-
Ja;

(vii) pBmxeHue (Bewegung) m mopoxieHwue
(Erzeugung) sABIAIOTCS BakKHeMIIVMM XapakTe-
PUCTVMIKaM¥ TlepBOHaYasIa ¥ MBIIIIJICHVIS;

(viii) Bce Hay4HOe (411CTO€) MO3HaHMe Oa3upy-
eTcs Ha TlepBOHaYasle KaK VICTOYHVIKE.

TakoBBI OCHOBHBIE BBIBOIBI M3 KOT€HOBCKOV
HOeCKpUIIIINY IlepBOHa4Yasa. be3 mpeysende-
HWSI MOXKHO CKa3aTh, YTO MBI IMeeM JIeJI0 CO CBO-
€ro pozia Memo0o02uteckuM sccenyuasuzmom. I'lo
MHeHMIO B. Mapkca, «pormBHUKI» Korena —
SMIVIPU3M ¥ TICUXOJIOTM3M — «BBIHYAVJIN TIOf-

V. Ye. Semyonov

entire structure as such. In all pure cognition
which it [logic] ratifies as principles the principle
of the origin must be dominant. Thus the logic of
the origin becomes the logic of pure cognition'
(Cohen, 1922, p. 36).

What can we derive from this important and
densely written passage?

Analysis of the origin warrants the following
conclusions:

(i) scientific thinking does not use an external
source for its activity;

(ii) the being of the objects of investigation
by the mathematical natural science of Cohen’s
time is determined entirely by thinking;

(iii) scientific thinking must get rid of the
naive illusion that the object of cognition pre-
serves some likeness to the real things that are
present in our daily life and is thought by the
unreflecting naive consciousness to be “ade-
quately reflected”;

(iv) being here is temporarily “taken off the
table” because the sensations that prompt sci-
entific investigation form just the “very begin-
ning” of scientific activity, whereas modern
science proceeds not from the “empirical soil”,
but stands on the shoulders of giants”;

4 “Wenn also die Erkenntnis gleich dem Prinzip ist, so ist sie
nunmehr durch den Ursprung bedingt. Und wenn das Denken
das Denken der Erkenntnis ist, so hat es seinen Ausgang und
Grund in dem Denken des Ursprungs. So lange das Erzeugen
nicht in dieser Prignanz als das Erzeugen des Ursprungs ge-
fasst wurde, so lange konnte das Denken auch durch das Erze-
ugen nicht zu klaren methodischer Bestimmung gelangen. Der
Schein des Gleichnisses bleib auf ihm sitzen. Man kann jetzt
den bildlichen Ausdruck ganz fallen lassen. Denken ist Den-
ken des Ursprungs. Dem Ursprung darf nichts gegeben sein.
Das Prinzip ist Grundlegung in buchstiblicher Genauigkeit.
Der Grund muss Ursprung werden. Wenn anders das Denk-
en im Ursprung das Sein zu entdecken hat, so darf dieses Sein
keinen, keinerlei andern Grund haben, als den das Denken ithm
zu legen vermag. Als Denken des Ursprungs erst wird das
reine Denken wahrhaft. [...] Die Logik muss demnach Logik
des Ursprungs werden. [...] Alle reinen Erkenntnisse miissen
Abwandlungen des Prinzips des Ursprungs sein. Andernfalls
hiitten sie keinen selbstindigen, wie keinen reinen Wert. Die
Logik des Ursprungs muss sich daher in ihrem ganzen Aufbau
als solche vollziehen. In allen reinen Erkenntnissen, die sie als
Prinzipien beglaubigt, muss das Prinzip des Ursprungs durch-
walten. So wird die Logik des Ursprungs zur Logik der reinen
Erkenntnis.”
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YepKHYTb aBTApPKWYECKNUVI XapaKTep MBIIIIIEHVIS»
(Marx, 1977, S. 14). HecmoTpst Ha pasbscHeHMs1 Ko-
reHa, ocTaeTcst HeoOXOIMMOCTE OTBETUTE Ha TJIaB-
HBIVI BOIIPOC: TaK YTO >Ke TaKoe [IepBOHAYaIIO?
AHams rilepBoHavasIa Kak OCHOBaHWSI MBIIIITIe-
HUSL VI COOTBETCTBYIOIIEro eMy OBITHS [aeT BO3-
MOXXHOCTB IIPVHSTH CJIETYIOITIVI BBIBOZ;

[TpyHIMT TepBOHAYasia MOXET OBITH ITOHST
KaK «OCHOBaHWe», a VMEHHO B JBOVIHOM CMBIC-
Jle: CHadasla TaK, YTO OH IIPe/iCTaBJIgeT OOIIyIo
dopMy Bcero ero copepkaHus B COOTBETCTBUN
C OIIpeJieJIeHHBIMU OCOOBIMU «OCHOBAHVISIMIL»,
3aTeM TaK, YTO OH KaK pa3 He IIpeCTaBisierT
MBIIIUIEHVE B €r0 IepBOHAYaJIbHOM, ITPVIHIIV-
MVaJIbHO CIIOCOOHOM K PEeBM3UV OTHOIIEHWUN K
OBITMIO, ¥ 3TO OTHOIIEHVE COCTOUT B TOM, UTO
ObITHe sBIIsieTCst OBITVIEM, TTOPOXKIEHHBIM MBIIII-
JIeHVeM. B 3ToOM cMbIciie MBIITUTEHVe HY)KHO Ha-
3bIBaTh «OCHOBAHVIEM» OBITVS VIV TEM, YeM OHO
SIBJISIETCS: TIPVHIINII IIepBOHAvYala OIVCHIBAeT
«OCHOBaHVe» OBITMSI IIOCPEICTBOM MBIITUIEHVIS
(Stolzenberg, 1995, S. 62).

VIMeHHO TaKOBBI «B3aVIMOOTHOIIIEHVsT» MeXITy
HayYHBIM MBIIIUIEHVEM 1 CaMIM TI0 cebe ObITreM.
Kpome Toro, ass mpasvibHOM pedpiiekcum Iep-
BOHauajla CyIIeCTBeHHYIO ITOMOIIlb OKaXyT KOH-
LMY ABVDKEHVS, IOPOXIeHMs, MHPVHUTE3N-
MaJIBHOT'O MEeTO/Ia 11 KOPPeJIAIUL.

IlepBoHavaio Kak Oa30BbIVI IIPVHIINII €CTh He
UTO MHOe, KaK (PyHKIIMOHaJIbHAS [1edTeJIbHOCTD
MBIITUIEHNS, TTIOPOKIAoIasi coOOCTBEHHOe Ccoep-
JKaHMe M yCTaHaBJ/IMBaIOIIAsl BCeBO3MOXKHBIE KOP-
peJIATUBHBIE CBSI3UM MEXIY 3TUMM COIep>KaHMs-
M. [Tosromy X. Xosibiixav yTBepxaaeT: «Mpliiisie-
HUe kak nepboHauano no3HaAHUA SBJIS€TCH YUCTBIM
MbIITUIeHVeM. TakuM 00pa3oM, ¢ UMCTOTOV MBIITI-
JIeHWs yCTaHaBJIVBaeTCsl ero JIOTMYeCKUI IIPuo-
putet. OnHako KoreHn He yTBepXkaeT HVKaKOIO
MeTapM3MIecKOro a4 priori; YUCTOTa MBIIUIEHWS
MMeeT (PYHKIIMOHAIBHBIN CMBICI <...> Meron
€CTh MBIIIJIEHVIE CaMO II0 cebe — Kak M3HadaIbHO
opoXkzeHHoe ero comepkaHme» (Holzhey, 1986,
S. 176—-177). Takum oOpa3oM, IlepBOHa4YaIO eCTh
nerokeHre (Bewegung), KkoTopoe Kak pas M ocy-
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(v) any pure (scientific) judgment follows di-
rectly from the origin of thinking;

(vi) truth logically follows from the origin;

(vii) movement (Bewegung) and generation
(Erzeugung) are the key characteristics of the ori-
gin and of thinking;

(viii) all scientific (pure) knowledge is based
on the first principle as origin.

Such are the main conclusions from Cohen’s
description of the origin. We are looking, with-
out exaggeration, at a kind of methodological es-
sentialism. In the opinion of W.Marx (1977,
p. 14), Cohen’s enemies — empiricism and psy-
chologism — have “forced him to stress the
autarchic character of thinking”." In spite of Co-
hen’s explication, the key question that remains
to be answered is, what is the origin?

An analysis of the origin as the foundation of
thinking and the corresponding being prompts
the following conclusion:

The principle of the origin can be understood
as “the foundation” in two senses: first, as
representing the general form of all special
“foundations”, defined according to their
content, and then, in such a way thatit represents
thinking in its original and principally non-
revisable relation to being, and this relation
lies in the fact that being is being generated
by thinking. In this sense thinking must be
called the “foundation” of being or — which
is the same thing — the principle of the origin
describes the “foundation” of being through
thinking'® (Stolzenberg, 1995, p. 62).

15 “1...] die Betonung des Autarkiecharakters des Denkens
erzwungen.”

1 “Das Prinzip des Ursprungs kann als ‘Grundlequng’
verstanden werden, und zwar in einem doppelten Sinn: ein-
mal so, dafs es die gemeinsame Form aller ihrem Inhalt nach
bestimmten besonderen ‘Grundlegungen’ reprisentiert, so-
dann so, dafs es eben darin das Denken in seiner urspriingli-
chen, prinzipiell nicht revisionsfihigen Beziehung zum Sein
darstellt, und diese Beziehung besteht darin, dafi das Sein ein
vom Denken erzeugtes Sein ist. In diesem Sinne ist das Denk-
en die ‘Grundlequng’ des Seins zu nennen, oder, was dasselbe
ist, beschreibt das Prinzip des Ursprungs die ‘Grundlegung’
des Seins durch das Denken.”



II[eCTBJIsIeT TTOPOXKIIEHe, TO €CTh IIPOIIecC IIPOo3-
BozicTBa (Erzeugung) comepskanmsi MbIIIIJIeHS.

Hesp3st He 3aMeTUTBh, UTO TEPMUH «IIOPOXKJIe-
HIe» HeceT B cebe HEHYKHYIO MeTapOpIUecKyIo
KOHHOTAIIVIO, U TI03TOMY KoreH BBIHYXIIeH IIper-
yIpenuTs: «B gaipHeriiem, ofgHako, 00OpasHoe BbI-
pakeHVe TTIOPOXKIIEHVSI He MOKET HaHeCTH YIIep-
0a xapaKTepuCTMKe MBIITUIEHVSI XOTS ObI IIOTOMY,
YTO MOPOXEHVe BOCIPUHMMAETCS He KaK IIpo-
IOyKT, a KaK IIpeXX/ie BCero AesaTeIbHOCTh CaMOro
niponzBopmTesis. Camo npousboocmbo (Erzeugung)
abasemcs npooykmom (Erzeugnis)» (Cohen, 1922,
S. 29). Craso ObITh, ABVKEHVIE MBIITUIEHMS SIBIISI-
eTcs OHOBPEeMeHHO ero copepkaHueM. Takum
myteM KoreH cHMMaeT Borrpoc 0 Havdasle MBIIIUTe-
HVISL M YCTPaHsieT KaHTOBCKYIO Ipo0sieMy crHTe3a
YyBCTBEHHOCTM U paccyka. OTHBIHe B OCHOBe I10-
3HAHVIS JIOXUT OAVH-eIVHCTBEHHBIVI VICTOYHVIK, a
1po0sieMHOe COOTHOIIIeHVe (POPMBI U ColeprKa-
HVISI IO3HAHVSL HOCUT TOJIBKO (PYHKITVMIOHAJTBHBIN
XapaKTep ¥ IIOJIHOCTBIO OIVCBIBAeTCS Teopuent
KOppeJIsLnL.

Eme omHa BakHasi XapaKTepUCTVKA MBIIIITe-
HUSI — ero KOHTMHYaJIbHOCTD (= HeITpePBIBHOCTB).
3HAYMMOCTh 3TOTO IpeauKaTa IOTYepKUBaeT
B. Mapkc:

...IIPVHIUIT HENPePBIBHOCTY VIMeeT yHUBep-
CAJIbHYIO CIWIy, a VMIMEHHO — He TOJIBKO KaK
KBaHTUUIMpPYIOIas PyHKIVS OIperesieHNns,
HO makxke KaK IPVIHIVII MBIIUIEHUS I, COOTBET-
CTBEHHO, Hay4YHOro co3HaHMs Boobite. (Tepmuna
«cosHaHMe» (Bewufitsein) osHauaer y Korena
BCerJja Hay4YHOe CO3HaHWe, B IIPOTMBOIIOJIOXK-
HOCTB IIPOCTOVI «CO3HATeIbHOCTI» (Bewulitheit).)
[TpvHINIT HeNTPEPBIBHOCTYI CTAHET Y HETO OIlpe-
HeJIeHVieM CO3HaHMsI, ITOCKOJIBKY OHO «IIpUY-
MBIBaeT», TO eCTh IIOPOXK/IaeT, «Hay4qHOoe ObITie»
(Marx, 1977, S. 92).

[Tpur 3TOM «HeITPepbIBHOCTH JO/DKHA TaKXKe OT-
JINYaTh MbluileHue B IIpoliecce IIOPOXKIAEHUM OT
“neuro”» (Holzhey, 1986, S. 197). B nanHoM ciry4dae
«HEYTO», VIV IIPeAMET = X, eCTh He YTO MHOE, KaK
ObITHIe caMo 110 cebe, B CYIIY 3TOM «CaMOCT» aB-
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Such are the relations between scientific
thinking and being itself. Besides, correct reflec-
tion on the origin can be substantially aided by
the concepts of movement, generation, infinites-
imal method and correlations.

The origin as the basic principle is nothing
else than the functional activity of thinking gen-
erating its own contents and establishing var-
ious correlations between them. That is why
Holzhey (1986, pp. 176-177) asserts: “Thinking
as the origin of cognition is pure thinking. Thus,
purity of thinking establishes its logical priority.
However, Cohen does not posit any metaphys-
ical a priori; purity of thinking has a functional
meaning. [...] Method is thinking itself, as that
which initially generates its content.”'” Thus, the
origin is movement (Bewegung), which is pre-
cisely producing, i.e. the process of producing
(Erzeugung) the content of thinking.

It is easy to notice that the term “generation”
carries an unnecessary metaphorical connota-
tion, which leads Cohen (1922, p. 29) to issue
this caveat: “Furthermore, however, the image
of generation cannot harm the characterisa-
tion of thinking for the very reason that in gen-
eration the important thing is not so much the
product as above all the activity of generating.
The process of generating is itself what is gen-
erated.”'® Thus, the movement of thought is its
content. In this way Cohen dispenses with the
question about the origin of thinking and with
the Kantian problem of the synthesis of sensi-
bility and understanding. From now on cogni-
tion is based on one and only one origin and the
problematic relation between the form and con-

17" “Denken als Ursprung von Erkenntnis ist reines Denken.
Mit der Reinheit des Denkens wird dergestalt seine logische
Prioritit statuiert. Doch behauptet Cohen kein metaphysisches
Apriori, die Reinheit des Denkens hat funktionalen Sinn. [...]
Die Methode ist das Denken selbst — als urspriinglich seinen
Inhalt erzeugendes.”

18 “Ferner aber kann der bildliche Ausdruck des Erzeugens
die Charakteristik des Denkens schon deshalb nicht schidigen,
weil es bei dem Erzeugen nicht sowohl auf das Erzeugnis an-
kommt, als vor allem auf die Tatigkeit des Erzeugens selbst.
Die Erzeugung selbst ist das Erzeugnis.”



B.E. Cemenon

TOHOMHOE "1 6e3pa3anHoe K IIponeccy Hay4dHOro
MBINTJICHVIA.

KOHTV[HyaHbHOCTB ABVDKEHVISI MBIIIJIEHVIA Pac-
CMaTpmBaeTCsA Korenom kak C})YHZ[aMEHTaJ'IBHaH
XapaKTepUCTVKa JIOI'IKM YMCTOI'O ITO3HaHM:

HenpeprBHocTh (Kontinuitdt) sieistercst 00-
LIeVl 0CHOBOU CO3HAHUA: He Mo2ym Obimb HecobMme-
cmumble 31emeHmbl cBateHst 6 00HY Kyuy, HO OHU
kopensmes 6 cBasu conocmabumoix uienob. Takum
0o0pa3oM, HeIpepBIBHOCTD SABJIAETCS 3P PeKTIB-
HOI He TOJIBKO KaK HenpepbibHocy 6 0eckoHeuHotl
desumocmu npocmparcmba, oHa BooOIle He IIpw-
HaJJIEXUT B IIePBYIO Ouepeb CO3epliaHUIO IIPO-
CTpaHCTBa; HO OHa oOpasyeT ¢yHOaMeHmMAAbHOe
onpedeserue MblulAeHUSA, OCHOBHYIO (hopMY TOTO CO-
3HaHMs, KOTOpoe KaK CO3HaHVe MBIIUIeHNs OT-
JMYaeTcd OT CO3HaHMS Cco3epIlaHMs WIM CO3Ha-
HMSI 9yBCTBEHHOCTM, KaK JIOTMKA y4eHMs O IIO-
3HaHUM oTiaMdvaercs: or obmien jorukn (Cohen,

1883, S. 37).

CoBepllleHHO OYeBUIHO, YTO (PyHKIIMOHAJIb-
HOe JIBVDKEeHVE MBIIIUIeHMS OCYIIEeCTBIISeTCS He-
IIPEPBIBHO, ¥ B 3TOVI IIEPMAaHEHTHOW [IesTeJIbHO-
CTV MBIIIJIEHVe 1 OBbITVe KOppeIaTuBHBL Kaknm
Ke 00pa3oM IIpOM3BOAMTCS cofepKaHye MBIIILTe-
HVS VI KaKVM CII0COOOM MBIIIITIEHVIE MOXKeT OTJIV-
4UTh camoe cedst oT ObITns? PasbsicHseT 3Ty 3a-
rajiky KOHIeNIMs MHPUHNUTE3MaJIbHOIO MeTo-
1A, VIV MeToria OeCKOHEUHO MasIbIX BEJIVUMH.

B ocHoBy ydeHus o0 mMHPUHMTE3MMaTIBHOM
MeTojie NoJIokeHa pyH/TaMeHTaIbHas 1es O TOM,
YTO MBIIIJICHVE ¥ PeajIbHOCTDb IIPeICTaBIISIOT CO-
G011 MHTeHCHBHBIE BeJIMUMHBL 1o yTBepXkeHmIo
Korena, uncroe MbIIIeHME caMo TI0 cebe He ecThb
HeKoe OOBeKTMBHOe IIpeJiCTaB/IeHNe 1 He coiep-
JKUT B cebe HII co3epIiaHMs IIPOCTPAHCTBA, HU CO-
3epria"ms BpemeHn. Crasio ObITh, OHO He oO1aia-
eT KCTeHCMBHOVI BeJIMYMHO, KOTopas obpasyeT-
sl B pesysibTaTe IIpubasiieHns yacreit. Harporus,
MBIIIJIEHVE SIBJISIETCSI MHTEHCMBHOV BEJIVMTUMHOV,
BO3HUKAIOITIETT DTO O3Haya-
€T, YTO MHTEeHCVBHAs BeJINYMHA JOJDKHa 0asupo-
BaThbCs Ha YeM-TO aIllpMOPHOM, ITOJJOOHO TOMY Kak
VHTeHCVBHas BenmunHa y KaHrta corposoxia-

«OOHOMOMEHTHO».

tent of cognition is merely functional and lends
itself to description by the theory of correlation.
Another important characteristic of thinking is
its continuity. W. Marx (1977, p. 92) stresses the
importance of this predicate:

...the principle of continuity has universal
validity, not only as a quantifying function
of definition but also as a principle of thought
and of scientific knowledge in general. (By
“consciousness” (Bewufstsein) Cohen always
means scientific consciousness as opposed to
a simple state of awareness (Bewufstheit).) He
makes the principle of continuity a definition
of consciousness because it “invents,” i.e.
generates “scientific being.”"

“Continuity must be a feature of thinking in
the generation of ‘Something’”* (Holzhey, 1986,
p- 197). In this case the “something,” or the ob-
ject = x, is being in itself, which is autonomous
and indifferent to the process of scientific think-
ing.

Cohen (1883, p. 37) sees the continuity of
thinking as the fundamental property of the log-
ic of pure knowledge:

Continuity is a general foundation of
consciousness:notdependentonaheap ofincompatible
elements but having roots in the interrelationship
between comparable members. Thus continuity
does not become effective only as a continuum
in the infinite divisibility of space — it does not
belong at all in the first instance to the intuition
of space; but it forms a fundamental definition
of thinking, a basic form of that consciousness
which, as the consciousness of thinking, must
be differentiated from the consciousness of

19 “[...] das Kontinuititsprinzip universal Giiltigkeit hat,
und zwar nicht nur als quantifizierende Bestimmungsfunk-
tion, sondern auch als Prinzip des Denkens bzw. des wis-
senschaftlichen Bewusstseins tiberhaupt. (Der Terminus
‘Bewusstsein’ bedeutet bei Cohen immer wissenschaftliches
Bewusstsein, im Gegensatzt zur blossen ‘Bewusstheit’). Das
Kontinuitétsprinzip wird bei thm zu einer Bestimmung des
Bewusstsein, sofern dieses das “wissenschaftliche Sein’ “erden-
kt’, d.h. erzeugt.”

20 “Kontinuitit soll also das Denken in der Erzeugung von
‘Etwas’ auszeichnen.”
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eTCsd YVCTBIMM allpMOPHBIMU OITpeJie/leHMsIMI B
npocTpaHcTBe 1 BpeMeHn. OpgHako anpuopu Ko-
reHa BBIIJIAUT MHAaJe 1 ropaso MHOrooopasHee,
HexXXeJIn y KéHurcoeprckoro dpuiocoda:

Cymmupyst Bce sIBHBIE 11 HesIBHBIE OITpefiesie-
Husl, JaHHble KoreHOM caMoMy HOHSATHIO anlpu-
op", — Yy Hero 3To U Jiornyeckas ¢opma, 1 3a-
KOHOMEPHOCTb, U «II€PBBIVI 3aKOH», VI IIPVHIINII,
Y yCJIOBYIE TIO3HAHMS, VI IIPEIIOChUIKA, VI METO]I,
VI II03HaBaTeIbHas IIEHHOCTh, — a TaKXXe CIydan
IIPVIMEHEHVSI 3TOTO IIOHSTMS, MOXXHO IIpemIo-
JKUTB OTHO eJTMHCTBeHHOe OIIperie/ieHye, corylac-
HO KOTOPOMY aIllpMOPY JI0JDKHO ITOHMMAThCS Kak
Aoeudeckuil cmamyc o00uyeodA3amesbHOI 3HAUUMO-
cmu cyxoenui (Imurpuesa, 2013, c. 138).

VHprHNTE3MaTBHBIT METOI KaK CII0CO0
MeXaHV3M JIeVICTBIIS MBIIIIIEHS IIPOU3BOINUT VH-
TEHCVBHYIO pPeasIbHOCTh, CYIIECTBYIOIIYIO KakK
KOHTMHYYM. [Ipn 3TOM wHpMHUTE3NMATBHOE
MBIIIIJIEHVIE TI0JIb3YeTCsI OHOBpeMeHHO 1 nndde-
PeHITVasioM, W HIPWHIIAIIOM KOHTUHYaJIBHOCTV,
COEVIHSIOIVIM BCE JIEMEHTHI B €IVHBIN (PyHK-
LVIOHAJIBHBIV psifl. VIMEHHO II03TOMY «KOHTWMHY-
aJIbHOE eIVHCTBO JOJIKHO MBICTIUTBCS KaK nepfo-
Hauan0» (Cohen, 1883, S. 32).

VHpVHNTE3MMaTBHBINT  CITOCOO  MBIIUICHVIS
BBICTYIIa€T KaK OCHOBA peaIbHBIX IIPEIMETOB:
«beckoHeUHO Mastas KaK MHTEHCMBHAs BeIMIMHA
O3Ha4aeT peayIbHOCTh B OIIpeieJIeHHOM I TOYHOM
CMBICITE: OHa ITPETIOTHOCUT TO CaMoe pedbHoe, KO-
TOpOe IIpeJrioslaraeTcsi M WIIETCS BO BCEM ecTe-
CTBO3HAHWV; OHA COCTaBJIsieT U KOHCTUTYVPYeT
peastbHOe. [losToMy WMHPUHMTE3VIMAIBHBIV Me-
TO, SIBJISIETCSI MHCTPYMEHTOM IIO3HAHWS IIPUPO-
OBl B 3HAYEHWUV 0p2aHOHA, KOTOPBIVI CO3IaeT 1 00-
pasyeT nipuponHble 00BeKThI» (Ibid., S. 133).

beckoHeYHO MasIyro BeJIMYMHY B TaKOM CIIy-
4ae HajIo TIOHMMATh KaK IlepMaHeHTHOe PyHKIIN-
OHAJIBHOE JIEVICTBIIE MBIIIUIEHVIS], TIOCKOJIBKY IJIaB-
HOVI 3ajiaveil ITOCJIEHETO SBJISIETCS YCTAHOBJIE-
HVIe BCeBO3MOXKHBIX CBSI3€V1 VI OTHOIIIEHWVI BHY TPU
MBIIIUIEHNS] VI TIOPOKZEHVE TeM CaMbIM (PyHK-
IIMIOHAJIPHO-CVICTEMATYeCKOTO eIMHCTBA HayKIL.
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intuition or the consciousness of sensibility, just
as one more naturally differentiates logic from
the doctrine of cognition.”

It is perfectly obvious that the functional
movement of thinking takes place continuous-
ly and that thinking and being correlate in this
permanent activity. How is the content of think-
ing generated and how can thinking distinguish
itself from being? The riddle is solved by the
infinitesimal method, or the method of infinites-
imal magnitudes. Cohen holds that pure think-
ing in itself is not an objective representation
and does not contain either intuition of space or
intuition of time. So it does not possess exten-
sive magnitude that is formed by the addition of
parts. On the contrary, thinking is an extensive
magnitude that arises instantly. That is, inten-
sive magnitude should be based on something
a priori just as Kant’s intensive magnitude is ac-
companied by pure a priori definitions in time
and space. However, Cohen’s a priori looks dif-
ferent and far more diverse than Kant's.

Summing up all the explicit and implicit
definitions given by Cohen of the concept of a
priori — these include logical form, regularity,
“the first law”, principle, the condition of
knowledge, prerequisite, method, cognitive
value — and the uses of this concept, the one and
only definition that suggests itself is that a priori is
the logical status of universally obligatory significance
of judgments (Dmitrieva, 2013, p. 138).

The infinitesimal method as a mode and
mechanism of thinking produces intensive re-
ality which exists as a continuum. Infinitesimal
thinking uses simultaneously differential calcu-

2 “Die Continuitit ist also eine allgemeine Grundlage des
Bewusstseins: nicht auf Haufen disparater Elemente ver-
weisen zu sein, sondern im Zusammenhange vergleich-
barer Glieder zu wurzeln. Somit wird die Continuitat nicht
erst als Stetigkeit in der unendlichen Theilbarkeit des Rau-
mes wirksam, sie gehort tiberhaupt nicht in erster Linie der
Raum-Anschauung an; sondern sie bildet eine fundamentale
Bestimmung des Denkens, eine Grundgestalt desjenigen
Bewusstseins, welches als Bewusstsein des Denkens von dem
Bewusstsein der Anschauung oder dem Bewusstsein der Sin-
nlichkeit so zu unterscheiden ist, wie man Logik von Erkennt-
nislehre zu unterscheiden allgemeiner geneigt ist.”
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Torma He BBIIAOWUT yAVBUTEIIBHBIM, UTO «IIep-
BOHa4aJI0 MHOTOOOPa3HOrO BUIAWUTCI B €IMHCTBE;
IlepBoHaYaslo eCTh He YTO MHOe, KaK TpeOyemoe
OKOHYaTeJIbHOe eIMHCTBO, a MUMEHHO — CBI3HOe
ennHCTBO (Zusammenhangs-Einheit)» (Natorp,
1910, S. 27). B TakoM ciiydae pyHKIVeN MblIIle-
HVS OKa3bIBAeTCs «CBS3b, IBOVICTBEHHOE HaIIpaB-
JIeHVie MBIIIIJIeHVSI Ha OTHOBpeMeHHOe OObeIHe-
HVe pas3/ieIeHHOro 1 pasjiejieHre o0beqHeHHO-
ro, KOTOpOe 1 B Pas3/IM4eHnN Bce JKe COXpaHseTcs
Kak eqmHcTBO» (Ibid., S. 26).

MosxHO ciesiaTh BBIBO; KOI€HOBCKOe IepBOHa-
4ajio eCTh He YTO MHOe, KaK JeVICTBIe (= IBVKe-
HVie) MBIIIUIEHNS 110 pa3beITHeHNIO 00beaHeH-
HOTO ¥ CBSI3bIBAHMIO Pasle/IeHHOrO COIep>KaHMs.
DTO JIeVICTBYIe OCYIIeCTBIIAeTCsl HeITPePhIBHO (KOH-
TUHYaJIBHO) ¥ B pe3yJibTaTe IIOPOXJaeT peaib-
HOCTb IIpeIMeTOB Hay4HOro rnosHanms. [Ipu sTom
MBIIIIJIeHe ¥ ObITVie KOppPeJISTUBHBL beckoHedHO
MaJjlasg PeaylbHOCTh COHEPXKUT B cebe MBIIIIEHVe
v ObITVEe OJHOBPEMEHHO 1 B KauecTBe OObeHe-
HWS, I B pasiesIeHHOM Buje. DTo 3HaunT, uto Ko-
reH IIpeKpacHO IIOHVIMAeT, YTO «peaJIbHOe ObITie
eCThb He-TIOHATNe, VI OHO IIPeBPaTUThCS B TIOHSITIE
HMKaK He MOXeT (KaK He MOXXeT 3aBepIIThCs Oec-
KOHEYHOCTB); MEXIly HUMM BCerja OCTaeTcs He-
KOTOPBIM “3a30p”. beckoHeuHO Masias BeIM4MHa
noHnmMaetcst KorenoMm kak Ursprung MbIIIUIeHWS
VIMEHHO IIOTOMY, YTO 3/1eCh 3TOT “3a30p” yMeHb-
IaeTcs 710 OeCKOHeYHOCTM I MOXeT OBITh CKOJIb
yrogHo MainbsiM» ([Iryray, 2010, c. 225).

Taxum oOpasoMm, MHPUHUTE3VMAJIBHBIV Me-
TOJI, ITpefICTaBsIeT cOOOVI MBIIIJIeHVe, KOTOpOe He-
MIPepPBIBHO OCYIIIECTBISET OIepaluL: a) IIPOTUBO-
rocTaBjieHMs cebs KaK YMCTOrO MBIIUIEHUS pe-
3yJIbTaTaM CBOETo IOpOXieHwus; 0) coBIazeHws
camoro cebs ¢ IIpOAyKTaMI CBOETO IIPOM3BOACTBA.
VInduHuTe3MMa/IbHOe  MBIIIJIEHVe  ITOCTOSIHHO
CTPEMUTCS JIMMUHMPOBATh pasjigvie MeX1y co-
6011 11 Ob1THIEM. TeM He MeHee ObITVIE, KaK ITOUEp-
KuBaeT KoreH, IocTOsSIHHO coxpaHseT He3aBUCU-
MOCTB VI aBTOHOMMIO. bbITie obHapyXmBaeT ceOs
KakK OTHAJIEHHBIVI VICXOMHBIVI IIYHKT, KaK OTIIpaB-
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lus and the principle of continuity which com-
bines all elements in a single functional series.
That is why “the continuous unity must be seen
as origin?”? (Cohen, 1883, p. 32).

The infinitesimal method of thinking is the
basis of real objects: “The infinitely small as the
intensive magnitude designates reality in the
definite and precise sense that it presents the
real itself which is assumed and is sought in all
natural science; that it distinguishes and consti-
tutes the real. Therefore the infinitesimal meth-
od is an instrument of cognising nature in the
sense of an organon which creates and forms
natural objects”® (ibid., p. 133).

An infinitesimal magnitude in this case
should be understood as a permanent function-
ing of thinking because the main task of thinking
is to establish all kinds of connections and rela-
tions within thinking and thereby to create func-
tional and systematic unity of science. It is not
surprising, then, that “the origin of the produc-
tion of the manifold is seen in unity; the origin is
nothing other than the required ultimate unity,
i.e. the unity of interrelatedness”? (Natorp, 1910,
p- 27). In this case the function of thinking is “the
connection, the twofold directedness of thinking
toward simultaneous unification of the divided
and division of the unified, which, even in dif-
ferentiation, remains a unity”? (ibid., p. 26).

Thus, Cohen’s first principle is the action
(= movement) of thinking to divide the unit-
ed and to unite the divided content. This ac-
tion is performed continuously and as a result
generates the reality of the objects of scientif-

2 “Die continuirliche Einheit muss als Ursprung gedacht
werden.”

2 “Das Unendlichkleine bedeutet als die intensive Grdfie die
Realitit in dem bestimmten und prignanten Sinne: dass sie
das Reale, welches in aller Naturwissenschaft vorausgesetzt
und gesucht wird, derselben darreicht; dass sie das Reale aus-
macht und constituirt. Das Infinitesimale ist daher Instru-
ment des Naturerkennens in der Bedeutung des Organon,
welches die Naturdinge erzeugt und bildet.”

# “Der Ursprung der Vermannigfaltigung wird in der Ein-
heit gesehen; der Ursprung ist nichts als die geforderte letzte
Einheit, namlich Zusammenhangs-Einheit.”

% “Der Zusammenhang, die Doppelrichtung des Denkens
auf Vereinigung des zugleich Geschiedenen, Differenzierung
des zugleich Geeinten, in der Differenz doch als Einheit sich
Erhaltenden, das ist es wohl, was zuletzt zugrunde liegt.”



Hasl CTaHIVIA Hay4YHOI'O IIPpOIAYKTVMBHOI'O MbIIIJIe-
HVIs, OOHAKO IIpY 3TOM He CJIMBA€TCA C MbIITTJIEHVI-
€M ¥ He IIOIJIOIIaeTCA VIM.

5. Kouctpyktususm Korena
VI CIEeKYJIATUBHOCTh Puxre

Eme opmHMM («HEraTMBHBIM») VICTOYHVMKOM
KOTE€HOBCKOI'O CTpeMJIEHMSI K UMCTOTe MBIIIIe-
HUS IIpY HeIpeMeHHOM COXPaHeHW) aBTOHOM-
HOCTY OBITMS BBICTYTIAJIVI Te BO33peHNs KaHTOB-
CKMX «31mUroHos» (O. JInbmaH), KOTopble, IIo CyTH,
«OTKa3aJIViCh» OT BHEIITHEro Myipa KaK OIHOIO 13
VICTOYHVKOB HAy4YHOIO IIO3HAHWMS ¥ COXPaHWIIN
[IPVIBEP)KEHHOCTh OITHOMY JIMIIb CIEKYJISTVBHO-
My MblUIeHnIo: «Y @uxte 1 llesHra Bce dop-
MBI ¥ (PYHKUMM MHTeUIeKTa pacCMaTpUBasIVICh
KaK HeYTO BTOPOCTeIleHHOe, KaK pe3yJibraT me-
sarenbHOCT “S1 B cebe”. Y Terestst octasioch OmHO
JIVIITB MBIIIUIEHME KaK TOCJIeIHSS PeaslbHOCTh»
(Liebmann, 1912, S. 100). ITocse sToro n B camom
Jiesie He OCTaeTCsl HUYero MHOTo, KaK TOJIBKO IIPH-
3bIBHO KOHCTaTUpOBaTh: «VITak, cjiemyeT BepHyTh-
cst Hasaz K KanTy» (Ibid., S. 85).

Cornacno KoreHy, mnepBoHadaslo CTPOUTCH
Ha IpUHIIUIIAX a) yBeJIMYeHUs CTelleHM OCO3Ha-
HVS CaMOCTOSITEJTBHO ITPOM3BEIEHHOIO IIpeMe-
Ta 1 0) YMeHBIIIeHWs CTETIeHV Pas3Inams MeXIy
MBIITUIEHVIEM 1 OBITVIEM TPV HEVI3MEHHOM COXpa-
HEeHVV IIPVHIIUIINAIIBHOV aBTOHOMHOCTY OBITHSL.
W 3peck MBI cpasy Xe OOHapy>XKMBaeM paayKalb-
HOe OTIN4YMe KOHCTPYKTMBHOro MblnuieHms Ko-
reHa OT CIIeKYJISITUBHOIO cyObekTmBI3Ma Duxre.

ITo muenmio KoreHa, «pomaHTI4eckast puio-
coduisi», K IIpeicTaBUTeIIM KOTOPOVI OH OTHOCWAII
TaK>XKe ¥ BCeX «3IMUIOHOB», COMIach ¢ MCTUHHOI'O
IIyTH, TIOCKOJIBKY OTKa3ajlaCh OT OCHOBOIIOJIOXe-
HUI KpUTH4IecKoro naeanmsma Kanra:

PasopBaB CBsI3b C HayKOV, pOMaHTUYeCKas
dmmocodmst ycrpemmiack K I03HaHMIO abcostro-
Ta, B KOTOPOM CO3HaHMe — 3TO OoJIbllle He TpaH-
CLieHJIeHTaJIbHOe e[IVHCTBO YCJIOBUW BO3MOX-
HOCTHM OIIbITa, HO MeTadusndeckoe eIMHCTBO,
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ic cognition. Thinking and being correlate. The
infinitesimal reality contains thinking and be-
ing simultaneously as unity and in a divided
state. This means that Cohen knows full well
that “real being is a non-concept and can nev-
er become a concept (any more than infinity can
come to an end); there is always a gap between
them. The infinitesimal magnitude for Cohen is
the Ursprung of thinking precisely because the
gap is reduced infinitely and can be infinitely
small” (Dlugach, 2010, p. 225).

To sum up, the infinitesimal method is think-
ing that continuously performs the operations
of: a) juxtaposing itself as pure thinking to the
results of its generation; b) merging itself with
the products of its own generation. Infinitesimal
thinking constantly seeks to eliminate the dif-
ference between itself and being. Nevertheless
being, as Cohen stresses, always remains inde-
pendent and autonomous. Being reveals itself as
a remote starting point, the departure station of
scientific productive thinking, but never merges
with thinking and is not subsumed by it.

5. Cohen’s Constructivism
and Fichte’s Speculativeness

Yet another (“negative”) motive of Cohen’s
striving toward purity of thinking, while pre-
serving the autonomy of being, was the views
of Kant’s “epigones” (Otto Liebman) who had
effectively renounced the external world as an
origin of scientific knowledge and preserved al-
legiance only to speculative thinking: “Fichte
and Schelling saw all forms and functions of in-
tellect as something secondary, as the result of
the absolute activities of the ‘I in itself’. In He-
gel thinking alone remains as the last reality”*
(Liebmann, 1912, p. 100). That leaves only one
option, and that is “So let’s go back to Kant”*
(ibid., p. 85).

% “Fichte und Schelling hatten alle Formen und Functionen
des Intellects fiir etwas Secundires, fiir Producte der abso-
luten Thitigkeiten des ‘Ichs an sich’ erklirt. Bei Hegel bleibt
nun ganz allein das Denken als Wirkliches iibrig.”
27 “Also muss auf Kant zuriickgegangen werden.”
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co3farolriee CBOe COOCTBEHHOe COfep KaHMe.
MpelrtuieHME I CO3epIiaHMe pacCMaTPUBAIOTCS He
B KayecTBe OTHEeIbHBIX, MOIIOJTHUTEILHBIX METO-
IIOB HayYHOTO ITO3HAHVIS, HO B Ka4eCTBe OPraHOB
ITOHVIMaHWMS VI MMCTUYeCKOro 00beIHeHVIs ¢ a0-
cororoM (IToma, 2012, c. 107).

ITo sTot mpuumze KoreH mno3uIMOHWpOBaII
CBOIO KPUTUYeCKylo ¢uiIocodpnio B KadecTBe
aJIbTepHATMBbI BCeVl IOCTKAHTMAHCKOV «pOMaH-
Tdeckon dputocodpum» — Puxte, Hlesumary n
TI'erestro.

B cBoeit GazoBoVt KOHLENIMM HayKOyuYeHUs,
ccpopMmIpOBaHHOM B 11eJIOM K ceperyHe 1790-x rr.,
V.T. ®uxre 3aKi1agpIBaeT OCHOBBI CIIEKYJISTBHO-
ro cyowekTusmsMa. Tak, B yactHocTH, B «OcHO-
Be o01iero HaykoyueHus» (1794/95) ®duxre mpu-
XOAWT K BBIBOIY O TOM, YTO IIepBOHAYaJIbHOE Oe-
n10-0eiicmbBue, v Oeiicmbobanue (Tathandlung),
KOTOpoe 0bo3HavaeTcs rosioxeHmeM «f ecms S» (A
ecTpb A), TpeficTaBIIsieT CoOOVT He UTO MHOe, KaK T10-
naraHvie 4 camoro cebs: /I TojtaraeT nepBoHavasIb-
HO cBoe cobcTBeHHOe ObITve. Takom akT rosara-
HMS (= cCaMOCO3HaHWs1) aDCOIIOTHO He 00YCIIOBIIeH
HMYeM BHEIITHVIM ¥ IIOJTHOCTBIO cioHTaHeH. CaMo-
CO3HaHWe YVCTOro | CTAHOBUTCS, TAKMM 00pa3oM,
€IVMHCTBEHHBIM V1 II€pBOHA4Ya/IbHbIM VICTOUHVKOM
ObrTHsL. B TakoM ciryyae co3HaHMe ecTh OCHOBa ObI-
TUS, @ CAMOCO3HaHVe — OCHOBA CO3HaHVIS.

O BO3MOXHOCTM CyIIecTBOBaHMs aBTOHOM-
HOro mwupa ABJIEHUM KaK npenMera MbIIJIEHVIA
@uxTe MMeeT YeTKre, HeJIByCMbICJICHHBIe ITpesl-
CTaBJIEHMS M IIOOTOMY HalleJIsAeT ObITHEe He IIpo-
CTO BTOPOCTEIIEHHBIM, HO IIOJIHOCTBIO 3aBVCH-
MBIM CTaTyCOM:

...ecyv1 OBl HayKOYUYeHMIO OBUI 3a1aH BOIIPOC: Ka-
KOBBI Belly caMi 110 cede, TO OHO MOIJIO OBl Ha
3TO OTBETUTH TOJIBKO CJIEAYIOIIMM 0Opa3oM: Ta-
KOBBI, KAKVIMM MBI VX JIOJDKHEI caeriaTh. OT 3Toro
HayKOy4eHVe HVCKOJIBKO He CTaHeT TPaHCIIeH-
IIEHTHBIM, TaK KaK MbI OOpeTaeM B HaC CaMIX BCe
TO, 9TO MBI IIPY 3TOM yCTaHaB/IVIBaeM; MBI BbI-
HOCVIM 3TO M3 Hac caMMX BOBHe, MO0 6 Hac caMux

According to Cohen, Ursprung is based on
the principles of a) growing awareness of inde-
pendently generated object and b) diminishing
difference between thinking and being, while
the fundamental autonomy of being is pre-
served. This immediately highlights the radical
difference between Cohen’s constructive think-
ing and Fichte’s speculative subjectivism.

In Cohen’s opinion, the “romantic philos-
ophy”, in which he included also all the “epi-
gones”, had strayed from the right path because
it had renounced the main principles of Kant’s
critical idealism:

Having left the vital link with science
behind, romantic philosophy felt free to
aspire to the elevated position of knowledge
of the absolute, where consciousness is
no longer the transcendental unity of the
conditions of the possibility of experience,
but metaphysical unity, which creates its own
content. Thought and intuition are not seen as
separate, complementary methods of scientific
knowledge, but as organs of understanding and
mystic union with the absolute (Poma, 1997,
p-72).

For this reason, Cohen positioned his crit-
ical philosophy as an alternative to the whole
post-Kantian “romantic philosophy” — Fichte,
Schelling and Hegel.

In his theory of the science of knowledge,
which had taken final shape by the mid-1790s,
Fichte laid the foundations of speculative sub-
jectivism. In The Science of Knowledge (1794/95)
Fichte comes to the conclusion that the initial
factact (Tathandlung), indicted by the proposi-
tion that “I am I” (A is A), represents the pos-
iting of I by I: I posits its own being. This act
of positing (= self-consciousness) is not condi-
tioned by anything external and is totally spon-
taneous. The self-consciousness of pure I thus
becomes the only and initial origin of being.
Consciousness, then, is the foundation of being
and self-consciousness is the foundation of con-

sciousness.
Fichte (1982, p. 252) had clear-cut and unam-
biguous ideas about the possibility of the exist-
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HAXOAWUTCS HEYTO, YTO OKA3bIBAETCSI BO3MOXKHO
OOBSICHUTD VICUEPIIBIBAIONIIM O0pa3oM TOJIBKO
yepes HeuTo BHe Hac. Mbl 3HaeM, YTO VIMEHHO MbI
MBICJIVIM 3TO HEYTO, MBICJIVIM €T0 COIJIACHO 3aKO-
HaM Halllero IyXa, 9TO Mbl, CTajI0 OBbITh, HUKOTTIa
He MOJKeM BBIVITH 13 caMux ceDs, HMKOTTIa He MO-
JKEM 3aroBOPUTH O CYIIeCTBOBAHWMN KaKOTrO-HVI-
Oymp oOobekra 6e3 cyObekra (Puixre, 1993, c. 289).

Kasasoch Obl, S KaK 4ncTOe MBIIIUIEHVE TO0JDK-
HO OrpaHMYMBaTbCA He-fl KaK SMINPUYEeCcKUM
MUpoM sBiieHuiL. IIpu sToM He-fI mpoTmBonosna-
raetcs 4 , cjiefioBaTeIbHO, KaK MOXKHO ObLIO OBl
IIPEe/IIONIOKIUTD, SIBJII€TCSI aBTOHOMHBIM 110 OTHO-
mreHmio K J OorTviem. OoHAKO aKT IIojIaralms He-5
KaK Mupa SBJIEHWUV IIOJIHOCTBIO ITPVHAIJIeKUT
camMoMy I 1, cilefloBaTeJIbHO, B CJIy4dae C He-f Mbl
OIISATH-TaKM VIMeeM JIeJI0 C IeVICTBOBaHVeM UVCTO-
ro MbiuieHns. CTaHOBUTCS ACHO, YTO yKa3aHUs
PrixTe Ha SIKOOBI MPVCYTCTBYIOIINI B HayKOyUe-
HUY «3MIVPU3M» OCTaroTcsA Oe30CHOBaTeIbHBIMA.
Hanporms, Oeckoneunoe cTpemiieHme (Streben)
3acTaBiIsieT S vickaTh COOCTBEHHYIO TPUYMHHOCTD
(Kausalitdt): «CtpemiieHMe HampasiiseTcs K Ipu-
YMHHOCTW; U IIOTOMY, COIJIaCHO CBOEMY XapakKTe-
Py, OHO HOIDKHO OBITH IIOJIOKEHO HeIlpeMeHHO,
KaK OpUYMHHOCTb. OTHAKO XXe 3Ta IPUYMHHOCTD
He MOXXeT OBITh TIOJIOKeHa KaK HallpaBJIgIoIiascs
Ha He-f]; TaK KaK B TaKOM CJIydae TIoJIoKeHa Oblila
ObI peasibHasi BO3JIEVICTBYIOIIAs JIesTeJIbHOCTD, a
OTHIOIB He cTpemsleHMe. ITosToMy oHa Moryia Obl
TOJIBKO BO3BPAIlaThCs K cede caMovi, TOITBKO IOPo-
XaaTe camoe cedsi» (Tam ke, c. 291). OnHako Ta-
Koe cTpemsieHMe (= toOyxaeHue, Trieb) mpebbisa-
€T «TOJIBKO B CyObeKTe V1 ITO CBOeVI ITPMpOfIe He BbI-
XOUT 3a ero rnpenessl» (Tam xe).

Taxont cyry6o crieKysIaTMBHBIV TOIXOH K CO-
3HAHVIO, MBIIIIJIEHNIO ¥ OBITUIO MIMeeT MaJyio 00-
1Iero ¢ Kkpurmdeckov nosuuvent Korena. Coorset-
CTBEHHO, HOVCKM CXOJIICTBAa MeXJy KOHCTPYKTVB-
HBIM Hay4yHbIM MbilleHVeM Korena 1 MapOypr-
CKOVI IIIKOJIBI CO CHEKYJIATMBHBIM MBbIIIIJICHVIEM
DixTe JIMIIEHBI Cepbe3HbIX OCHOBaHWIL.
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ence of an autonomous world of phenomena as
an object of thinking, hence he confers on be-
ing not just a secondary, but a totally depend-
ent status:

[...]if the Science of Knowledge should be asked,
how then, indeed, are things-in-themselves
constituted, it could offer no answer, save, as we
are to make them. Now this in no way renders
our science transcendent; for everything that we
shall also point out in this connection we find
in ourselves, and bring forth from ourselves,
because there is something in us that can be fully
accounted for only by something outside us. We
know that we think it, and think it according
to the laws of our mind; and hence that we can
never escape from ourselves, never speak of the
existence of an object without a subject.

It would seem that I as pure thinking should
be limited to non-I as the empirical world of
phenomena. The non-I is juxtaposed to I and
apparently constitutes being that is autonomous
vis-a-vis I. However, the act of positing non-I as
the world of phenomena belongs to I, such that
in the case of non-I we are again looking at the
activity of pure thinking. It becomes clear that
Fichte’s reference to “empiricism” allegedly
present in the science of knowledge is ground-
less. On the contrary, infinite striving (Streben)
makes I look for its own causality (Kausalitit):
“Striving aspires to causality; it must be posit-
ed, therefore, as essentially causal in character.
But this causality cannot be posited as extending
to the not-self; for in that case a real efficacious
activity would be posited, and not a striving. It
would thus be capable only of reverting upon
itself; of producing only itself” (ibid., p. 253).
However, drive (Trieb) “is merely in the subject,
and by nature does not issue beyond the latter’s
sphere” (ibid.).

A so strictly speculative approach to con-
sciousness, thinking and being has little in com-
mon with Cohen’s critical position. Therefore
there are no serious grounds for seeking simi-
larities between the constructive scientific think-
ing of Cohen and the Marburg school on the
one hand, and Fichte’s speculative thinking on
the other.
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3aK/IroueHve

Mpemuienne coBpemenHoro Koreny maremarm-
YeCKOro eCcTeCTBO3HaHMs IIPefiCTaBIIsIoO cobo,
KaK MBI YBUJIEJIV, Y/CTOe (HeAMIIMpPUYecKoe) KOH-
CTpyMpOBaHMe HayUHBIX IIOJIOKEHWVI U TeOpWUTL.
YpoBeHBb TaKOrO MBIIUIEHNS TaBHBIM-IAaBHO OTO-
pBaJICsl OT SMIIMPUYECKOro Oasvica JIpeBHeV Hay-
K1 1 popmupoBasicst HaunHasi ¢ Hosoro spemenn
B KauecTBe aBTOHOMHOV 11 CyTy0o pallioHaJIbHO,
TO €CTh UMCTOVI, MBICJIITEIIbHON OedTeJIbHOCTIL.

Eciim cymmupoBaTe ydyenue I'epmana Korena
0 KOHCTPYKTVMBHOM MBIIIIJIEHUV, TO MOXKHO BBIfle-
JINTD CJleflyToIlVie OCHOBOIIOJIOKEeH VS U1 2JIeMeHThI
€r0 KOHCTPYKTVMBUCTCKOVI CYCTEMBL:

(i) Hay4HOe MBIIIJIeHVe MOXKET OBITh MCKITIOUN-
TeJIbHO YVICTBIM;

(ii) MBlIIeHMe KaK IepBOHAYasIo eCTh He UTO
MHOe, KaK COOCTBEHHOe [IBVDKeHVEe MBIIIJIeHNs,
KOTOpOe OTHOBpeMeHHO IIOPOXKIaeT ero e coiep-
JKaHMe;

(iii) Hay4yHOe MBIIIJIeHVe KOHTMHYaJIbHO, UTO
B KOHEYHOM WTOre obecriednBaeT IIOJIHYIO KO-
TepeHTHOCTD, a CJIeloBaTeIbHO, CUCTEMHOCTh U
PYHKIMOHATIBHYIO CBSI3HOCTH BCeX 3JIEMEHTOB
MBIITUIEHV VI IIO3HAHVIS;

(iv) mepMaHeHTHOe JIBVDKeHVe MBIIIIIeHNs Ha-
XOIUTCA B KOPPEIATUBHOV CBA3M C HEKOTOPBIM
«HE4YTO», KOTOpOe MBIIIUIeHVIeM He SBJISeTCs, TO
€CThb C aBTOHOMHBIM OBbITVIEM;

(V) MHPVMHUTE3MMAJIBHBIVI MeTOJI, B KadecTBe
OIlepaTVBHOM [1eATeIbHOCTY ITOCTOSIHHO (PVIKCH-
pyeT, pasindaeT M CHOBa COeIVHSET a) UNCToe
MBbIIIUIeHVe, O) pe3ysIbTaThl IIOPOXKAEHMS MBIIII-
JIEHVISL VI B) «HEUTO», He SBIISIOIIeecs MBIITUIEHN-
eM, HO 0e3 KOTOpOro MbIIIIIeH/ e He MOXeT OCy-
IIeCTBUTH CaMOMAHTUMUKAIINIO (= CyIllecTBOBa-
HWe€), [TOCKOJIBKY JIJIs1 TOro KaK pas 11 HeoOXOI1MOo
TO, YTO MBIIIUIEHVIEM He SIBJISeTCs, TO eCTh Herlo-
KOpHOe ObITIe.

TaxmM 0Opa3oM, KOHCTPYKTMBHBIN CyOBEKTH-
Bu3M Korena mpejicrasiisieT coOoVi YMCTYIO, aB-
TOHOMHYIO, HeIIPepbIBHYIO, (PyHKIIMOHAJIBHYIO
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Conclusion

As we have seen, the thinking of mathemat-
ical natural science in Cohen’s time was pure
(non-empirical) constructing of scientific propo-
sitions and theories. Such thinking had long de-
tached itself from the empirical basis of ancient
science and beginning from the modern period
was evolving as an autonomous and strictly ra-
tional, i.e. pure thinking.

Summing up Hermann Cohen’s doctrine of
constructive thinking, the following principles
and elements of his constructivist system can be
identified:

(i) scientific thinking can only be pure;

(ii) thinking as Ursprung is the movement
of thinking which simultaneously generates its
content;

(iii) scientific thinking is continuous, which
ultimately ensures total coherence and conse-
quently, systematic character and functional
connectedness of all the elements of thinking
and cognition;

(iv) the permanent movement of thinking
correlates with “something” that is not thinking,
i.e. with autonomous being;

(v) the infinitesimal method as operative
activity constantly fixes, distinguishes and
reunites a) pure thinking, b) the results of gen-
eration by thinking c) “something” that is not
thinking but without which thinking cannot
self-identify itself (= exist); this calls precisely
for something that is not thinking, i.e. unruly
being.

Thus Cohen’s constructive subjectivism is a
pure, autonomous, continuous functional activ-
ity of thinking which generates scientific reality
in the shape of knowledge. But if it is to contin-
ue to exist independently as scientific thinking
it has to keep its eye on similar autonomous be-
ing, non-theory and non-concept which, odd
though it may seem, is the necessary condition
of the existence of constructive thinking.



JleTeJIbHOCTb MBIIIUIEHNS, B XO[e KOTOpOW IIO-
poXaeTcss Hay4yHasl peaslbHOCTh B BiUIle ITO3Ha-
Hys. [Ipr aToM pamy coOcTBEHHOTO He3aBUCVIMO-
TO CyIIleCTBOBaHMs Hay4YHOe MBIIIUIeHVe 00s3aHO
He yIIycKaTh M3 BUa TaKoe K& aBTOHOMHOe Obl-
TVie, HEe-TeOPUIO ¥ He-TIOHATIE, KOTOpoe, KaK 3TO
HI MOKa)KeTCsl CTPaHHBIM, dBJISeTCS HeyCTpaHU-
MBIM YCJIOBMEM CYIIIeCTBOBaHMSI KOHCTPYKTMBHO-
'O MBIITIJIEH .

B Takom cirydae g1 KOHCTPYKTMBMU3Ma KaK Ta-
KOBOT'0O Oy/ieT XapaKTepHO oOpallieHne K MBIIIe-
HMIO KaK efiBa JIV He e[IMHCTBeHHOMY VICTOYHUKY
Tex ITI03HaBaTeJIbHBIX Y — IIWpe — MUPOBO33peH-
YeCKMX, MUPOCO3UIaTeIbHbIX KOHCTPYKIINU, KO-
TOpble 4YeJIoBeYeCTBO TBOPUT He TOJIIBKO B HaykKe,
HO VI B [IOBCEJTHEBHOM JXVI3HEHHOM MUpe.

B ominume or xoHcTpykTmBu3sMa Korena, He
MOTEepPsIBIIIErO, HECMOTPsI HY Ha YTO, aBTOHOMHOE
ObITHEe, B MICXOIHOM HayKoydeHumn Duxte uncToe
MBIIIUTeHMe, YIn 4, XOOUT 10 OeCKOHEeYHOMY JIO-
rudeckomMy Kpyry. OgHaKko B cBoeM CTpeMJIeHUN
OTBICKaTh BBIXOJ], U3 3TOr0 KpyTa, pasopBaTh «Iyp-
HYI0 OECKOHEUHOCTB» OHOT'O JIVIIIh aBTOHOMHOTO
JIOTMYeCKOTO MBIIIUIEHMS. VI OTKPBITh CBOIO IIPU-
YMHHOCTH 4] oOpallijaeTcsl BOBCe He K OBITHIO MUpa
ABJIEHWUVA, a CJIeflyeT B IaMeTpaIbHO ITPOTVBOIIO-
JIOKHOM HaIlpaBjleHn — K ABCOIIOTHOMY .

B Takom cilyuae mepBoHadasIbHO ycMaTpuBae-
Masi cxoxkecTb yueHn KoreHa 11 duxTe okasasiach
BCETO JIUIITh BUIMMOCTBIO, KaXXKIMMOCTBIO. BoBce He
CJTy4YariHO M3BECTHBIVI MICTOPUK HEeOKaHTMAaHCKOM
dwtocodum I. Dmenp 3aMeTws1, YTO «CXOACTBO
Mexy drixte v MapOyprckM HeOKaHTMAaHCTBOM
CYIIIeCTBYeT TOJIIBKO B oOstacTyt BbiMbIcTIa (Fabel)»
(Edel, 2013, S. 16). Crasio ObITb, MeX/y Hay4YHBIM
KOHCTPYKTMBHBIM CYOBeKTVBU3MOM W CIIEKYJIs-
TUBHBIM CyOBEKTMBM3MOM M3Ha4daJIbHO pacIiojia-
raeTcs HelTpeooJIMasi IIperpaja.

Crcok nureparypbl

Hayeau T. b. IloasiTe 1 cyxpeHne B drtocodun
I". Korena // HeokaHTMaHCTBO HEMEIIKOE U PYCCKOE: MeXK-
Iy TeOpvier TIO3HAHWS U KPUTUKOV KYJIBTYPhI / TIOT, pelt.
V. H. I'pudriosont, H. A. Imurpuesorr. M. : POCCIIDH,
2010. C. 221-226.

99

V. Ye. Semyonov

Thus constructivism as such will seek to fall
back on thinking as just about the only source
of the cognitive and — more broadly — world-
view-related and world-creating structures hu-
mankind creates not only in science, but also in
the daily world.

Unlike Cohen’s constructivism, which has
held its own in spite of all the odds, in Fichte’s
Science of Knowledge pure thinking, or I, moves
in an endless logical circle. However, in seeking
a way out of this circle, to break the “bad infini-
ty” of autonomous logical thinking and discov-
er its causality, the I turns not to the being of the
world of phenomena, but heads in the opposite
direction, toward the Absolute I.

Therefore the initially perceived similarity of
the teachings of Cohen and Fichte turns out to
be a phantom. It is not by chance that Geert Edel
(2013, p. 16), a prominent historian of Neo-Kan-
tian philosophy, wrote that “the similarity be-
tween Fichte and the Marburg Neo-Kantianism
exists only in the domain of fantasy”.* So there
is inherently an insurmountable barrier between
scientific constructive subjectivism and specula-
tive subjectivism.
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AVICKYCCHS

YAOK 1(091):11

O ITYTSIX M BECITY ThSIX EBPOITEVICKOM
PALIMIOHAJIBHOCTW:
IMPOBJIEMA OUYEBVIHOCTW

H. A. Apmemenko’?

IIpobaema payuoHarbHoCmu ce200Hs — 31MO Npo-
Osema Brympenneil HepasymHocmu pasyma, npoboyu-
pyrowas nocmabums Bonpoc o epanuye Mexoy pasymHo-
cmuio u Hepasymuem. AxmuBrocms c60600H020 pasyma
00HAPYIKUAA HACTNOALKO HepaSYMHble noc1e0cmBUs, Imo
Bnoane ymecmuoim okasvibaemcs Bonpoc: a He co0epKum
Au pasym 8 cebe cBoe cobcmbernoe ompuyanue, He He-
pasymer Au o 6 cboux ocHobanusx, He Hecem AU oH 6
cebe Bupyc besymusn? Ewe eymanucmuueckan peboaio-
yus Bospoxoenus nocmenenno npubesa k 3amene cutbi
Becemoeyweit Bepvl Ha Bepy 6o Bcemoyujecmbo cuabl.
Mmenno sma obujas opuenmayus Ha CUAY u KYAbim CUAbL,
sma Hobas Bepa 6 cuay o0Haxxara cebs Bee ocmpee 1 pese
8 xo00e eBponetickoni ucmopuu u 6 korye koHy08 npubesa
K npedeabHviM popmam Bviparxcenus 6 mupoBuix BoriHax
u xamacmpogpax XX — XXI 66. Boavwuncmbo uio-
copof XX 8. nosaearu, umo ce200Hs yxe HeBOIMOKHO
MblCAUMD mak, kax 6 npexuue Bpemena, HeBO3MOXKHO
npedcmabums peasvbHOCHy Kaxk CIpyKmypy, UMeoujyio
edurcmbennoe ocHoBanue. CobpemeHHbITl NAOPAAUCTIU-
ueckutl MUp He MoxKer 0bi1b UCTOAKOBAH eOUHCIBeHHO
BO3MOXKHBIM PAYUOHANUCTNULECKUM COCODOM, KOTOpbLil
006e0uHUA Dbl MUP HA 00HOM OcHOBaHUL B0 UMA OKOHUA-
meavHou ucmunsl. Kaxemces, gpusocopexuii mup XX 8.
«OpoXKUM», Max Kax pesxo pAykmyupyom me ocHoba-
HUA, Komopole ewje HedaBHo Obiau cumboramu He3vibae-
mocmu u abcoaromnocmu. Ha 00Hom us makux ocroba-
HUT, 4 UMEHHO HA oueBudHoCHU, MPpaduyus Komopou
Bedem wac x [exapmy u obpamHo K mpem OCHOBHbBIM
Bepcusm mpancyendenmarusma — Kanma, T'yccepas
u Xaiideeeepa, abmop ocmanabaubaemcs noopodHee u 6

! CanxT-IleTepOyprckuit rocyiapcTBEeHHBI
YHUBEPCUTET,

Poccnst, 199034, Cankr-TlerepOypr, YHMUBepcuTeTcKast
Hab., 1. 7/9.

2 Barrrmiickuii denepartbHbIv yHmBepcnTeT M. V. Kanra,
Poccmst, 236016, Kaymmamarpap, yir. A Hesckoro, 1. 14.
Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 22.12.2021 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2022-3-4

DISCUSSION

WEGE UND IRRWEGE DER
EUROPAISCHEN RATIONALITAT.
DAS PROBLEM DER EVIDENZ

N. Artemenko"?

The problem of rationality today means the problem
of the inner unreasonableness of reasonableness in the
sense of its inner limit. Even the humanistic revolution
of the Renaissance gradually led to the replacement of
the power of omnipotent faith by faith in the omnipo-
tence of power. It is this general orientation towards
power and the cult of power, this new belief in power,
that revealed itself more and more sharply in the course
of European history and eventually led to extreme forms
of expression in the world wars and catastrophes of the
twentieth and twenty-first centuries. The activity of
free reasonableness has resulted in a host of unreason-
able consequences: we have reason to suggest that rea-
sonableness perhaps contains its own negation. Most
philosophers of the twentieth century supposed that
today it is impossible to think as in former times; it is
already impossible to imagine reality as the structure
which alone has a basis. The modern pluralistic world
cannot be interpreted in a single rationalistic way as
the only possible way, which would lead to the world’s
being be united on a single principle for the sake of final
truth. The philosophical world of the twentieth century
“shivers” because of the fluctuation its own founda-
tion, which was recently the symbol of its firmness and
absoluteness. The article offers an analysis of a foun-
dation of this kind, viz. evidence. The tradition of this
concept leads us to Descartes and back to the three main
versions of transcendentalism: Kant’s, Husserl’s and
Heidegger’s. The author finally comes to the conclusion
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KOHeuHOM umoee npuxooum x Bvi6ody, umo Gudumocs
npeodosenus memagpusuueckoeo nooxooa 6 XX 8. cmens-
emcs mpaHcyeHOeHmalbHol U OUANCKINUHECKOTl «U2pOil»
Bokpye memacpusuteckux NOHAMUM.

KaroueBvie caoba: Kanm, Lexapm, I'yccepas, pa-
YUOHAALHOCHL,  04eBUOHOCNb,  nocmMemaghusuieckoe
MbluiAeHUe, PeHOMEHOA0US, MPAHCYEHOeHMAAUIM, Pa3-
YMHOCHTb

HaxaHyHe TpexcomieTus co OHS POXIAEHMS
VMmmanywia Kanra (22 amperns 2024 r) bantumn-
CKUM dpeflepaIbHBIN YHUBEPCUTET Hadasl IIPOEeKT
non HasaHueM «KpuTudeckoe MBbIIIUIeHVE KakK
npeaMeT KPUTUKWU B VICTOPUM PYCCKOV U €Bpo-
HeVICKOV MBICTIV». TpexsieTHuM Oy Th mpearosiara-
eT Psifl CEeMVHAPOB, TIEPBBIN 113 KOTOPBIX COCTOSIICS
17—20 mapta 2021 r.?

Kaxmm nospkeH ObITh TUIT KPUTUYECKOTO MBIIII-
nmeHns y denoeka XXI cronerna? Ilpumennmo
mm purtocodpckoe Hacsienme KaHTa B KOHTEKCTe
OCTPBIX BBI30BOB coBpeMeHHOCTM? Kakas 3amaua
crouT nepes dwiocoduert B CUTyalun Kpusmca
paloHa/IbHOCTI? DT 1 MHOI'Vie JIpyTyie BOIIpo-
ChI CTaJIV IIPeMEeTOM pedIeKCuM y4aCTHUKOB ce-
MMHapa. MBI CKOHLIEHTpUpyeMcs Ha JIByX OCHOB-
HBIX, KaK HaM BUAUTCS, MOMeHTax IIPOBeIeHHO-
ro oOCy>XeHVs: Ha 3BOJIIOLVV ITPOOsIeMbl paliyio-
HaJILHOCTM ¥ Ha ITpo0JieMe Kpus3vica COBpeMeHHO-
ro MeTapM31UeCcKOro MbIITIIEHNS.

BBenenme B npo0ieMy palilMOHaIbHOCTH

PanyoHasIbHOCTh CerofiHsl — BOJIHYIOIIAsl 3a-
ragka. IlapamokcabHbIVi pakT: x0T 0e3 obcyxk-
TIeHMs 3TOVI TeMBI He 0OXOUTCA ITpaKTUYecKn Hi
OIHO COBpeMeHHOe (rI0COPCKO-MeTOO0IIorye-
CKOe wccilefloBaHMe ¥ CIIOPBI BOKPYT ITPOOJIeMbl
PallIOHAJIBHOCTY CTaHOBSITCA BCce Oojiee OCTphI-
MU, HeT HY OOIIeIIPUHSTOrO OIlpefiesieHns ITOHs-
TUS «pallVIOHAJIBHOCTb», HU COIJIacKsl B TOM, 4TO

3 Boree mompo0HO ¢ MaTepuasaMi CeMrHapa MOXKHO
03HAKOMWTBCS II0 CCBUIKe: http://special kantiana.ru/
critical-thinking-ikbfu-1

N. Artemenko

that the appearance of overcoming the metaphysical ap-
proach in the twentieth century is replaced by a tran-
scendental and dialectical “game” around metaphysical
concepts.

Keywords: Kant, Descartes, Husserl, rationality,
evidence, postmetaphysical thinking, phenomenology,
transcendentalism, reasonableness

Im Vorfeld des dreihundertsten Geburtstags
von Immanuel Kant (22. April 2024) hat die Bal-
tische Foderale Immanuel-Kant-Universitdt ein
Projekt mit dem Titel , Kritisches Denken als Ge-
genstand der Kritik in der Geschichte des rus-
sischen und europdischen Denkens” gestartet.
Der dreijahrige Weg beinhaltet eine Reihe von
Aktivitdten, von denen die erste vom 17. bis 20.
Marz 2021 stattgefunden hat.

Wie sollte kritisches Denken im 21. Jahrhun-
derts beschaffen sein? Ist Kants philosophisches
Erbe im Kontext der akuten Herausforderun-
gen der Gegenwart anwendbar? Welche Aufga-
be konnte die Philosophie in einer Situation der
Krise der Rationalitdt haben? Diese und viele an-
dere Fragen wurden zum Thema der Diskussi-
on der Seminarteilnehmer. Wir werden uns im
Folgenden auf zwei Probleme konzentrieren:
die Evolution des Rationalitdtsproblems und die
Krise des modernen metaphysischen Denkens.

Einfiihrung in das Problem der Rationalitat

Die Rationalitét heute ist ein aufregendes Ritsel.
Obwohl heutzutage kaum eine philosophisch-me-
thodologische Forschung ohne dieses Thema aus-
kommt und die Streitigkeiten um das Problem der
Rationalitdt immer heftiger werden, gibt es para-
doxerweise weder eine allgemeingiiltige Begriffs-
definition noch eine Einigkeit dartiber, was eigent-
lich als Problem gelten soll, das mit diesem Begriff
zusammenhidngt, noch vollige Gewissheit, dass
dieser Begriff tiberhaupt notwendig ist.

3 Weitere Informationen zu den Materialien des Semi-
nars finden Sie unter dem Link: http:/ /special kantiana.
ru/ critical-thinking-ikbfu-1
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CUUTATh Hpo6neM0171, CBS3aHHOW C OTUM IIOHATU-
eM, HI TBepOV yBEePeHHOCTH, YTO 3TO IIOHSTIE
BOOOIIIe HeOOXOIMIMO.

B coBpemenHon dwiocodpmnt HameTmsach OT-
JeT/IvBas TEHIEHIINS K PacIPUTeIBHOMY VICTOJI-
KOBaHWUIO MOHATUS pallViOHaJIBHOCTIL. B cTpyKTy-
PY PpalMOHaJIbHOCTY BCe Yallle BKJIFOUAOTCs 3Jle-
MeHTBbI HepallvoHapHOro. O0O03HaYMM HEKOTO-
pBle «reHepasibHble JIMHUW» MHTepIIpeTaliy 3To-
IO HOHATWSL.

Bo-mlepBbIX,  palnoHasIbBHOCTH
Csl KaK MeToj], TIO3HaHMS JIeVICTBUTEJIbHOCTY, OC-
HOBaHHBIV Ha pasyMe. DTO IeHTpa/IbHOe 3Haue-
HMe BOCXOOWUT K JIATMHCKOMY KOpHIO ratio (pas-
yM). Panmonanmsanys BooOlle, BEICTyHaloIIasl B
TeX VIV VHBIX (popMaX, sIBjIseTcs oOIieyesioBeye-
CKVM CBOVICTBOM, IIPVUCYIIVM Pa3jIMYHBIM CTOPO-
HaM 4YesloBedeckowl akTuBHOCTH. CIlefioBaTeIbHO,
OHa peajiisyeTcs U B Pprstocodckomn pedrreKCuul.
B gacTtHOCTM, MOXXHO TOBOPUTHE O PMIIOCOPCKOM
y4eHUM, TOYHee, 0 HeKOeM MeTOUecKOM IIpVH-
1uIle (aKCMOMATHMKe), COrJITaCHO KOTOPOMY pasyM
CJIYKUT OCHOBOVI OBITVS (OHTOJIOTMYECKUTL paliy-
OHaJ/IV3M), TIO3HAHMS (THOCEOJIOTMYECKUTI pally-
OHAJIVI3M), MOpasy (ITUYECKUV PpalVIOHAJIVI3M).
B sTOoM cMmpBIcIe paliMoHanM3M (pallvoHaIbHOE)
IIPOTMBOCTOUT MPpPalVIOHAIV3MY U CEHCYaIN3MYy.

Bo-BTOpBIX, pallioHaIbBHOCTh TPAKTyeTCsd MHO-
I'VIMV yYeHBIMM KaK HeKasl CTPYKTypa IO3HaHs,
VIMeloIlasi BHyTpeHHMe 3aKOHBI M OCOOEHHOCTM.
B sTOM HampapieHHOCTV pacCyXIeHuV HaydHoe
MBIIIUIEHVe yTpadyBaeT CBOIO MOHOIIOJIVIO Ha «pa-
LIMOHAJIBHOCTB». BeposTHO, 11 pa3yM IlepecTaeT B
JaHHOM CJTy4ae OBITh OITperlesIsrolert XapaKTepy-
CTVIKOVI pallioHaIbHOro. Peub myeT yke o crernmy-
drraeckon ynops109eHHOCTH, IIPVCYIIeNt pasiInd-
HBIM pOpMaM /Ty XOBHOW [IeATeILHOCTY, He TOJIb-
KO Hay4HOV. DTa ocobas «OpraHM30BaHHOCTB»,
«JIOTVYHOCTB» IIPOTUBOCTOUT OeCcCTPyKTYpPHOCTH,
XaOTWYHOCTY, ITPUHIIUINVAIBLHON «HEBbIpa3/IMO-
cTv». K mppatinoHamsmMy Ipy 3TOM MOXeT OBITh
OTHECEH TOT IYXOBHBIVI OITBIT, KOTOPBIVI He IT0Ia-
eTcs yIIOPsZIOYeHHOCTY ¥ YMOIIOCTVIKEHMIO.

ITOHVIMaeT-
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In der gegenwirtigen Philosophie zeichnet
sich eine deutliche Tendenz zu einer erweiter-
ten Auslegung des Begriffs der Rationalitét ab.
In die Struktur der Rationalitit werden des Of-
teren die Elemente des Nicht-Rationalen einge-
schlossen. Skizzieren wir die ,Hauptlinien” der
Interpretation dieses Begriffs:

Erstens wird Rationalitét als eine auf der Ver-
nunft beruhende Methode der Wirklichkeitser-
kenntnis verstanden. Diese zentrale Bedeutung
geht auf den lateinischen Stamm ratio (Vernunft)
zurtick. Die Rationalisierung im Allgemeinen, in
diesen oder jenen Formen auftretend, ist eine all-
gemeinmenschliche Eigenschaft, die den unter-
schiedlichen Seiten der menschlichen Aktivitat
eigen ist. Sie wird demnach auch in der philo-
sophischen Reflexion durchgefiihrt. Im Einzel-
nen kann man von einer philosophischen Leh-
re sprechen, genauer, von einem gewissen me-
thodischen Prinzip (Axiomatik), demzufolge die
Vernunft als Grundlage des Daseins (ontologi-
scher Rationalismus), der Erkenntnis (gnoseolo-
gischer Rationalismus), der Moral (ethischer Ra-
tionalismus) fungiert. In diesem Sinne steht der
Rationalismus (das Rationale) dem Irrationalis-
mus und Sensualismus entgegen.

Zweitens wird die Rationalitit von vielen
Wissenschaftlern als eine solche Struktur der Er-
kenntnis ausgelegt, die innere Gesetze und be-
sondere Eigenschaften hat. In dieser Richtung
der Ausfithrungen verliert das wissenschaft-
liche Denken sein Monopol auf ,Rationalitat”.
Wahrscheinlich hort auch die Vernunft in die-
sem Fall auf, die bestimmende Charakteristik
des Rationalen zu sein. Die Rede ist bereits von
einer spezifischen Ordnungsmafigkeit, die ver-
schiedenen Formen der geistigen Tatigkeit, nicht
nur der wissenschaftlichen, eigen ist. Diese be-
sondere ,Organisiertheit”, ,Logizitdt” steht der
Strukturlosigkeit, dem Chaotischen, der grund-
sdtzlichen ,Unsagbarkeit” entgegen. Dem Irra-
tionalismus kann dabei jene geistige Erfahrung
zugeschrieben werden, die sich keiner rational
gefassten Ordnung unterwirft.



B-TpeTblx, palMoOHaIBHOCTh OTOXKIECTBIIS-
eTCs C OIpefe/leHHBIM IIPUHIINIIOM, aTpuOyTHB-
HBIM CBOVICTBOM 3amagHov nysuvsaunn. [lpen-
TiojlaraeTcsl, YTO KYJIBTypHBbIe OCOOEHHOCTM Ha-
POIOB, pa3BMBAIOLINX B IIpOIlecce CBOEN KM3He-
TlesATeJIbHOCTY aHaJINTUYecKue I o0pasHO-MH-
TYWUTVBHBIE Ha4dala, MOTYT O(POPMUTECS B OIIpe-
ZesIsIolIye MX UMBUJIM3AlVOHHBIE TPU3HAKM. B
vacTHocTH, o MHeHmIo K. flcriepca, Hayka, Korma
OHa CTAaHOBWUTCS JIOTVYECKM ¥ METOAMYECKV 0CO3-
HaHHOVI, JleJlaeT eBPOIIeVICKYIO KYJIBTYPY OT/INY-
HOI OT KYJIBTYPBI APYTVX HapogoB. OCHOBBIBASICh
Ha gaHHom uHTeprpetauny, K. I. IOHT pasgessn
LVBWIM3AlMM Ha «palliOHaJIbHble» U «addek-
TUBHBIe». B aTOM 3HayeHUM MHOrue pyIOCOdEHI
I7I8 aHaIn3a Pas/IMYHBIX TUIIOB IVBVIM3ALNN
Ipefjlarajgy TaKue XapaKTepUCTUKM, KaK «I/Ha-
MWYHOCTB» ¥ «CTaTUMYHOCTB», «3KCTpaBepTUpPO-
BAaHHOCTb» ¥ «VHTPABEPTVPOBAHHOCTD», «OITH-
MWM3M» U «paTasin3M», «pallvioHaIV3M» U «MUCTH-
I3M» (CM., Harp.: PanmoHanbHOCT®. .., 1995).

[yixoToMusl ¥ CJIOXKHOe IleperyieTeHe «paliy-
OHAJIBHOTO» ¥ «VPPaLVIOHAJIBHOIO» TpPaayIIVIOH-
HO CBOVICTBEHHBI 3allaflHOMY MBbIIIUIeHMIo. EBpo-
rievickas prstocodrist Ha IPOTsKeHMIM CBOero pas-
BUTMS PYKOBOIICTBOBAJIaCh He TOJIBKO VifIeer JIOro-
ca. [Tadoc pasyma, 3HaHVI 1 OCHOBAHHOI'O Ha HMX
Iporpecca HauOoJIee TIOJTHO ¥ OTYEeT/IMBO BbIpa-
3wicst B mmeostorum smoxu Ilpocserienns. Baes-
peMeHHasi, BHeMCTOPVYEeCK TIOHsTasl, BCerfa TOX-
IecTBeHHasi cebe «Pa3yMHOCTb» B IIPOTMBOIIOIIOK-
HOCTB «CTPACTSIM», «TaHCTBAM», «3a0ITy >KIeHVISIM»
paccMaTpuBaiack IIPOCBeTUTEIIAMI KaK yHMBep-
caJIbHOe CPeZICTBO COBEPIIIeHCTBOBAaHVISL OOIIIeCTBa.
ITporpecc ocMBICIISICS KaK pe3ysIbTaT pacIpo-
CTpaHeHMsI VICTMHHBIX, PallVIOHaJIMICTCKUX WIew,
KOTOpBIE TIOCTEITIeHHO YCTPaHSIOT 3arafKu W Tav-
HBl MUpa, IIPOIUTHIBAsl €r0 CBETOM Pa3yMHOCTM.
DTOT HOAX0/, K OLIeHKe OOIIIeCTBEHHOI'O PasBUTIS B
IasIbHeVIIIeM Havall BBIPOKIAaThCs B ariosloreTmde-
CKYO, TI0 CBO€VI Cy TV «IIPOTr PECCUCTCKY0» KOHIIETI-
LIVIIO C XapaKTepHBIM [1JIs Hee IIpefiCTaB/IeHVeM O
HayKe (a 3aTeM 11 0 TexHVKe, MHPOpMaTKe) Kak 00
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Drittens wird die Rationalitéit mit einem be-
stimmten Prinzip, einer attributiven Eigenschaft
der westlichen Zivilisation identifiziert. Es wird
angenommen, dass kulturelle Besonderheiten
der Volker, die im Laufe ihrer Geschichte analy-
tische und bildlich-intuitive Grundsitze entwi-
ckeln, in der Lage sind, bestimmte Zivilisations-
merkmale herauszubilden. Im Einzelnen unter-
scheidet die Wissenschaft, laut Karl Jaspers, so-
bald sie logisch und methodisch bewusst wird,
die europdische Kultur von derjenigen anderer
Volker. Aufbauend auf dieser Interpretation teil-
te C.G. Jung die Wissenschaften in ,rationale”
und ,affektive” ein. In diesem Sinne schlugen
viele Philosophen fiir die Analyse verschiedener
Zivilisationstypen Charakteristiken wie ,Dyna-
mik” und ,Statik”, ,Extrovertiertheit” und ,Int-
rovertiertheit”, ,Optimismus” und , Fatalismus”,
,Rationalismus” und ,Mystizismus” vor (vgl.
z.B. Pruzhinin und Shvyrev, 1995).

Die Dichotomie und komplizierte Verflech-
tung des ,Rationalen” und ,Irrationalen” sind
traditionell charakteristisch fiir das abendlandi-
sche Denken. Die europdische Philosophie hat
sich im Laufe ihrer Entwicklung nicht nur von
der Idee des logos leiten lassen. Das Pathos der
Vernunft, des Wissens und des darin fundierten
Fortschritts brachten sich im grofsten Ausmafd
und am deutlichsten in der Ideologie der Auf-
klarung zum Ausdruck. Die tiberzeitliche, tiber-
geschichtlich verstandene, stets mit sich selbst
identische ,Verniinftigkeit” wurde im Gegen-
satz zu ,Leidenschaften”, ,dem Geheimnisvol-
len”, ,Irrtiimern” als das universelle Mittel fiir
die Vervollkommnung der Gesellschaft betrach-
tet. Der Fortschritt wurde als das Ergebnis der
Verbreitung von wahren, rationalistischen Ide-
en begriffen, die allmé&hlich die Rétsel und Ge-
heimnisse der Welt beseitigen und sie mit dem
Licht der Vernunft durchdringen. Dieser Zugang
zur Beurteilung gesellschaftlicher Entwicklung
begann in der Folgezeit in die apologetische, ih-
rem Wesen nach ,progressistische” Konzeption
tiberzugehen, mit der fiir sie charakteristischen
Vorstellung von Wissenschaft (und spéter auch
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OITVIMaJIBHOM CPe/ICTBE paspelleHs JIIo0bIX de-
JIOBEUECKVIX IIPOOTIEM 11 JOCTVDKEHISI TapMOHMY Ha
OyTSIX YCTPOEHWMsI paliiOHaIIbHO CIIPOEKTUPOBaH-
Horo mupornopsnka. Cioxmusliieecs elle B pwIo-
codpckoV KjlacCuKe BO3BeIMYMBaHMe Pa3yMHOTO,
panoHaIbHOIO, «3JUIMHCKOIO» Hadajla B IIPOTU-
BoBeC adpPeKTMPOBAHHOCTY, CTVIXUVIHOCTI U «3M-
OVPUYHOCTI» VHBIX KYJIETYP, & TAK)Ke BO3HMKIIIee
MIO3/IHEe CTePeOTUITHOE IPeICTaB/IeHe O «TeXH-
YeCcKOV pallVIOHaJIBHOCTV», SIKOOBI OpraHMYecKu
OPVICYIIIEV €BPOLEVICKOV LIVBVIIN3ALM, aKTVBHO
COIIeVICTBOBaJIVT (POPMUPOBAHMIO Pas3INMUHBIX CO-
BpPEMEHHBIX CLIVIEHTUCTCKMX VIUTIO3UIL'.

¢ T.Apopro 1 M. Xopkxanmep B «[Inarextmke IIpo-

CBeIIeHVs1» OTMEYaloT, uTo mporpammont IIpocserenvisa
Y €ro OCHOBHOW TeHeHIIern ObUIO PacKoJIOBbIBAHVIE
Mupa. ITokasaresreH B 3ToM oTHOIIeHMM 1 AokiIad, M. Be-
Oepa 1918 1., B LIeHTpe KOTOPOIr0 OKa3aJIVCh, B YaCTHOCTH,
po0JIeMBl IIpeBpallleHs MIyXOBHOV XWU3HI B TyXOBHOe
IIPOV3BOLICTBO, M3MEHEHMs POV MHTeJUIMIeHIN B 00-
IIecTBe ¥, HaKOHeIl, CyAbObl eBPOIIEVICKOro O0IIecTBa 1
€BPOIIeVICKON MuBWIM3anmy BooOie. Ilospormm cebe
HPMBECT 37ech OoOmmMpHYyto ImTary: «Hayunsmi mpo-
rpecc SBJIIETCS YaCTbio, I IIPUTOM BaXKHEVIIIIET YacThIo,
TOTO IIpoliecca MHTeJUIeKTYaJIM3aLiyyi, KOTOPBIV IIPOVCXO-
IAT C HaMJ Ha IIPOTSDKEHMI THICSYEIIeTIIL U IT0 OTHOLIIe-
HWIO K KOTOPOMY B HAacTOsIIlee BpeMs OOBIYHO 3aHVIMAIOT
KpaviHe HeraTMBHYIO mosuimo. ITpexie Bcero ysicHUM
cebe, 4TO e, COOCTBEHHO, IPAKTMYECKM O3HA4aeT 3Ta
VIHTEJUIEKTYJINCTIYecKasl palyioOHaIM3allNs, OCYIIecT-
BJISIFOIIASICS ITOCPEINCTBOM HayKM ¥ Hay49HOU TeXHMKI.
Os3HauaeT JIi OHa, UYTO CerOHs KaXKIbIVI M3 HaC, CYIISIIIX
37ech B 3aJle, JIydllle 3HAeT JKM3HEHHbIe YCIIOBUS CBOETO
CYIIIeCTBOBaHM, YeM KaKOVI-HMOYIb VHIeell YWI FOTTeH-
tot? EnBa ymn. ToT u3 Hac, KTO efleT B TpaMBae, eCc/Ii OH
He pm3MK 110 npodpeccryt, He MMeeT IOHATVS O TOM, KaK
TpaMBavi IPVBOINTCA B [IBVDKeHMe. EMy 11 He HY»)KHO 3TOTo
3HaTh. [IOCTaTOYHO TOTO, UTO OH MOXET “pacCUmTHIBATh
Ha ollpefiesieHHOe “TIoBefieHre” TpaMBasi, B COOTBETCTBIN
C YeM OH OPMEHTUPYeT CBoe II0BefleHIe, HO KaK IIPUBECTH
TpaMmBavi B IBVDKEHVME — 3TOrO OH He 3HaeT. [lukapb He-
CpaBHEHHO JIy4Ille 3HAeT CBOV OPYAVL. XOTS MBI TPaTuM
ZIeHBIM, JepXKy IIapy, YTO JlaXke M3 IIPVUCYTCTBYIOUINX B
3aJ1e KOJUIer KayKIbIV M3 CIIeIVIa/IVICTOB II0 ITOJITYEeCKOVT
SKOHOMV, €CJIVI TaKOBBIE 3[IeCh €CTb, BEPOSATHO, I10-CBO-
eMy OTBeTUT Ha BOIIPOC: KaK IIOJIy4aeTcsl, YTO 3a IIeHBbIU
MOYKHO YTO-HUOYmb KynmuTh? nKapb 3HaeT, Kakum 00-
pasoM OH olecrieunBaeT cebe eXeIHEBHOe IIPONVTAHVE
VI KaKye MHCTUTYTBI OKa3bIBalOT eMy IIpU 3TOM YCIIyTy.
CremoBatesibHO, BO3pacTaloliasl MHTe/UIEKTyaIn3alms
palMoHasIM3aIys He O3Ha4aloT POCTa 3HAHWM O XXI3HEH-
HBIX YCJIOBMSIX, B KaKMX IIPUXOAUTCS CyllecTBoBaTh. OHa
O3HauaeT HeYTO VHOE: JIIOAV 3HAIOT WIN BEPAT B TO, UTO
CTOUT TOJIBKO 3aXOTeTh, M B JII000e BpeM:sI Bce 3TO MOXKHO
y3HaTbh; YTO, CJIef[0BaTeJIbHO, IIPVHIIMINAILHO HET HU-

von Technik und Informatik) als eines optimalen
Mittels fiir die Losung aller menschlichen Proble-
me und Verwirklichung von Harmonie auf dem
Wege der Errichtung einer rational entworfenen
Weltordnung. Die noch in der philosophischen
Klassik entstandene Erhohung des verntinfti-
gen, rationalen, ,hellenischen” Grundsatzes als
Gegengewicht zur Affektivitdt, Spontaneitit
und ,Empirie” anderer Kulturen sowie die spa-
ter aufgekommene stereotype Vorstellung von
»technischer Rationalitidt”, die angeblich der eu-
ropdischen Zivilisation eigen ist, haben aktiv zur
Bildung verschiedener gegenwairtiger wissen-
schaftlicher Illusionen beigetragen.*

4 Theodor W. Adorno und Max Horkheimer merken in
der Arbeit Dialektik der Aufklirung an, dass die Program-
matik der Aufkldrung und ihre Grundtendenz auf die
Entzauberung der Welt abzielten. Bezeichnend in die-
ser Beziehung ist auch der Vortrag von M. Weber, den
er im Winter des Jahres 1918 an der Miinchener Uni-
versitdt hielt und in dessen Mittelpunkt im Einzelnen
die Probleme der Verwandlung des geistigen Lebens
in den geistigen Betrieb, des Wandels der Rolle der In-
tellektuellen in der Gesellschaft und schliefSlich die des
Schicksals der europdischen Gesellschaft und der euro-
péischen Zivilisation im Ganzen standen. Wir erlauben
uns an dieser Stelle ein langes Zitat: , Der wissenschaft-
liche Fortschritt ist ein Bruc%\teil, und zwar der wichtigs-
te Bruchteil, jenes Intellektualisierungsprozesses, dem
wir seit Jahrtausenden unterliegen, und zu dem heute
tiblicherweise in so aufSerordentlich negativer Art Stel-
lung genommen wird. Machen wir uns zunéchst klar,
was denn eigentlich diese intellektualistische Rationali-
sierung durch Wissenschaft und wissenschaftlich orien-
tierte Technik praktisch bedeutet. Etwa, dass wir heute,
jeder z.B., der hier im Saale sitzt, eine grofiere Kenntnis
der Lebensbedingungen hat, unter denen er existiert,
als ein Indianer oder ein Hottentotte? Schwerlich. Wer
von uns auf der Stralenbahn fihrt, hat — wenn er nicht
Fachphysiker ist — keine Ahnung, wie sie das macht,
sich in Bewegung zu setzen. Er braucht auch nichts da-
von zu wissen. Es gentigt ihm, dass er auf das Verhalten
des Straflenbahnwagens »rechnen« kann, er orientiert
sein Verhalten daran; aber wie man eine Trambahn so
herstellt, dass sie sich bewegt, davon weif3 er nichts. Der
Wilde weifs das von seinen Werkzeugen ungleich besser.
Wenn wir heute Geld ausgeben, so wette ich, dass, sogar
wenn nationaldkonomiscl%e Fachkollegen im Saale sind,
fast jeder eine andere Antwort bereit halten wird auf die
Frage: Wie macht das Geld es, dass man dafiir etwas —
ba1§ viel, bald wenig — kaufen kann? Wie der Wilde
es macht, um zu seiner taglichen Nahrung zu kommen,
und welche Institutionen ihm dabei dienen, das weif3
er. Die zunehmende Intellektualisierung und Rationali-
sierung bedeutet also nicht eine zunehmende allgemei-
ne Kenntnis der Lebensbedingungen, unter denen man
steht. Sondern sie bedeutet etwas anderes: das Wissen
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HevicTBuTesibHO, co BpemeH [ Ipocsernienms Tep-
MWH «pallIOHaJIBHOCTb» YIIOTpeOsIsieTcs B OCHOB-
HOM JIJIsi 00O3HaueHMs JIOTMYecKy IpopaboTaH-
HOTO, COOCTBEHHO TeOPEeTMYeCKOro 3HaHM: B IIPO-
TUBOIIOJIOXKHOCTh 3HAHWIO UyBCTBEHHOMY, 3MIIV-
pudeckoMy (paliyioHasIbHasl IICUXO0JIOr s, Hallpy-
Mep, B HPOTMBOIIOJIOXKHOCTE IICHIXOJIOTMIU SMIIN-
puueckont y Xp. Bonbda). Cy1riectBoBasia gaBHss
Tpagulusl B MaTeMaTyKe 0o0O3HadaTh 3TUM Tep-
MWMHOM BCe IIOJIOKMTeJIbHbIE ¥ OTpullaTeIbHbIe
uyciIa (Lesible, JPoOHBIe U HYJIb), TO €CTh 0003Ha-
4yaTh B MaTeMaTuKe BCe, YTO MOXKeT OBbITh JIoTyde-
CKU OIIpeJleJIeHHO BBIPa’keHO M pacuyciIeHo. JIcHO
IPOCTyIlaeT CMBICJIOBasi COOTHECeHHOCTh 3TOTO
TepMUHa C yIOPSAJIOYMBAIOIIMMY U apTUKYJIV-
PYIOIINMM CIIOCOOHOCTSIMM pasyMa. Yl maxke Kor-
Jla pedb 3axoysla O palliOHaJIbBHOCTU MUpa, HU-
KaKVX VHBIX CBOVICTB MMpa, KpoMe ero Jiormue-
CKOVI IIPe[ICTaBUMOCTH (MHTeUIUTMOeIbHOCTY),
He IIpeJiIioarajaoch — parjioHaJIbHOCTh MIpa 03-
HavaJla JIVIIb, YTO MUP YHOPsJ04YeH HacTOJIBKO,
YTO MOXKeT OBITh ITpefiCTaBjIeH KaK JIOFMYecKy ap-
TUKYJIMPOBaHHOe Ilejloe (a 3Ha4YWnT, nosHabaem —
B 3TOM, B YaCTHOCTW, COCTOSJT «THOCEOJIOT MTUeCKMT
ONTVIMM3M» 3adMHaTesIeyi HOBov Hayku Hosoro
Bpemenn). Kak ormeuator T. AnmopHo 1 M. Xop-
KXxariMep, dopMasibHas JIOTMKa ObDIa BEJIVIKOM
IIKOJIOV YHUUKAIIMN: OHa MpefocTaBuyia MIpo-
CBETUTEJISIM CXeMY WCUYMCIIIMOCTU Mupa (XOopk-
xavimep, AnopHo, 1997, c. 20—-21).

Hosast gyxoBHast 3110xa, IOMCK HOBBIX OIIOp U
HOBOVI OpMeHTalui B MUpe, B TOM 4YMCjle U HO-
BOVI opueHTaumm usocodum, Bce Ooslee 3ameT-
HOe pa3ouapoBaHUe B CTapbIX ujeasax, Bce Oosee
3aMeTHOe COMHeHVe B paHee IIPVMHVMAaBIIXCS Ha
BepPYy WCXOIHBIX OCHOBaHMAX IOJIOKMUTEILHOIO

KaK/X TaMHCTBEHHBIX, He ITOIIAOIIVXCS YUeTy CWI, KO-
TOpbIe 3[1eCh [IEeVICTBYIOT, YTO, HAIIPOTVB, BCEMI BelllaMu
B IPMHIIMIIE MOXXHO OBJIafleTh IIyTeM pacdera. Ilocien-
Hee, B CBOIO OYeperb, O3HAYaeT, YTO MUP PaCKOJIIOBaH.
boJtpille He HY)XHO IIprOerats K Marm4eckyM CpecTBaMm,
9TOOBI CKJIOHUTH Ha CBOIO CTOPOHY WIM IOIYMHUTE cebe
IIyXOB, KaK 3TO JIeJIaJI IVKapPh, /ISl KOTOPOTO CYII[eCTBOBa-
IV TTIOIOOHBIE TaMHCTBEHHBIe CYIbL. Tereps Bce [1eaeTcs
C IIOMOIIIBIO TEXHWYECKVX CPeACTB U pacdera. Bor 310 1
ecTb MHTeJUIeKTyaymsanus» (Bebep, 1990, c. 709).

N. Artemenko

In der Tat wird der Begriff ,Rationalitat” seit
der Aufkldrung meistens fiir die Bezeichnung
eines logisch durchgearbeiteten, im Grunde ge-
nommen theoretischen Wissens im Gegensatz
zum sinnlich-empirischen Wissen verwendet
(wie die rationale Psychologie im Gegensatz zur
empirischen Psychologie bei Wolff). Es gab eine
Tradition in der Mathematik, mit diesem Be-
griff alle positiven und negativen Zahlen (gan-
ze Zahlen, Bruchzahlen und Null), d.h. all das-
jenige in ihrem Bereich zu bezeichnen, was lo-
gisch bestimmt ausgedrtickt und berechnet wer-
den kann. Die Sinneskorrelation dieses Begriffs
mit den ordnungsstiftenden und artikulieren-
den Fahigkeiten der Vernunft tritt klar hervor.
Sogar wenn man auf die Rationalitdt der Welt
zu sprechen kam, wurden keine anderen Eigen-
schaften der Welt aufer ihrer logischen Darstell-
barkeit (Intelligibilitit) angenommen — die Ra-
tionalitdt der Welt bedeutete lediglich, dass die
Welt in dem Mafe geordnet ist, dass sie als ein
logisch-artikuliertes Ganzes vorgestellt werden
kann (sie ist folglich erkennbar — darin bestand
zum Teil der ,,gnoseologische Optimismus” der
Grinder der neuen Wissenschaft der Neuzeit).
Wie Theodor W. Adorno und Max Horkheimer
in der Dialektik der Aufklirung feststellen, war
die formale Logik die grofie Schule der Verein-
heitlichung: ,Sie bot den Aufkldrern das Schema
der Berechenbarkeit der Welt” (Horkheimer und
Adorno, 2000, S. 19).

Eine neue geistige Epoche, die Suche nach neu-
en Stiitzen und neuer Orientierung in der Welt,
darunter auch einer neuen Orientierung der Phi-
losophie, eine immer stdrker bemerkbare Enttdu-
schung von alten Idealen, ein immer stédrker auf-

davon oder den Glauben daran: dass man, wenn man
nur wollte, es jederzeit erfahren kénnte, dass es also prin-
zipiell keine geheimnisvollen unberechenbaren Méchte
gebe, die da hineinspielen, dass man vielmehr alle Din-
ge — im Prinzip — durch Berechnen beherrschen konne.
Das aber bedeutet: die Entzauberung der Welt. Nicht
mehr, wie der Wilde, fiir den es solche Méchte gab, muss
man zu magischen Mitteln greifen, um die Geister zu
beherrschen oder zu erbitten. Sondern technische Mit-
tel und Berechnung leisten das. Dies vor allem bedeutet
die Intellektualisierung als solche” (Weber, 1919, S. 15).
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3HaHMS KaK OCHOBaHMSX OKOHYATEITBHBIX V1 HEITo-
IpelMBbIX, Bce Ooslee 3aMeTHBINI IIepecMOTp, a B
psfie cjlydaeB ¥ IPSIMOV OTKa3 OT MCIIOBeIyeMbIX
HpeXJie MjIeasioB Hay4YHOrO pasyMa, OT BBICIIIVIX
Hay4HBIX IIPUHIINIIOB 1 KpUTepyeB, IIPUHIMAaB-
IIMXCs KaK HeoOXOomyMBble 1 JOCTaTOuHble, — BCe
3TO HOPOAMJIO He TOJIBKO BOJIHY PrIocopcKoro
nekazaHca. IlosoxnTetbHOE 3HaHMeE, IPUHMIMAB-
IIeecs 710 TOVI IOPbI KaK 3HaHMe B COOCTBEHHOM
CMBICITe, KaKM OBbI CTPOIMM ¥ BCEOOBEMITIOIIVIM
OHO HM OBbUIO, KaKMM OBl MOIITHBIM OpYIMeM Ye-
JIOBEYeCKOV BJIacTy Hajl CMJIaMy IIPUPOJIbl OHO HU
SBVJIOCH Ha CaMOM JieJle, OKa3aJIoCh B YCJIOBUSIX €B-
poIIerickoro ObITHMS HeJOCTaTOUHBIM, YTOOBI M3bI-
cKaTb 3(pdeKTMBHBIE CIIOCOOBI YCTPOVICTBA YesIo-
BEUeCKOro MMpa Ha pa3syMHBIX I'YMaHVUCTUYECKIIX
HavaslaxX. Bcst eBpornerickast KyJIbTypa B I1€JIOM Ha
CBOeVl IIOBEPXHOCTV OOHapyXmja B Xoie MMpO-
BBIX BOVIH HeCMbIBaeMoe IIITHO ar'yMaHW3Ma, a B
CaMOM CBOeM OCHOBaHWM — TIIyOOKMII Mpparimo-
HaJIM3M, O UYeM C TaK1M radpocom mvicasm ete du-
nocodsr-onuHoukn A. [llonenrayasp n ®. Hurire.

ApnopHo 1 XopKxariMep 3aMedaroT: IIpoOyKiie-
HMe cyOBbeKTa 1 ero caMoolpesiesieHrie, C KOTOpPbI-
MW CBSI3BIBJIVICH VIJI€V VI HAIIeXX/Ibl pallyiOHaIN3-
Ma, OKa3aJIVCh KYIUIEHHBIMU «I1eHOV IIPU3HAHMS
BJIaCTV B KadecTBe IIPMHIINIIA BCceX OTHOIIEHWI»
(Tam xe, c. 22), v mpopoipkaroT: «bororomobre ge-
JIOBEKa COCTOUT B CyBepeHMTeTe Hafl, CyIIlecTBOBa-
HIEM, B ero B3IVIsifle IIOBeJINTesIs, B KOMaH/OBa-
HUM» (TaMm >xe). Mup cTaHOBUTCS OOBEKTOM ITOA-
dyHeHWs, TIOKOpeHMs, oOsafaHVs, TOCIONCTBa,
IIOCKOJIBKY YeJIoBeK KaK CyOBeKT BbIBesl ceOs 3a
€ro ITpefIesibl I MUP eMy HIUero o HeM CcKasaThb He
MOXeT. Bemp ecsmi B3IISHYTH Ha COLIMOKYJIBTY]-
Hble ICTOKV BCero Halllero KOpIryca eCTeCTBeHHBIX
HayK, TO HETPYJHO YBUIETh CTpeMJIeHe OMepT-
BUTb MUP (YPOBeHBb (PU3MKM), ITOCKOJIBKY TaKOV
MUPp JIETKO ¥ OIpaBJaHHO IIOKOpATh. [la 1 B ca-
MOM xapaKTepe Hay4YHOIO IIOVCKa JIETKO yBUIeTh
PYKY KOHCTPYKTOpa, KOTOPBIVI CTPEMUTCS BBIVITH
Ha TaKOW YpoOBeHb IIIyOMHBI IIO3HaHWMS, I7e Bce
MHOrooOpasve HUBeJIVPYeTCs M BBISBIISIOTCS Ta-

kommender Zweifel an den einst auf Treu und
Glauben angenommenen Uberzeugungen des
positiven Wissens als endgtiltiger und unfehlba-
rer Grundlagen, eine immer stdrker bemerkba-
re Revision und oft eine direkte Ablehnung von
ehemals anerkannten Idealen der wissenschaft-
lichen Vernunft, der hoheren wissenschaftlichen
Prinzipien und Kriterien, die als notwendig und
hinreichend betrachtet wurden — das alles rief
nicht nur eine Welle der philosophischen Deka-
denz hervor. Das positive Wissen, das bis dahin
als das Wissen im eigentlichen Sinne angenom-
men wurde, wie streng und allumfassend, wie
wirksam als Instrument menschlicher Macht
tiber die Naturgewalten es auch tatsdchlich sein
mochte, stellte sich unter den europdischen Da-
seinsbedingungen als unzureichend heraus,
um effektive Methoden fiir die Regelung der
menschlichen Welt auf der vernunftgeleiteten
humanistischen Basis zu ermitteln. Die europdi-
sche Kultur im Ganzen hat auf ihrer Oberfldche
im Laufe der Weltkriege einen nicht mehr weg-
zuwischenden Fleck des Antihumanismus und
in ihrem eigentlichen Fundament einen tiefen
Irrationalismus entdeckt, wortiber Einzelgan-
ger-Philosophen wie Schopenhauer und Nietz-
sche noch mit Pathos geschrieben haben.
Adorno und Horkheimer bemerken: Das Er-
wachen des Subjekts und seine Selbstbestim-
mung, die mit den Ideen und Hoffnungen des
Rationalismus verbunden waren, werden durch
die Anerkennung der Macht als des Prinzips al-
ler Beziehungen erkauft° Die Welt wird zum
Objekt der Unterordnung, Unterwerfung, Herr-
schaft, des Besitzes, da der Mensch als Subjekt
ihre Grenzen tiberschritten hat, und die Welt
ihm damit nichts mehr tiber ihn sagen konnte.
Wenn man jedoch die soziokulturellen Urspriin-
ge unseres ganzen Korpus der Naturwissen-
schaften betrachtet, ist es nicht schwer, eine Welt
auf dem Niveau der Physik zu fixieren, denn eine
solche Welt ist einfach und legitimerweise zu er-

,Die Gottesebenbildlichkeit des Menschen besteht in
der Souverinitit iibers Dasein, im Blick des Herrn, im
Kommando” (Horkheimer und Adorno, 2000, S. 21).
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K1e CTPYyKTypHBIEe eIVHUIIBI, 3 KOTOPBIX IIOTOM
MOYKHO cOOpaTh JI000V IIpeIMeT XejlaHMs. A TIo-
CKOJIBKY MUP TpaKTyeTcs KaK HJaHHBIVI BO Bcem
CBOEVI IIeJIOCTHOCTYI, TO €CTh ITOJTHOCTBIO VI OKOH-
yaTeJIbHO, TO IIIaHC Ha yCTaHOBJIEHVE TaKoro ro-
CIIOZICTBa KaXkeTcs BIIOJIHe peasibHBIM. [lo BbIpa-
JKeHMIO0 aBTOpOB «[masiekTmkm ITpocserrieHmis»,
MBI HIPUCYTCTBYeM IPU «IeCTPyKTUBHOCTHU IIPO-
rpecca» (Tam xe, c. 11).

besycrioBHO, 3TOT CITVICOK MHTEpPITpeTaINI «pa-
IIMIOHAJIBHOTO» He TOJIBKO He II0JIOH, HO 00O3Ha-
YJaeT JIMIITb HEKOTOPble, TaK CKa3aTh, MOTVBBI VIJIV
HaIIpaB/IeHVs B VIHTEPIIPeTaIy 3TOrO TIOHSTHS.

[TpoGsiema palMoOHaJIBHOCTM — CBEepPCTHMUIIA
camont putocodnm, ee poIOCIIOBHYIO MOXKHO BO3-
BecTu K [Tapmenny. Bo BesskoM citydae oHa O4eHb
IIaBHO TPeBOXUT prstocodos. B Hartre BpeMs Tpe-
BOra 3aMeTHO Bo3pociia. [IpuumH ToMy Hemalo,
HO, TIOXKaJIy¥i, IJlaBHasl M3 HUX — 3TO CIJIOXKHBIE
BpeMeHa, HACTYIMBIIVeE IJIs pallMOHaINCTIUe-
CKOTO MMPOBO33peHMs: TTapaJoKChl COBpeMeHHO
LIVIBVUIV3ALINY, CBSI3bIBAIOIIEV KaK CBOV KM3HEH-
Hble HaJIeX/bl, TaK ¥ CMepTeJIbHble OIlaceHMs C
nporpeccoM Haykm m TexHuku (M. Xampgerrep),
IIPOTVBOPEUMBOCTD 11eJIeVT U IIEHHOCTEVI STOM IIV-
BUJIM3alINY, OOHapyXXeHMe IIPOTMBOPAa3yMHOCTU
4eJI0BeUecKoN J1eATeJIbHOCTY, KOTopasi, Ka3aioch
ObI, BITOJTHE KOHTPOJIMPYETCs pa3syMoOM, U T.JI.

Bce aTO, KOHEYHO, He MOXeT He IIOPOAUTH CO-
MHeHNs B IIPOYHOCTM PyHIaMeHTa pallioHaIb-
HOCTV — TO eCTb B coombBemcmBuu payuoHasbHo-
cmu Pasymy, pasymuocmu. AKTMBHOCTB CBOOOZ-
HOT'O pasyMa IIpvBesia K HacTOJIbKO Hepa3yMHbBIM
IIOCJIEZICTBYSIM, YTO BIIOJTHE YMECTHBIM OKa3bIBa-
eTCsl BOIIPOC: a He COIIEeP>XKUT JIM pa3yM B ceOe cBoe
cobcTBeHHOe OTpHllaHMe, He Hepa3yMeH JI OH B
CBOVX OCHOBaHWMsX, He HeceT JI OH B cebe BUpYC
6e3ymms? V1 gasieko He TaKMM adOCHBIM, KaK Ka-
JKeTcsl Ha IIepBBIN B3IVIAM, IIpericTaeT Tesuc Xari-
Zlerrepa O TOM, UTO MIMEHHO Pa3yM ¥ MelllaeT MbIC-
uTh (cM.: Xavmerrep, 1991, c. 138). Ilowck parivo-
HaJIBHOT'O CETOfTHS — 3TO peaklys Ha caMopaspy-
ITIeH1Ie COBpPeMeHHOro MbIuTeHms. CIiop o parm-
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obern. Auch im eigentlichen Charakter der wis-
senschaftlichen Forschung sieht man leicht die
Hand des Konstrukteurs, der auf ein Niveau der
Erkenntnistiefe abzielt, bei dem die ganze Viel-
falt nivelliert wird und sich solche strukturelle
Einheiten offenbaren, aus denen man spéter ein
beliebiges Objekt der Begierde zusammensetzen
kann. Da aber die Welt als etwas in seiner Ganz-
heit Gegebenes ausgelegt wird, d.h. vollstandig
und endgiiltig, erscheint die Chance auf die Er-
richtung jener Herrschaft ganz realistisch. Den
Autoren der Dialektik der Aufklirung zufolge woh-
nen wir dem ,Destruktiven des Fortschritts” bei
(ebd., S. 10). Gewiss ist diese Interpretationslis-
te des ,Rationalen” nicht nur nicht vollstandig,
sondern kennzeichnet lediglich einige Motive
oder Tendenzen der Interpretation.

Das Problem der Rationalitét ist ein Altersge-
nosse der Philosophie selbst, ihren Stammbaum
kann man auf Parmenides zuriickfiihren. Jeden-
falls beunruhigt es die Philosophen schon sehr
lange. Heutzutage ist die Unruhe deutlich gestie-
gen. Es gibt genug Griinde daftir, aber der wich-
tigste ist wohl die Tatsache, dass es schwierige
Zeiten fur die rationalistische Weltanschauung
sind: die Paradoxa der modernen Zivilisation, die
sowohl ihre Lebenshoffnungen als auch Lebens-
gefahren mit dem Fortschritt der Wissenschaft
und Technik verbindet (M. Heidegger), die Wi-
derspriichlichkeit der Ziele und Werte dieser Zi-
vilisation, die Entdeckung der Vernunftwidrig-
keit menschlicher Tatigkeit, die dem Anschein
nach von Vernunft vollig kontrolliert wird, usw.
Das alles muss dazu fithren, Zweifel an der Halt-
barkeit des Rationalismus-Fundaments aufkom-
men zu lassen — d.h. an der Entsprechung von
Rationalismus und Vernunft bzw. Verniinftigkeit.
Die Aktivitdt der freien Vernunft fiihrte zu der-
lei unverniinftigen Folgen, dass die Frage vol-
lig angemessen erscheint, ob die Vernunft nicht
etwa ihre eigene Negation in sich miteinschliefdt,
ob sie nicht in ihren eigenen Grundlagen unver-
niinftig und damit gewissermafien mit dem Vi-
rus des Wahnsinns infiziert ist. Und gar nicht so
pathetisch, wie es auf den ersten Blick zu sein
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OHaJIBHOCTU eCTb, CKOpee BCero, CIIop O T'paHMlLIe,
70 KOTOPOM [OKaTWIOCh 3TO caMopaspylleHue.
DHNULEHTPOM 3TVX CIIOPOB CTajla Hayka, TPV BceM
TOM UTO HayKa — IlapaJurMa palViOHaJIbHOCTW,
ee OJIIIeTBOpeHe.

IIpoGrremMa parvOHAIIBHOCTM SIBJISIETCSI VICTO-
pvdecKrt KOHKpPeTHOM (POpMOV IIOCTaHOBKM BO-
mpoca O Mmecme U poAu pasyMa B 4YeJIOBeUeCKOM
ObrTin. ABcTpakTHas YHMBEpPCaJIbHOCTb ITOCTa-
HOBKM ITPO0OJIEMBI ITO3BOJISIET BCKPBITH OCHOBAHIS
po0sIeMBl 1 MPeJIOKUTL ee POpMaIbHOE, Teo-
peTndeckoe mmpeonosienye. Ho B 3ToM 3akIrodaeT-
Csl, KaK HaM Ka’KeTCsl, HECOCTOATEIbHOCTD M daXke
OITaCHOCTBb aOCTPaKTHOV IIOCTAHOBKM, KOTOpasi He
YUUTBIBAET 1 He MOXET y4uecTb XKM3HeHHO-TIpaK-
TUYeCKU (IIEHHOCTHBIV) acIieKT IIpobsiemsl (AB-
TOHOMOBa, 1988).

Vcxomss w3 BBIIIIECKa3aHHOIO 3aMeTVIM, YTO
IIpobrieMa parivoHaIbHOCTY OOIIIe3HauMa 11 BMe-
CTe C TeM ITIyOOKO JIMYHOCTHA. YTO XKe CITyImIIoch
C YeJIOBeUeCKMM PasyMOM, STUM IJIaBHBIM OpVeH-
TUPOM [IedTeJIbHOCTV eBPOIIeVICKOTO 4eJloBeKa B
MMpe, ecJI pacliajiach He TOJIBKO CBA3b BpeMeH, HO
VI BCe IpyTHe CB3M, KOTOpble MbI IIPUBBIKJIV CUM-
TaTh HaJeXHbIMM? Ecyiv Hayka He JaeT HY IIpodY-
HBIX 3HAHWUVI, HY )XVM3HEHHOV OIOPBL, a yTellleHNs
VICKaTh Herje. DTy IpobseMy KaXK[IbIVi IIbITaeT-
Csl peIInTh Ha CBOW JIa/J, HO HaWTV IIOHXOISIIIVE
CpencTBa JIsi VICTOJIKOBAHMS HOBBIX JKM3HEHHBIX
IpoLeccoB — HeJlerkad 3agada. OgHaKO eCcTb JIn
elrie TIOTPeOHOCTh B OOHOBJIEHHOM, ITPEXIe BCEro
dntocodckoM, IpericTaBIeHNN O e[ITHCTBE YeJslo-
BEUECKOV KYJIETY PbI, YeJIOBeYecKoro pasyma? Bos-
MOJKHA JIV, M €CJTU [1a, TO B KAaKOM CMBICIIE, eIHAas
PpaloOHaIBHOCTD, €CJIV 3TO He J0rMa, He 11e0J10-
rema, He IIpOCTO CIMBOJI?

ITo ytBepxnenmto IO. Xabepmaca, ymopcTso,
C KOTOpBbIM ¢ustocodpusi OTCTaMBaeT CBOIO POJIb
XPaHUTEJIBHUIIBI pallIOHaJIBHOIO, HUYero Kpome
HEIIPUSTHOCTEN €Vl He JI0CTaBJIgeT. To, uto Ipo-
VICXOOUT B COBpeMeHHOWM dustocodpuys, OH cumTa-
€T KPM3VCOM KJIaCCUYeCKMX (CTPEeMSIIIINXCS. MeTO-
IIOJIOTVYUEeCK K aOCOJTFOTHOCTYM PalliOHaIbHOIO,

scheint, klingt heute die These von Martin Hei-
degger (1952, S. 130), dass gerade die Vernunft
beim Denken stort.

Die heutige Suche nach dem Rationalen ist die
Reaktion auf die Selbstzerstérung des moder-
nen Denkens. Der Streit um die Rationalitit ist
vielmehr ein Streit um die Frage, bis zu welcher
Grenze diese Selbstzerstorung gekommen ist.
Zum Epizentrum dieser Streitigkeiten wurde die
Wissenschaft, wobei die Wissenschaft das Para-
digma der Rationalitdt, ihre Verkorperung ist.

Das Problem der Rationalitdt ist die histo-
risch konkrete Form der Fragestellung tiber den
Ort und die Rolle der Vernunft im menschlichen
Dasein. Die abstrakte Universalitdt der Problem-
stellung erlaubt es, die Grundlagen des Problems
aufzudecken und seine formale, theoretische
Uberwindung vorzuschlagen. Darin bestehen
aber unserer Ansicht nach die Haltlosigkeit und
gar die Gefahr der abstrakten Fragestellung, die
den lebenspraktischen (wertmafligen) Aspekt
des Problems nicht berticksichtigt und nicht be-
rucksichtigen kann (vgl. Avtonomova, 1988).

Vom Vorstehenden ausgehend ldsst sich an-
merken, dass das Problem der Rationalitét allge-
mein bedeutsam und zugleich zutiefst person-
lich ist. Was ist denn mit der menschlichen Ver-
nunft passiert, dem wichtigsten Orientierungs-
punkt in der Tatigkeit des europdischen Men-
schen, wenn nicht nur der Epochenzusammen-
hang, sondern auch alle anderen fiir zuverldssig
gehaltene Zusammenhinge aufgelost wurden?
Wenn die Wissenschaft weder ein sicheres Wis-
sen noch eine Lebensstiitze liefert, wo soll man
da Trost finden? Jeder versucht, dieses Problem
auf die eigene Weise zu losen, es ist jedoch kei-
ne leichte Aufgabe, geeignete Wege fiir die Aus-
legung neuer Lebensprozesse ausfindig zu ma-
chen. Gibt es noch das Bediirfnis nach einer er-
neuerten, vor allem philosophischen Vorstellung
von einer Einheit der menschlichen Kultur, der
menschlichen Vernunft? Ist denn, und wenn
ja — in welchem Sinne, eine einheitliche Ratio-
nalitdt moglich, wenn es kein Dogma, kein Ideo-
logem, nicht einfach ein Symbol ist?
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TPpaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHOTO ¥ IMaJIeKTIYecKoro) Mo-
IlycoB 00OCHOBaHMS. Bce 3TV MOmyCHI IpecTaroT
JIAIIb KaK CTYIIeHV CaMOBOCXOXIIEHWsSI pasyMa B
parioHasibHOM obostouke. OHAKO TO, YTO paHb-
e (Ha IIPOTSDKEHUM VICTOPUM PallMOHAIBHOIO
ocsoeHms Mupa, oT Cokpara o Kanra u Teress)
HOCMJIO MaprvHaJIbHBIVI XapaKTep, B HOBEWIIee
BpeMsl CTaJI0 MacCOBBIM IMarHo3oM (XaOepmac,
2001, c. 12).

Bunumo, «mosopoT» dustocodpum, mmpm KOTO-
POM pallMOHAJIN3M YTPaTWI CBOe aOCOITIOTHOE
BJIVSIHVME, a BCS HOBasg MeTOHOJIOrMs OKasaslach
OeccmitbHOM, IIPVIBEJI, C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI, K OIIyIIIe-
HVIO KPU3MCa, K JeKaZleHTCKM HaCTPOeHNsIM, a C
IOPyron — K IPOBO3IJIAIIEHMIO 3MO0XM «3aKaTOB»:
permrvm (. Huimre), metadpwmsukm (M. Xarger-
repom), KyseTypsl (O. Ilnenrepom), nmsmiInsa-
v (A. Tontabn), ncropum (P. I'sapaymmn, P. Pop-
). K.-JI. Hancu ykaseiBaeT Ha «KoHell», B KOTO-
POM CHCTeMa CMBICJIOB MMpa (M CyIlecTBOBaHS)
OTOXIeCTBJIZeTCsI C ObITVEeM U McUe3aeT KakK 11eIb,
TaK KaK JOCTUTaeT IIperesia BCSIKMUX «CMBICIIOB»
(cm.: Hancewm, 1996; 2004). TakuM oOpasoM, B TOM
VIV VIHOM BUJIe BapbUpyeTcs 3aKaT «HaykK O IyXe»
(06 saToM cM.: Oxopokos, 2000; ABToHOMOBa, 1988).

ObOparym BHMMaHMe Ha CTaBIIYIO Kilaccude-
CKoVI (co BpeMeH [lekapTa) CBsi3b paliOHaJIbBHOCTV
I OYEBVTHOCTL.

Bo Bcex mocTMeTadmzmdeckmx Iporeccax ode-
BUIIHOCTb — OIUIOT PallMiOHaJIBHOCTU — IIpeBpa-
II[AeTCSI B PasMBITYIO «MeTapU3NIeCKyIO CYIIl-
HOCTb», KOTOpas He HeceT y)Ke alloIVKTIYeCcKOu
Harpysku (B CWIY PasMBITOCTVM CBOMIX I'PaHMIL).
Ha s3bike [leppmiia 310 sIBJIEHVE MOXKHO OBITIO OBI
0003HaUNTh KaK «IIPOTO-CYIITHOCTb» KOTOpasi B
rpaHMIIaX OYEBMIHOCTM COHAEPXXUT M camy CyI-
HOCTB, 11 BCe ee BO3MOXKHbIe TpaHcdopmManmm. Ho
B TaKOM CJIy4Jae OCHOBHBIe MeTadpv3uecKrie KOH-
cTaHTHI (OBITVE, CO3HaHME, BpeMs, IIPOCTPaHCTBO,
MUP ¥ T.JI.) pacIUIbIBAIOTCS B TOPU3OHTE BUIVIMO-
CTU, TaK KaK HedCHO, B KaKOM M3MepeHUM OCy-
IIIeCTBJIAIOTCA MX IIpeoOpasoBaHms. Bce oHm mc-
4Ye3aloT B TOPU30HTE «IIPOTO-CIIeIoB» (cM.: OKopo-
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Die Hartnackigkeit, mit der die Philosophie
ihre Rolle als Rationalitdtshiiterin verteidigt,
bereitet ihr nach Jiirgen Habermas (1983, S. 15)
nichts als Arger. Das, was in der modernen Phi-
losophie passiert, hilt er fiir die Krise der klas-
sischen Begriindungsmodi (die methodologisch
auf die Absolutheit des Rationalen, Transzen-
dentalen und Dialektischen abzielen). All die-
se Modi erscheinen lediglich als Aufstiegsstu-
fen der Vernunft in einer rationalen Hiille. Den-
noch ist das, was frither (im Laufe der Geschich-
te der rationalen Welterschlieflung von Sokrates
bis Kant und Hegel) einen marginalen Charak-
ter hatte, zur allumfassenden Diagnose der neu-
esten Zeit geworden.

Scheinbar fiihrte die ,Wendung” der Philoso-
phie, bei der der Rationalismus seinen absoluten
Einfluss verlor und die ganze neue Methodolo-
gie sich als machtlos erwies, einerseits zur Emp-
findung der Krisis, zu dekadenten Stimmungen,
und andererseits zur Verkiindigung der Epo-
che der ,Untergdnge” der Religion (F. Nietz-
sche), der Metaphysik (M. Heidegger), der Kul-
tur (O. Spengler), der Zivilisation (A.]. Toynbee),
der Geschichte (R.Guardini, R. McKay Rorty).
J.-L. Nancy weist auf das ,, Ende” hin, in dem das
System der Sinngehalte der Welt (und der Exis-
tenz) sich mit dem Sein identifiziert und als Ziel
verloren geht, da es die Grenze beliebiger ,Sin-
ne” erreicht (vgl. dazu Nancy, 2006; Nancy, 1996).
Auf diese Weise, in der einen oder anderen Form,
variiert der Untergang der ,Geisteswissenschaf-
ten” (vgl. z.B. Okorokov, 2000; Avtonomova, 1988).

Lassen Sie uns im Folgenden auf die seit De-
scartes ,klassische” Beziehung von Rationali-
tdit und Evidenz konzentrieren. In allen post-
metaphysischen Prozessen verwandelt sich die
Evidenz — die Hochburg der Rationalitit —
in ein verschwommenes ,metaphysisches We-
sen”, das nicht mehr apodiktisch ausgelastet
ist (durch die Verschwommenheit seiner Gren-
zen). Nach Derrida konnte man diese Erschei-
nung als das ,Proto-Wesen” bezeichnen, das in
den Grenzen der Evidenz das eigentliche We-
sen und all seine moglichen Transformationen
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k0B, 2000). DTo ¥ eCcTh TOCTOBEpHAs OUEBVTHOCTD
coBpeMeHHOV duitocodpun, KoTopas Ha s3bIKe
«KJIACCVYUeCKOTO MBIIIIIEHVIS»
JIach KakK «Kpm3uc». Kprsuc oueBumHOCTET — BOT
camoe Oorre3HeHHOe sBJIeHME IIOCTMeTadm3ide-
CKOrO MBIIUIeHNA. A Beb «CaMOOUYeBUIHOCTV»
BCerJla ONVpa/INCh Ha MHBAPVMAHTHOCTb OTHOCH-
TEJIPHO VICTOPUKO-(prstocodpckmx Impeobpas3oBa-
HuL. VITak, 1100 Takasi MHBapMaHTHOCTb yKe Ha-
pylileHa, 1100 coBpeMeHHOe MBIIIUIeHVe BCTyIIa-
€T B IIOJIOCY HeAUHeHOCMU, B KOTOPOV «aIlofIVK-
TUYecKyie KOHCTAaHTBl» HaCTOJIBKO pacciIavBaioT-
Cs1, YTO HEBO3MOXKHO IIPOCTIEANUTH IIIYyOMHY IIpo-
Ilecca mx pacierieHus. IToxoxe, 4To paroHaIb-
HOCTB CerofHs AocTuria 3ddeKTa «[IpoTo-CyIl-
HOCTVW», JIVIINIIach COOCTBEHHOV JOCTOBEPHOCTV
VI «OYeBUTHOCTI.

Bortee Toro, yMecTHO OBIIO0 OBI CITPOCUTB: @ 3Ha-
eT JIVI YeJIOBEeK MHOe VM3MepeHVe ObITIS IIOMMMO
«paIMOHAJIBHOIO», TO €CTh TaKOro, B OCHOBAaHW
KOTOPOTO JIeXKaT VICTMHBI ¥ CaMOOYEeBUTHOCTH,
TOTOB JIVI OH K OTKPBITUIO IPyTOr0 Mypa — «He-
JIVIHEVIHBIX MI3MepeHNI» (OHTOJIOT M), B KOTOPBIX
«CaMOOYEBMIHOCTW», VIV «IIepBUYHbIe CyIITHOCTI
OBITVISI, ITPeTEPIIEBAIOT OBICTPBIE TPAHCIISAIINY, He
ycIieBasi IIpeBpalllaThCsl B YCTOMUMBBIE («KJIacCH-
veckme») maosnbl. Kaxercs, dputocodpckmm mup
XX B. IOTpsiCeH B caMMX CBOVIX OCHOBaHMsIX!

Ha ogHOM 113 TaK1X OCHOBaHM, & IMEHHO Oue-
BUIIHOCTVI, OCTAaHOBVIMCS IO pOoOHee.

BCerga WVMeHOBa-

O4eBUIHOCTDH
Kak pyHIAaMeHTaIbHas1 IpobseMa

K MomeHTy rycceprieBCKOro IpoBO3IIallleH s
HOBOTO (DEHOMEHOJIOITYeCKOTrO IIPMHITNIIA MBIIII-
JIeHVsl eBportevickast prstocodmst mcreITasa 10-
CTaTOYHO CWIbHBIE IIOTpsiceHMs. TOI4UoK K pas-
PYILIEHMIO KJIacCuyecKov pritocodcKoi KapTu-
HbI Mupa nepsbIM fJai Kant (em.: Karpeuko, 2020),
BCerja CTPeMUMBIIUVICS YBUAETb B prsiocodpmm
HayKy, TO eCTb IOIBeCTU arloAMKTIUUecKyIo Oasy
II071, BCAIKOe HayuHoe 1 prytocodpcKoe MBIITIeHVe.
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beinhaltet (vgl.z. B. Okorokov, 2000). In diesem
Fall aber verschwimmen die wesentlichen me-
taphysischen Konstanten (Sein, Bewusstsein,
Zeit, Raum, Welt, usw.) im Horizont der Sicht-
barkeit, da es unklar ist, in welcher Dimension
ihre Metamorphosen zustande kommen. Sie alle
verschwinden im Horizont der ,Proto-Spuren”.
Genau dies ist die gewisse Evidenz der moder-
nen Philosophie, die vom ,klassischen Denken”
immer als , Krisis” bezeichnet wurde. Die Kri-
sis der Evidenzen — das ist das schmerzhaftes-
te Phanomen des postmetaphysischen Denkens.
Doch stiitzte sich die , Selbstevidenz” ja stets auf
die Invarianz beziiglich historisch-philosophi-
scher Transformationen. So wurde eine solche
Invarianz bereits beeintrdchtigt, oder das mo-
derne Denken tritt in die Zone der Nichtlineari-
tit, in der die ,apodiktischen Konstanten” sich
in dem Mafle entspannen, dass es unmoglich ist,
die Tiefe ihrer Spaltungsprozesse zu verfolgen.
Dem Anschein nach erreichte die Rationalitat
heute den Effekt eines , Proto-Wesens”, sie biifdte
an ihrer eigenen Gewissheit und ,Evidenz” ein.

Auflerdem wire es angemessen zu fragen:
Kennt der Mensch eigentlich eine andere Di-
mension des Daseins aufier dem ,Rationalen”,
d.h. eine solche, welcher Wahrheiten und Selbst-
evidenzen zugrunde liegen, und wire er fiir
die Entdeckung einer anderen Welt bereit, von
,nichtlinearen Dimensionen” (Ontologien), in
denen ,Selbstevidenzen” oder ,urspriingliche
Wesenheiten des Seins” schnelle Ubertragun-
gen erleiden und es nicht schaffen, sich in stabi-
le (,, klassische”) Idole umzugestalten? Es scheint,
dass die Welt der Philosophie bebt, da diejenigen
Grundlagen, die noch unlidngst das Unerschiit-
terliche und Absolute symbolisierten, stark fluk-
tuieren. Auf eine dieser Grundlagen, ndamlich
die Evidenz, gehen wir nun niher ein.

Evidenz als fundamentales Problem

Zum Zeitpunkt der Husserlschen Verkiindi-
gung eines neuen phdnomenologischen Denk-
prinzips erlitt die europdische Philosophie eine



Onnako otHIOoNs He KaHTY IIpUHAIJIEXNUT II0-
CTaHOBKa BOIpoca 00 arogMKTUYHOCTI. DTOT BO-
IIPOC — BOIIPOC 00 anoAVKTIYeCKOVI JJOCTOBEPHO-
CTU ITO3HaHMs — 0e3yCJIOBHO, OTChIIaeT Hac K [e-
kapTy. Ilocste Toro kak JlekapT mpoBosriacuil sc-
HOCTb ¥ OTYeTIMBOCTb €AVMHCTBEHHBIMI KpuUTe-
pUsIMU Hay YHOM (prstocodmm, pasyM IIpeBpaTuil-
Csl B CBOETO pojia «TPeTeVICKOro CyJ1bIo», CIIOCOOHO-
IO OIpaBIaTh VIV IIOIBEPrHY Th COMHEHUIO CyIIle-
cTBOBaHMe BCcsiKom Ben (cM.: HekapT, 1994, c. 23—
28, 32). BmecTe ¢ TeM MMeHHO Takas TpeTeVicKas
dwtocodpusg nossosvia [ekapTy BrepBble IIOCTa-
BUTB BOIIPOC 0 POpMaXx MBIIUIeH . 3HAMeHUTHIN
JIeKapTOBCKUI ITpUIMep: 10cjIe ICHOTO M OTUYeTIIN-
BOIO MBIIIIEHNsI BOCKa OT HEro ocTaeTcs Halu-
4yte MPOTSKeHHOCTH, TMOKOCTM 1 MI3MEHYMBOCTY,
TO eCThb Te XapaKTepPUCTUKM, KOTOpble MOXKHO ITpH-
nucaTh JII0OOMy OOBEeKTY, CyHIeCTBYIOIIeMy B Ka-
yecTBe MPOTSKeHHOV CyOcTaHIIMN. DT POPMBI,
B CBOIO OUepe[ib, IIPeJIOMJISIOTCS B TpaHCIIeH IeH-
TasmsMe B POPMBI SIBJIEHHOCTYU IipeaMeTa. VI mo-
CKOJIBKY OHM B KauecTBe yCJIOBUMI SBJIEHHOCTM 00-
Hapy XMBaIOT COOCTBEHHYIO HEOOXOAVMMOCTE, I10-
CTOJIBKY MBICIIATCS B KadeCTBe OUeBVIHOCTEVL.

Hasee [lekapT CTPOUT CUCTEMY OYEBUIHOCTEN
KakK eIVMHCTBEHHBIV ITyTh K VICKOMOVI HOBOVI Hay-
ke. OueBUTHOCTM 371ech — ITpU3HAK ObITHA CO3Ha-
HWS, COMHeBaTbCd B OBITMM KOTOPOIO He IIPUXO-
JIATCS], TTIOCKOJIbKY BMecTe C HUM VCYe3HYT U Bce
BO3MOXXHBIE aTpMOyTHl MBIIUIeHMs. TeM caMbIM
MBIIIIJIeHVe oOpeTaeT OOJIBIITYIO TOCTOBEPHOCTH
", YTO BaKHee, OTKPBITOCTh TO3HAHWIO, HeXesn
npotsbkeHne. Ilpymar oHTOMOrMM OKasblBaeTcs
IIPVIMAaTOM TIOfJIepP)KaHMs JOCTOBEPHOCTV MBIITI-
neHus. JleCTBUTENIbHO, [I0CTOBEPHOCTH MBIIII-
JIeHUsI B KOHTEKCTe AVICKPeTHOCTM IIOCJIeIIHero
TpebyeT cOOCTBEHHOro TIONJIepP)KaHMs He TOJIBKO
B CMBICJIe BOCITPOV3BeZIeHNsl, HO U B CMBICJIe BOC-
CTaHOBJIEHUs B JOCTOBEPHOCTM OIIpe/ie/IeHHOro
(MBIIIUTEHVe He Ha4MHAeTCs 3aHOBO, HO CIIOCOD-
HO oIlepupoBaTh COOCTBEHHBIMY JaHHBIMU VIMeH-
HO TIOTOMY, YTO BOCITIPOV3BOIWUTCS BMECTe C STUMM
IOaHHBIMW). B Bepcusix TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIM3Ma, Ha-
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starke Erschiitterung. Den Anstofs zur Destruk-
tion des klassischen philosophischen Bildes gab
als erster Kant (vgl. Katrechko, 2020), der in der
Philosophie stets eine Wissenschaft zu sehen,
d.h. jedes wissenschaftliche und philosophische
Denken apodiktisch zu untermauern strebte.

Allerdings wurde die Frage nach der Apodik-
tizitat des Wissens nicht erst von Kant gestellt.
Diese Frage — die Frage nach der apodiktischen
Gewissheit einer Erkenntnis — wird zweifel-
los Descartes zugeschrieben. Nachdem Descar-
tes (1992) Klarheit und Deutlichkeit als die ein-
zigen Kriterien der wissenschaftlichen Philo-
sophie proklamierte, verwandelte sich die Ver-
nunft zu einer Art ,Schiedsrichter”, befihigt, ein
beliebiges Dasein zu rechtfertigen oder in Zwei-
fel zu ziehen. Andererseits erlaubte eine solche
Schiedsrichter-Philosophie Descartes, zum ers-
ten Mal die Frage nach den Formen des Denkens
aufzuwerfen. Das bertihmte Beispiel Descartes’
lautet: Nach Mafigabe eines klaren und deutli-
chen Denkens erweist sich ein Sttick Wachs als
etwas Ausgedehntes, Biegsames und Verdnder-
liches. Das sind Eigenschaften, die einem je-
den Subjekt, das als eine ausgedehnte Substanz
existiert, zugeschrieben werden konnen. Im
Transzendentalismus erweisen sich diese For-
men als solche des Gegenstandes in seiner Er-
scheinung. Und da wir sie als Bedingungen in
ihrer eigenen Notwendigkeit entdecken, werden
sie als Evidenzen gedacht.

Des weiteren errichtet Descartes ein System
der Evidenzen als einzigen Weg zur Findung
der neuen, gesuchten Wissenschaft. Die Eviden-
zen stellen hierbei das Merkmal des Seins des
Bewusstseins dar, an dessen Sein kein Zweifel
besteht, da mit ihm auch alle anderen moglichen
Denkattribute verschwinden. So stellt sich das
Denken als weit gewisser heraus, und was noch
wichtiger ist, offener fiir die Erkenntnis als die
Ausdehnung. Der Primat der Ontologie erweist
sich als Primat der Stiitze der Denkgewissheit. In
der Tat verlangt die Gewissheit des Denkens im
Kontext der Diskretion des Letzteren eine eigene
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NPOTWB, aKTUBHOCTb CyOBeKTa TpebyeTcs: mper-
CTaBUTh KaK KOHTWMHYaJIbHYIO, a BOBCe He IIVIC-
KpeTHYIO, 4TO, C O[JHOV CTOPOHBI, yCTaHaBJIVBa-
eT pas/IMyeHVe CO3HaHMs ¥ OCO3HaHMH, a C JIpy-
ron — TpeOyeT HMpaKTUK yHep)KaHMs JOCTOBEp-
HOCTM BO BCSIKOM MOJlyce aKTVMBHOCTV CO3HAHS.
ITpu 3TOM M HIOAEPXKaHMe, U ylep>KaHue JI0CTO-
BEpPHOCTV OTChLIaeT K IOJII0 CAMOOYeBVIHOCTEL.

Tak JlekapTOM OTKpBIBA€TCSI CAMOOYEBUTHOCTD
«s1», Ha KOTOPOVI CTPOSITCS «YCIJIOBYS OBITIS» MBIC-
v (Hexapt, 1994, c. 22). @akT4ecK OH OTKpPBI-
BaeT alIPVOPHBIVI CJIOVI OHTOJIOIMTYECKOr'O MbIIIIIe-
HWsI, KOTOPBIV BCer/ia yoKe OyzieT onmpaThcs Ha ca-
MOOYEBVMIHOCTh TeM, UTO BIIepBble yKa3blBaeT Ha
HeOoOXOAMMOCTb TIOMCKA allOfVKTUYeCKMX OCHO-
BaHMV OHTOJIOIMYeCcKOro MblinteHMs. CaMorpo-
3pavHOCTB «s» IIPVBELeT B Ja/IbHENIIeM K JleTaIb-
HOMY aHaJIM3y YCJIOBUV OBITMS pa3ymMa U K ero
nudpdepenany, a paloHaIbHOCTb CTaHeT
CIIyTHMKOM OHTOJIOTMYECKOTO IIPOSICHEHMSI MBIC-
JIVI, KOTOpOe pelrrpe3eHTIpoBasIo ceOsl Impexx/ie Bee-
'O B ICHOM ¥ OTYeT/IIBOM (CAaMOOUYEeBIIHOM) «CJIoe
MblIITeHVs». DakTrdecKn palyoHaIM3alys eCTh
3aBepIaloiiasg ¢asa CTPYKTypUpPOBaHMS MBIIII-
JIeHMsI KaK TaKOBOIO B COOTBETCTBUV C HayKaMU
VIV, TOYHee, B COOTBETCTBUM C Viepapxuer caMo-
OUEBVTHOCTETA.

IIpyimeuaresibHO, UTO TPU BepCUM TpaHCIIeH-
IeHTaIM3Ma (KaHTOBCKasl, IycceprieBcKasl M Xavi-
JlerrepoBCcKasl) B KauecTBe TOPM30HTa caMoode-
BUJTHOCTEVI OIWCHIBAIOT IIPUHIMINAIIBHO pas-
JIYHBIE 110 COfIepXKaHWIO, XOTs U CXOXKMe 110 pop-
Me (pbeHOMeHBI, KOTOPBIe IIPV 3TOM B CBOEVI CaMo-
OYeBVIHOCTY M30eraloT MpoIley pbl TIOCTAHOBKM
IIOJ1, BOIIPOC, BbIIAJA0T 113 METOAMYECKOrO COMHe-
HUSI, TO €CTh K HYM OTCBUIAIOT KaK K (PVIHAJTBHBIM.
ITpu sTOM yXe camuM [lekapToMm yImyckaeTcst, 4To
OYEBVTHOCTb B HaIlpaBJIeHUV COOCTBEHHOM 3KC-
IUIVIKALMV paHo VJIV IO3IHO TpaHChHOPMIUpPYyeTCs
B JIOrMYy. 3/1ech IPOVCXOIUT MepBas IoJMeHa J10-
CTOBEPHOCTV OYEBUITHOCTBIO: [IOCTOBEPHOCTh €CTh
TaKasli CaMOOIIPeIeJIeHHOCTh «00beKTa», KOTO-
pas cama ceOsl HEOOXOIVIMBIM 00pPa3OM IIPOSIBIIS-
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Stiitzung nicht nur im Sinne einer Wiedergabe,
sondern auch im Sinne einer Wiederherstellung
in der Gewissheit des Bestimmten. (Das Denken
ist fahig, mit eigenen Daten zu operieren und
zwar deswegen, weil es zusammen mit diesen
Daten wiedergegeben wird.) In den verschiede-
nen Versionen des Transzendentalismus muss
man hingegen die Aktivitit des Subjekts als kon-
tinuierlich und keineswegs diskret darstellen,
was einerseits die Unterscheidung zwischen Be-
wusstsein und Bewusstwerden einfiihrt, und
andererseits in jedem Modus der Bewusstseins-
aktivitat Praktiken verlangt, die die Gewissheit
sichern. Dabei verweist die Sicherung der Ge-
wissheit auf das Feld der Selbstevidenzen.

So entdeckt Descartes (1992) die Selbstevi-
denz des ,Ich denke”, auf der die ,Seinsbedin-
gungen” eines Gedankens aufgebaut werden.
Faktisch entdeckt Descartes eine apriorische
Schicht des ontologischen Denkens, die sich im-
mer schon auf diese Selbstevidenz stiitzt, in-
dem sie zum ersten Mal auf die Notwendigkeit
der Suche nach den apodiktischen Grundlagen
des ontologischen Denkens hinweist. Die Selbst-
transparenz des ,Ich” fithrt im Weiteren zu ei-
ner detaillierten Analyse von Seinsbedingun-
gen der Vernunft und zu ihrer Differenzierung,
die Rationalitét stellt sich als Begleiterin der on-
tologischen Aufkldrung des Gedankens heraus,
die sich vor allem in der klaren und deutlichen
(selbstevidenten) ,Denkschicht” reprasentiert.
Die Rationalisierung stellt faktisch die abschlie-
iende Phase in der Strukturierung des Denkens
als solchen in Ubereinstimmung mit den Wis-
senschaften, oder priziser, in Ubereinstimmung
mit der Hierarchie der Selbstevidenzen dar.

Bemerkenswert ist, dass drei Versionen des
Transzendentalismus — die Kantische, Husserl-
sche und Heideggersche — als Horizont der
Selbstevidenzen inhaltlich von Grund auf ver-
schiedene, doch der Form nach dhnliche Phi-
nomene aufweisen, die sich dabei durch ihre
Selbstevidenz einer Infragestellung, d. h. dem
methodischen Zweifel entziehen: Man verweist



€T VIMEHHO B KaueCcTBe TaK OITpeJleJIeHHOrO HeYTo,
CJIeII0BATEIIBHO, JIOCTOBEPHOCTD He JIOITyCKaeT BO3-
MOYXHOCTV COOCTBEHHOTO yTOYHEHVs], KOPPEKTH-
POBKM, HO JOITyCKaeT TOJIBKO IIPaKTUKM yCMOTpe-
HWS M 9KCIUIVKALIMY; B CBOIO Ouepeib, O4YeBUJI-
HOCTb IPUHIMINAJIBHBIM 00pa3oM M IO caMom
CBOEVI CyTV MOXeT OBITh ITOCTaBJIeHa II0f], BOIIPOC,
a 3Ha4YWUT, MOXeT ObITb JIMOO IIpOsiCHEeHa, JIOO
oOHapy>keHa M CHSTa B KadecTBe IIPeIIIOCBUIKM,
OO BBIBeIleHa K IOCTOBepHOCTH. B jroboMm cry-
YJae OYeBIIHOCTD ITPVI TIEPBOVI XKe IOIIBITKE TI0CTa-
HOBK ee IT0f] BOITPOC ¥ TeM OoJlee IIpu paspela-
IOIIeVl IIPolieflype MBIIIUIEHVSI OUYeBUIHOCTI Te-
psieT COOCTBEHHYIO OIIPee/IeHHOCTh KaK OIlpe-
IeIeHHOCTh oueBmmHoro. CrremoBaTesIbHO, Ha OC-
HOBaHWM YKa3aHHOV ITOJIMEHBI OTBET Ha BOIIPOC,
4yTO JKe OYEBVTHOTO B OUEBMIIHOCTY, HaIIpUMep B
CMYTHOV YCpeIHEHHOVI IIOHSTHOCTY OBITHS, OKa-
3bIBaeTCs MPVHIMIIVIAJIBHO HEBO3MOXKEH, TO €CTh
3TOT BOIIPOC IIPUHIIUIIVAIBHO Hepa3peIyiM.

[TprmedaresieH B 9TOVI CBSI3M CIIOCOO TTOHMMa-
HUSL HayKy ¥ Hay4dHOCTN. JI1o0asi Hayka CTpoOwnT-
Csl IO IIPVHIIVITY OYEBUIHOCTY, CJIeNOBaTeIbHO,
II0 TAKOMY >Ke IIPVHLNITY JOJDKHA OBITH IIOCTPO-
eHa 1 dprtocodmst Kak OecIpeAIIochIOYHas Hay-
Ka. /IMEeHHO B TaKOM BWJIe OHA CTAHOBUTCS (PeHO-
MEHOJIOT' eV, TO €CTh HayKOM O CTPOrOCTM M YUU-
croTe odeBmaHOCTH. ITpy mocTpoenmy ToN Hay-
k1 ['ycceprtb MCXOyI M3 TOTO, 4TO 0e3 «KpuTepus
YMCTOTBI OUEBMIHOCTel» ee He mocTponThb (['yc-
cepiib, 1994, c. 145 u pasee). B To ke BpeMst mcTo-
puis IIOKasasla: TO, YTO ObUIO OYEBWTHBIM J1JIsI Ha-
YKV paHee, B HaCTOsIIee BpeMsi TAKOBBIM MOXKET
1 He ObITb. «OUeBMIHOCTL» OKa3bIBACTCSI OYEHb
XPYIIKMM MHCTPYMEHTOM B pyKax HayKM, C KOTO-
PBIM Ta SIBHO He CIIpaBIsSeTCs. ['paHMIIBI oueByI-
HOCTY 3a/IaHbI T'PaHNIIel Halllero 3HaHMsI, IT03TO-
My cJIefyeT VICKaTh HeYTO HaCTOJIBKO CaMOYIOCTO-
BepsItoliee, YTOOBI €r0 COBEPIIIEHHO HEBO3MOXXHO
ObUIO OTPUIIATS.

Ho T'ycceprb moHVMAJI, 4TO MBI MM OT Ode-
BUIIHOCTV K OUEBMIHOCTV M OUYEBUIHOCTH MOXKET
ObITH 3a0iyXIeHMeM. V1 3TO ecTeCTBeHHO CBsA3a-

N. Artemenko

auf sie wie auf die letzte Instanz. Dabei wird von
Descartes tibersehen, dass sich die Evidenz —
auf ihre eigene Explikation gerichtet — friither
oder spéter in ein Dogma transformiert. Hier fin-
det die erste Gleichsetzung von Gewissheit und
Evidenz statt: Die Gewissheit ist so eine Weiter-
bestimmung des ,Objekts”, das sich notwendi-
gerweise als ein so-bestimmtes Etwas zum Aus-
druck bringt, folglich ldsst die Gewissheit keine
Moglichkeit der eigenen Prizisierung, sondern
nur die Praktiken von Schauen und Explikati-
on zu; die Evidenz ihrerseits kann grundsétzlich
und ihrem Wesen nach in Frage gestellt werden,
und das heifst, dass sie entweder aufgeklart oder
aufgefunden und als Voraussetzung aufgehoben
oder zur Gewissheit hingefiihrt werden kann. In
jedem Fall verliert die Evidenz, beim ersten Ver-
such sie in Frage zu stellen, und noch vielmehr
bei der Infragestellung des Evidenzdenkens, die
eigene Bestimmtheit des Evidenten. Demnach
stellt sich infolge der erwdhnten Gleichsetzung
die Antwort auf die Frage, was denn nun evident
an der Evidenz ist (beispielsweise im durch-
schnittlichen Seinsverstdndnis), als prinzipiell
unmoglich und die Frage als prinzipiell unbe-
antwortbar heraus.

Bemerkenswert in diesem Zusammenhang
ist die Art und Weise der Auffassung der Wis-
senschaft und Wissenschaftlichkeit. Jede Wis-
senschaft wird nach dem Prinzip der Evidenz
aufgebaut, folglich muss auch die Philosophie
als eine voraussetzungslose Wissenschaft nach
dem gleichen Prinzip aufgebaut sein. In dieser
Form namlich wird sie zur Phanomenologie, d.h.
zur Wissenschaft ,von der Strenge und Reinheit
der Evidenz”. Bei der Erarbeitung dieser Wissen-
schaft ging Husserl (1996) davon aus, dass sie
ohne ,Kriterium der Evidenzreinheit” nicht ge-
lingen kann. Gleichzeitig zeigte die Geschicht-
lichkeit wissenschaftlichen Denkens: Das, was
frither fiir die Wissenschaft evident war, muss
nicht gegenwartig der Fall sein. ,Evidenz” er-
weist sich als ein sehr zerbrechliches Instrument
in den Handen der Wissenschaft, mit dem sie of-
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HO C HaJIM4MeM I10jlaraeMoro 1 Mojipa3yMeBaeMo-
ro B MHTYUIIMM, TO eCTh OHa M3Ha4daJIbHO COfep-
XUT B cebe 3/IeMeHT «4ejIoBeYecKOro», KOTOPBIN
He MOXeT OBbITh armoguKTIdeckuM. [y xapakTe-
PVICTIKM MaKCUMBI «Has3al K Belam» I'ycceprib B
«Kapresmanckmux wmeagurtamusax» (cm.: I'yccepris,
1998) paspabarbiBaeT IPUHIIAII 3BUIEHIINN, KO-
TOPBIVI BKJIIOYaeT He TOJIBKO JIOCTOBEPHOCTb, HO
u (mpudyeM B OyKBaJIbHOM 3HaueHUM) YCMOTpe-
HVe B CMBICIe pedyIeKCMBHOIO BUAeHU (VI yM-
CTBEHHOe co3epliaHue camom Bely). Ha cragum
YMCTBEHHOI'O YCMOTpeHMsI 11 BO3HMKaeT HesgBHasd
MofIMeHa O4YeBMIIHOIO IIOfIpa3yMeBaeMbIM, W00
S3BIK, 0€3 KOTOPOro He MOXeT OBITh MBIIIIEHNS,
BCerjia BKJIIOYaeT VICTOPUYECKYIO TPaHCKPUIILIVIIO
(«IOHATUIHYIO TIBUIb BEKOB»). I'yccepitb cTpeMmsi-
sl 10 TIpeiesia YMEeHBIIUTD POJIb 3TOrO I0C/IeIHe-
ro dpakTopa 1 CBeCTM K MUHVMYMY BO3/IeVICTBIe
yejloBeKa M WCTOPUM Ha IIPOLeCC YCMOTPeHMs
CYIITHOCTL.

Takyum oOpa3oM, CKpBITOM IOCBUIKOVI (peHO-
MEHOJIOT MM, IIpeTeHAyIoert Ha Oecrpemrocsl-
JIOYHOCTB, TaKXe SABJIeTCS OYeBUIHOCTB. B aTOM
acriekte ['ycceprib pakTiueckn HauMHaeT IIOCTPO-
eHue CBoell Teopuy B TouHOCTU Kak [lexaprt. OH,
Kak 1 Kapresur, nieppoHavdasibHO McCilelyeT rpa-
HMIIBI MaTeMaTYecKoV OUeBUTHOCTY, HO yKe IIpu
KOHCTUTYWPOBaHMM ee TpaHWIl 3HA4YMUTeJIbHO C
HUM pacxonurcd. lekapTt Ha ocHoBe «l IpaBuir fy1a
PYKOBOZICTBA yMa» ITIBITATCS pa3sMeTUTh IIIyOuHY
[CHBIX VI OTYeT/IVBBIX yTBePXKIEeHWV, Torja Kak
caMa rpaHUIIa OYeBUIHOCTEVI B €r0 Teopwuu elre
OueHb ITpospauHa. ['yccepiib mpaer ropasno J1aib-
11Ie 11 Ha OCHOBe ITpe/IeIbHbIX PedyKIIVVI CO3HaHWS
CTpeMUTC IIPOBeCTU JeMapKallMiOo OYeBUIHOTO
” oObImeHHOrO. B pamkax dpeHOMeHOIOrTIUeCcKO
HayKV OYeBUTHO TO, YTO BblAep>KaJIo VCIIbITaHVe
Hporieny povt «amoxe» (cM.: I'yccepris, 2009).

Ha tom xe ocaHoBanmm Kanrt Hak1agbsIiBaer 3a-
IIpeT Ha IT03HaHVe BeIlel B cebe. Hu o xakom oue-
BUIHOCTY IIPVIMEHNUTEJIBHO K BelllaM B ceOe pednt
OBbITH He MOXET B CWJIY VX He-JaHHOCTH, a 3Ha4WT,
rpaHMIIbI OYeBUIHOCTY U 371eCh 3aJ1af0TCsl FpaHu-
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fensichtlich nicht fertig wird. Die Grenzen der
Evidenz sind durch die Grenzen unseres Wis-
sens vorgegeben, deswegen sollte man nach ein
solchen Selbstausweisendem suchen, das un-
moglich zu negieren wére.

Aber Husserl sah ein, dass wir von einer Evi-
denz zu einer anderen iibergehen und Evidenz
ein Irrtum sein kann. Das ist selbstverstdandlich
mit dem Bestand des Gemeinten und Vermein-
ten in der Intuition verbunden, d.h., dass sie ur-
spriinglich das Element des ,,Menschlichen” be-
inhaltet, das nicht apodiktisch sein kann. Fiir
die Charakteristik der Maxime ,zurtick zu den
Sachen” erarbeitet Husserl (1995) in den ,Carte-
sianischen Meditationen” das Prinzip der Evi-
denz, das nicht nur Gewissheit, sondern auch
(und zwar im buchstdblichen Sinne) Ermessen
im Sinne des reflexiven Schauens (oder intellek-
tuelle Anschauung der Sache selbst) sein kann.
Im Stadium der intellektuellen Einsicht entsteht
ein unklarer Austausch des Evidenten durch das
Vermeinte, da die Sprache, die fiir das Denken
unabdingbar ist, immer eine historische Tran-
skription (,begrifflichen Staub der Jahrhunder-
te”) miteinschliefst. Husserl strebte danach, die
Rolle dieses letzten Faktors maximal zu verrin-
gern und die Einwirkung des Menschen und der
Geschichte moglichst zu minimieren.

Auf diese Weise erweist sich Evidenz als ge-
heime Pramisse der Phdnomenologie, die doch
Voraussetzungslosigkeit beansprucht. Unter die-
sem Aspekt betrachtet, vollzieht Husserl faktisch
die Aufstellung seiner Theorie genau wie Des-
cartes. Wie auch Cartesius erforscht er primar
die Grenzen der mathematischen Evidenz, aber
bereits beim Konstituieren ihrer Grenzen gehen
sie bedeutend auseinander. Descartes versucht
auf der Grundlage der Regel die Tiefe der kla-
ren und deutlichen Behauptungen zu markie-
ren, wihrend die Grenze der Evidenzen selbst in
seiner Theorie noch sehr transparent ist. Husserl
geht viel weiter und versucht auf der Grundlage
der radikalen Reduktionen eine Demarkation des
Evidenten und des Alltaglichen durchzufiihren.
Im Rahmen der phidnomenologischen Wissen-



IlamMy Hamero sHaHus (cm.: Kpymios, 2005). Ha-
KOHell, Xarijierrep OTChUJIaeT HaC K OYeBMIHOCTM
CMYTHOV yCpeJHeHHOV IMOHATHOCTM ObITHs (ObI-
TVie eCTh OCHOBaHVIe HeCOKPBITOCTH CYIIIero) Kak K
IIepPBOMY, C Yero JJOJDKHO HauyaThCs Y K YeMy HOJIK-
HO CTpPeMUTbcsl BegKoe pritocodckoe pasbIcKa-
Hue (cM.: Xavimerrep, 1997).

MeTomos1ormuecKmi actrieKT
peanm3anmy caMoOYeBUMIHOCTH

ParoHaIbBHOCTE CTAHOBUTCS VICTOYHVIKOM Ca-
MOIIPOSICHEHVISI, B KOTOPOM BCEM BUJIaM JIesiTelTb-
HOCT YeJI0BeKa CTaBsITCS B COOTBETCTBIE OIIperie-
JIeHHBIe TTpoLenypbl MbInuTeHMs. KapresuaHckas
parvioHaIbHas TpaHcdOpMaIys MBIITUIEHUS 3a-
KJTIOYAeTCs B TOM, YTO IIPOVICXOIIMT SKCIUIVIKALIVS
MeToJIa HOVICKa TOYHBIX OCHOBAHU [JISI MEXaHU-
CTMYECKMX HayK Ha «HAYKW O JIyXe», BCIIEIICTBIE
yero paHee «OoKeCTBeHHBIe» HayKM BIpPYT oOpe-
TaIOT YeJIOBEUECKYIO ITOYBY ITOf], HOTAMIA

ParroHaIbBHOCTB II0 CYIIeCTBY cpopMIMpoBaia
YCIJIOBVSL BJIACTU IVICKYPca, MO0 yke B KapTe3yaH-
CKOVI TPaHCKPWIIIINV B HeSBHOW popMe 00O3Ha-
YMIIach POiIb si3blKa (KaK «IOMa CaMOOYEBMIIHO-
cTein»). D10 sBiieHme 1O. Xabepmac HasBasl «TOTa-
JIM3aIyier] MBIIIIeHNs», HadyMHaoero dopmu-
pOBaTh HOBBIE AVICKYPCHI KaK ITPOSIBIIEHNIS TaKVIX
«TOTAJIBHOCTEVI» VI HOBBIE TUIIBI PaIlVIOHAIBHOCTI
(cMm., Hamip.: Habermas, 2012, S. 16).

[leKapTOBCKMM CIIOCOO BBEHEHWS OYeBWIHO-
cTM B (PyHIAMEHT HAy4YHOrO IIO3HAHWS, pasyMe-
eTcs, HeBO3MOXKeH 0e3 TeMaTm3allyy MeTofa, KO-
TOPBIVI He TOJIBKO BeJIeT K 3TOVI CAMOOYEBVTHOCTY,
HO 71 TIO3BOJISIET OCYIIECTBJIATH C €rO ITOMOIITBIO
pasIuHble IIOCTPOEHMs. DTa HaIlpaBJIeHHOCTH
OKas3bIBaeTCsl EHTPaJIbHON IJIS BCeX ITOCIIENYIO-
X prstocodpckmx cucTeM. [lekapT rmosarai, 4YTo
€IVHCTBEHHBIVI IBVDKWUTEIb Hay4YHOIO MBIIILTe-
HWS — 3TO SCHOCTH VI OTUETIIMBOCTB: VIIEVI JIVIIITh
TOIJIa OYEBVIHBI, KOIZla OHU SICHBI VI OTYETIIVIBBL.
Ho B sTOM C)Ty4ae myTh K OYEBMIHOCTU IOJDKEH
OCHOBBIBATbCS HAa YMCTBEHHOM WHTYWUTVIBHOM
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schaft gilt das als evident, was der Priifung durch
die ,epoché” standhielt (vgl. Husserl, 1950).

Mit der gleichen Begriindung spricht Kant
sein Verbot einer Erkenntnis der Dinge an sich
aus. Es kann keine Rede von der Evidenz be-
ztiglich der Dinge an sich sein, da sie nicht ge-
geben sind und das heifst, dass die Grenzen der
Evidenz auch hier von den Grenzen unseres
Wissens vorgegeben sind (vgl. Krouglov, 2004).
Schliefslich weist Heidegger (1986) auf die Evi-
denz des durchschnittlichen Seinsverstandnis-
ses hin (das Sein ist die Grundlage der Unverbor-
genheit des Seienden) als das Erste, womit jede
philosophische Nachforschung beginnen und
wonach sie streben soll.

Methodologischer Aspekt der Realisation
der Selbstevidenz

Die Rationalitit wird zur Quelle der Selbstauf-
klarung, in der allen Arten der menschlichen Ta-
tigkeit bestimmte Verfahrensweisen des Denkens
zugeschrieben werden. Die Cartesianische ratio-
nale Transformation des Denkens besteht dar-
in, dass eine Explikation der Suchmethode nach
den genauen Grundlagen fiir die mechanistische
Wissenschaft mit Bezug auf die ,Geisteswissen-
schaften” vollzogen wird, infolge dessen friihe-
re ,gottliche” Wissenschaften auf einmal einen
menschlichen Boden unter den Fiiflen gewinnen.

Die Rationalitdt hat im Wesentlichen die Voll-
zugsbedingungen des Diskurses formiert, da
sich bereits in der Cartesianischen Transkripti-
on die Rolle der Sprache (als ,Haus der Selbste-
videnzen”) implizit abzeichnete. Diese Erschei-
nung nannte Habermas (2012, S. 16) ,Totalisie-
rung des Denkens”, die neue Diskurse als Er-
scheinungsformen solcher ,Totalititen” und
neue Typen der Rationalitdt zu pragen begann.

Descartes” Methode der Integration von Evi-
denzen in das Fundament der wissenschaftli-
chen Erkenntnis ist freilich unméglich ohne die
Thematisierung der Methode, die nicht nur zu
dieser Selbstevidenz fiihrt, sondern auch erlaubt,
verschiedene Konstruktionen zu verwirklichen.
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nevictBun. VlHaue roBOpsl, B BEK «pPa3BUTOV Hay-
KV» VHTYMINUS CTAaHOBUTCS BaKHEVIINM Cpefl-
CTBOM, METOHOJIOTMYECKVM OCHOBAaHMEM TOYHO-
ro (Hay4yHOro) nosHaHud. [lekapTosckoe dyH/a-
MeHTaJIbHO€e IIPaBWJIO («sI MBICIIIO, 5 CYIIIECTBYIO»)
y>Ke He IIPOCTO 4BJIsieTCd YTBepXKIeHVeM, a HeceT
B ce0e I1e9aTh YMCTOV MHTY ULV

I'ycceprib mpemyiaraeT peajinsoBaThb 3Ty ¢PeHO-
MeHOJIOIMUeCKY0 MHTeHIINIO MoVCcKa abCcoII0THO
ZIOCTOBEPHOrO uepes onvcaHye ¢eHOMeHOB, KOTO-
phble IIpeICTar0T CO3HAHMIO II0CTIe OCYIIIeCTBIIeHS
nporenypsl «amoxe». OH paspaboTajl «CcTporue,
Hay4HbIe» IPVHINIIBI OIVICAHWS O4YeBUTHOCTEV
VI Ha3BaJI TaKyIo ITIOCTAHOBKY IIpo0sieMbl Oecripert-
IIOCBIJIOUHOCTBIO: HEeOOXOMMO BO3IE€P>KMBATHCS
OT CY>KIEHWII [I0 TeX II0p, [I0Ka He GynyT HanIeHbI
HoCJIeIHVIe allOAVKTIYecKye 1 HeOIIpOBe K/ Mble
panHble. Parys 3a OecrpennocsuiogHocTs, [yc-
cepJib He3pVMO IIPOBOIMT IIOVICK OCHOBaHUM «u-
J10c0pMM KaK CTPOrovt HayKu»: IOCKOJIbKY puIIo-
codms HamrpasJIseTcs Ha MOC/IeHVe Hadala, OHA
B CBO€VI HayYHOM pa60Te HPVHYXIeHa IBUraThCs
B aTMocdpepe mpsiMont MHTymmu (cM.: ['yccepits,
1994, c. 158).

Bce, c uem mMeeT gej10 eHOMEHOJIOT, OH Haxo-
OWUT B CO3HaAHWMY; CyIlleCTBOBaHMe CO3HaHMs, KaK
yumil JleKapT, sIBJIgeTcsl HeIloCpelICTBEeHHO oue-
BUIHBIM. EcTecTBeH ¥ Ha/IbHEVIIIINI XOLI, ryccep-
JIEBCKOVI MBICJIV: €CJIVi CaMO CO3HaHVe OYEBWIHO,
TO, CTaJIO OBITh, BaXXHO OOHAPYXXUTh, C YeM OHO
pabotaer. OdeBngHO, YTO (HPEHOMEHOJIOT VIMe-
eT /IeJIo C CyIIHOCTSIMM, a He C BelllaMl, TO eCTb
BeIll JIUIIb «SBJISIOTCS» HallleMy co3HaHMIo. B
CBOIO OYepeslb, MOIYChl TaKOV SBJIEHHOCTW CyThb
aneTYecKue cymrHocTi. 3a Metadopon I'yccep-
JIs «Has3all K BelllaM» CKPBIBAeTCS OTKPBITVE BaXK-
HeNIIIero CBOVICTBa OUYEBMITHOCTY CO3HAHWS: Belll
BCerJa SBJISIIOTCSL €My TOJIBKO B BUIE «CYIITHO-
CTer», BeIb M CaMO OHO CIIOCOOHO OIlepupoBaTh
JINIIB CyHIIHOCTAMU. PDeHOMeHoJIorMs — HayKa O
CYIITHOCT#X, a He 0 Belax. OcTaeTcsl TOJIBKO OTHa
mpoOsiema: mpolsiema TpaHcdOpMaIUIL «ecTe-
CTBa» BeIV (MMPa) B «UVCTYIO CYIITHOCTE» JIJIs CO-

Diese Gerichtetheit erweist sich als zentral fiir
alle darauf folgenden philosophischen Systeme.
Descartes meinte, dass das einzige Antriebsmit-
tel des wissenschaftlichen Denkens Klarheit und
Deutlichkeit sind: Ideen sind erst dann evident,
wenn sie klar und deutlich sind. In diesem Fall
jedoch muss der Weg zur Evidenz in einer geis-
tigen, intuitiven Tat begriindet sein. Mit ande-
ren Worten wird die Intuition im Zeitalter , ent-
wickelter Wissenschaft” zum wichtigsten Mittel,
zur methodologischen Grundlage einer prazi-
sen (wissenschaftlichen) Erkenntnis. Descartes’
fundamentale Evidenz (,,Ego cogito, ergo sum™) ist
keine einfache Behauptung mehr, sondern Aus-
druck der reinen Intuition.

Husserl schldgt vor, diese phidnomenologi-
sche Intention der Suche nach der absoluten Ge-
wissheit durch die Beschreibung der Phéanome-
ne zu realisieren, die vor dem Bewusstsein nach
dem Vollzug der Epoché erscheinen. Er arbeitete
~strenge”, ,wissenschaftliche” Prinzipien der Be-
schreibung von Evidenzen aus und nannte eine
solche Problemstellung Voraussetzungslosigkeit:
Es ist notwendig, von Urteilen bis zu dem Zeit-
punkt abzusehen, bis die letzten apodiktischen
und unwiderlegbaren Daten vorgefunden wer-
den. Husserl (1996) fiihrt die Suche nach den
Grundlagen der , Philosophie als einer strengen
Wissenschaft” durch: Da die Philosophie sich
auf die letzten Griinde richtet, ist sie gezwungen,
sich in ihrer wissenschaftlichen Arbeit in der At-
mosphiére der direkten Intuition zu bewegen.

Alles, was der Phanomenologe zu tun hat,
findet er im Bewusstsein; die Existenz des Be-
wusstseins ist, wie Descartes lehrte, unmittel-
bar evident. Cartesianisch ist auch der weitere
Verlauf des Husserlschen Gedankens: Wenn das
Bewusstsein selbst evident ist, dann ist es wohl
wichtig festzustellen, womit es arbeitet. Es ist
evident, dass der Phanomenologe mit den We-
senheiten und nicht mit den Sachen zu tun hat,
das heifit, dass die Sachen unserem Bewusst-
sein lediglich ,erscheinen”. Die Modi eines sol-
chen Erscheinenden sind ihrerseits eidetische
Wesenheiten. Hinter der Metapher von Husserls
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3HaHM, TO eCTh IIpodiieMa SVIeTUIeCKM YMCTO-
ro (IOCTOBEPHOIO ¥ HEIOrPeIIVIMOro) ycMaTpu-
BaHMSA Belly. DTO 3a/jaeT ABVDKeHVe B JBYX Ha-
IIpaBJIeHsIX: IBVDKeHVe K YCIIOBUAM SBJIEHHOCTY
Belllell 1 ABVDKeHne K popmaM gsjieHHOCTH. Tpn
3TOM (POPMBI SIBJIEHHOCTV, KaK OTMeYasIoCh BHIIIIE,
IIPEJIOMJISIFOTCS. B CIIOCOOBI BHECEHMSI OIIpefiesIeH-
HOCTV B HEIOCPeICTBEHHO JaHHOe (MHOrooOpa-
3Me coseplaHus, CTPYKTYpy BOCHPUATHS, IIOA-
py4HOe 1 T.11.).

B cBotO ouepernp, ykazaHHBIE YCIIOBWSA SIBJIEHHO-
CTU Belllerl TpeOyIOT peKOHCTPYKIIUM IIOJIsl, B KO-
TOPOM 4BJIEHHOCTB MMeeT MecTo. Y KaHTa Takum
II0JIeM SIBJISJIOCH I10JIe ombiTa, y I'ycceprisi — ak-
TUBHOCTb CO3HaHMs, KOHCTUTYMPYIOIIEro IIpe-
MeTHOCTb BO BpeMeHW, y Xavjerrepa — IIpVH-
LynuasibHasg OTKPBITOCTh Dasein vi3HadaIbHOMY
CMBICITY ObITHA. Bee akcrmmiipoBaHHBIE YCITIOBIS
SIBJIEHHOCTU BeIleV ITPeCTaBIIsIOT cobort arpu-
OpHBbIe, TO eCTh [OTeopeTudYecKue, HAOIpeVKa-
TuBHBIe ycsioBus. ITpu 3ToM Kaxmoe M3 ykasaH-
HBIX II0JIeVl OTChUIaeT, KaK K HeKOTOpPOMY IieJIo-
My, K IIEHTPY, HOCPEACTBOM KOTOPOro pOpMBI SB-
JIEHHOCTeVI IMEIOT MecTO U IyddepeHIInpPyIOTCs.
ITomoGHBINT IIEHTp IIpeAcTaBiIseT cOOOV HEKOTO-
poe «11ejioe OTChUIOB». TaKyM «11eJIbIM OTCBUIOB» Y
Xamperrepa BeicTynaet camo Dasein, y I'ycceprs
KanTa — TpaHcLeHaeHTaIbHBIN cyOBeKT. ITpnH-
HUIMAIBHBIM OKa3bIBAeTCs TO, UTO TaKoe IIeJIoe
IIPeAIIoChUIaeTCs KaK TOXJIEeCTBO, IIOJIOXKEeHUe O
KOTOPOM, Ha OCHOBaHWM ITPVIMeHeH s TPaHCIIeH-
ZIleHTaJIbHOTO IIPVMHIINIIA, He MOXXeT OBITh JI0Ka3a-
Ho. B cBOIO ouepenp, noaraHme TOXAeCTBa O3Ha-
4JaeT He TOJIBKO COKPBITOCTB OCHOBaHMI, Ha KO-
TOPBIX 3TO TOXECTBO OasmpyeTcs, HO U IIpodIIe-
MaTUYeCKUT CTaTyC CaMOro TOXKIAEeCTBa, IaHHOCTb
KOTOPOro BCSKUI pa3 OKasblBaeTcs 3a IIperiella-
MM YCMOTpeHus, pedpiieKCu, paBHO Kak M JI0ObIX
VMHBIX IIPOLleNyp BbiBedeHMs K co3HaHMIO. OHO
IIpefICTaeT Kak HeKas popMa, HEOOXOIVIMOCTE KO-
TOPOVI HOCTYJIMPYeTCcs MBIIIJIeHVeM, HO ee pealb-
HOCTb OKa3bIBAETCSI BCETO JINIIID 3aK/IFOUEHMEM OT
MBIIIUIEHVS K CYIIIeCTBOBaHMIO.

N. Artemenko

»zurtick zu den Sachen” verbirgt sich die Entde-
ckung einer hochwichtigen Eigenschaft der Be-
wusstseinsevidenz: Die Sachen erscheinen ihm
immer nur in Form von ,Wesenheiten”, da es
selbst ja nur mit Wesenheiten zu operieren fahig
ist. Phanomenologie ist die Wissenschaft von
Wesenheiten, nicht von Sachen. Es bleibt nur ein
Problem: Das Problem der Transformation von
der ,Natur” einer Sache (Welt) in die ,reine We-
senheit” fiir das Bewusstsein, d.h. das Problem
des eidetisch reinen (gewissen und unfehlbaren)
Erschauens der Sache.

Damit ergibt sich eine Bewegung in zwei
Richtungen: die Bewegung zu den Bedingungen
ftir das Erscheinende der Sachen und die Bewe-
gung zu den Formen des Erscheinenden. Dabei
bestimmen die Formen des Erscheinenden, wie
bereits angemerkt, die Methoden der Einbrin-
gung von Bestimmtheit in das unmittelbar Ge-
gebene (Vielseitigkeit der Anschauung, Struktur
der Wahrnehmung, Zuhandenes usw.).

Die angegebenen Bedingungen des Erschei-
nenden der Sachen verlangen ihrerseits die Re-
konstruktion des Feldes, in dem das Erscheinen-
de stattfindet. Bei Kant war es das Erfahrungs-
feld, bei Husserl — die Aktivitdt des Bewusst-
seins, das die Gegenstandlichkeit in der Zeit
konstituiert, bei Heidegger — die grundsatzliche
Offenheit des Daseins fiir den urspriinglichen
Sinn von Sein. Alle expliziten Bedingungen fiir
das Erscheinen der Sachen sind a priori, d.h. vor-
theoretisch, vorpradikativ. Dabei verweist jedes
der aufgewiesenen Felder auf ein gewisses Gan-
zes, auf ein Zentrum, mittels dessen die Formen
des Erscheinenden stattfinden und sich differen-
zieren. Ein solches Zentrum bildet ein gewisses
,Ganzes der Verweise”. Als ein solches ,Ganzes
der Verweise” figuriert bei Heidegger das Dasein
selbst, bei Husserl und Kant das transzendenta-
le Subjekt. Von prinzipieller Bedeutung ist da-
bei der Umstand, dass eine solche Ganzheit als
Identitat gesetzt wird, dass eine solche Setzung
jedoch auf transzendentalem Wege nicht bewie-
sen werden kann. Das Setzen der Identitdt be-
deutet ihrerseits nicht nur die Verborgenheit der
Grundlagen, auf denen diese Identitdt basiert,
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Baxxnerryro sagauy ¢enomenosorum I'yc-
cepiIb YBUIEI B IIPeIBAPUTEIEHOM «OUUIIEH
Bel (pa3 y>X OHa IIoHaJla B II0JIe 3peHVs MBbIIII-
JIEHWS]) OT VICTOPVYECKOVI «IIIeJTyX» IICeBIOHaY Y-
HBIX 3HaAHWV, IIPVBHECEHHBIX B Hee B TOT IepPUO],
VICTOPUM YeJIoBeuecTBa, KOrja OHO ellle He 3Hajlo
O eCTeCTBEHHOVI OYEeBUIHOCTY CO3HAHMS M O TOM,
YTO OUEBUTHOCTH MOXKET ObITB TOJIBKO ITPEIMETOM
oIMcaHMs, TaK KaK CO3HaHVe He 3HaeT HApPYyTuX
«MHCTPYMEHTOB» paboTel ¢ cymiHocTsiMu. Cra-
710 OBITH, 3a/1aua (PeHOMEHOJIOTUM — IOHo0paTh
IpaBVJIbHBIE VHCTPYMEHTHI [IJIsi pabOTHI C «Oue-
BUIOHOCTSIMIM». XOTs Xanferrep OTHAeT JOJIDKHOe
deHomeHOTOrMIYecKOMy uyThio [yccepris, cum-
Tasl, YTO VIMEHHO OH JOBeJI OYeBUIHOCTB O JIO-
T'MUECKOTO 3aBepIIIeHNs U BMeCTe C TeM [0 IIpe-
IIeJIBHOVI «BBICOTBI», B TO K€ BpeMsl ee VICII0JIb30Ba-
HMe [JIs1 pellleHNs Ipo0diieM dpuiocodum, o ero
MHEHWUIO, y’Ke HecBoeBpeMeHHoO. VlcciiemoBaresb-
cKas opueHTanys deHoMmeHornorum I'yccepiis (a
paHee 1 dwtocodpum Hosoro Bpemenn) Hampas-
JIIeTCs TIPVIOPUTETOM ITYCTOV WMIeW JOCTOBEPHO-
CTVL ¥ OUeBUIHOCTM, cumTaeT Xawnerrep. Takum
oOpaszoM, Xarigerrep CTpeMuTcs YUTU OT Tpaau-
LMY «JOCTOBEPHOCTI» V1 IIPEOIOJIETh DecIipeIio-
CBUJIOYHOCTb OYEBUIHOCTY, B Pyciie KOTOPOU pas-
BUBaJIach Bcs pvtocodpms Hosoro Bpemenm. ba-
3UpysCh Ha IIpUOpUTeTe TeopeTwdeckoro, I'yc-
cepiib, TI0 MHeHMIO Xariierrepa, McKakaeT IOHS-
THe «OUYeBUITHOCTI», TaK KaK IIOHMMaeT IIof, Hell
JIIIB COBIIafIeHNe ToIpa3yMeBaeMoro ¥ CXBaThl-
BaeMoro B ce0e caMOM, HO PV 3TOM OIVpaeTcs
TOJIBKO Ha O4YeBMIHOCTb CXBaTbIBaHMS U OIpere-
sleHVs. ['paHNIIBI CXBaTBIBAHMS M 3aal0T TPaHN-
116l OYEBUIHOCTL.

Xarizerrep, SBHO pa304apOBaBIIVICh B BO3MOX-
HOCTSIX (PEHOMEHOJIOTMN II0 «TeOPeTUYeCKOMY»
00OCHOBAaHMIO «OYEBUIHOCTI», TIOIBITAJICS TIIe-
peHecTH pelleHme 3TOV CJIOXKHOW JIs TpaHCIeH-
JAeHTaJIbHOrO MBIIIIeHVs Ipo0sIeMbl B IPYTYIO
IUTOCKOCTB (cM.: Xavimerrep, 1997). 11 Hero mof-
JIVHHBIVL BOIIPOC 00 OUeBMAHOCTU B dPyHIaMeH-
TaJIbHOM CMBICJIe HAaYMHAETCS TOIIBKO C BOIIpOca
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sondern auch den problematischen Status dieser
Identit&t, deren Gegebenheit jedes Mal auflerhalb
der Grenzen des Schauens, der Reflexion, ge-
nauso wie aller anderen Prozeduren des zu-Be-
wusstsein-Rufens liegt. Es tritt wie eine gewisse
Form auf, deren Notwendigkeit durch das Den-
ken postuliert wird, deren Realitdt sich aber nur
im Ubergang des Denkens zur Existenz erweist.
Eine hochwichtige Aufgabe der Phdnome-
nologie sah Husserl in der vorldufigen ,Reini-
gung” einer Sache (wenn sie bereits im Blickfeld
des Denkens steht) von der historischen ,Scha-
le” pseudowissenschaftlicher Kenntnisse, die sie
im Laufe der Menschheitsgeschichte aufnahm,
als sie noch nicht von der nattirlichen Evidenz
des Bewusstseins wusste und dariiber, dass die
Evidenz nur Gegenstand der Beschreibung sein
kann, da das Bewusstsein keine anderen ,Inst-
rumente” fiir die Arbeit mit den Wesenheiten
kennt. Die Aufgabe der Phianomenologie ist es
also, die richtigen Instrumente fiir die Arbeit mit
den ,Evidenzen” zu wihlen. Obwohl Heideg-
ger den phdanomenologischen Spiirsinn Husserls
wiirdigte und meinte, dass gerade er die Evi-
denz bis zu ihrer logischen Vollendung und zu-
gleich zur dufiersten ,Hohe” gefiihrt habe, war
er gleichzeitig der Meinung, dass ihre Anwen-
dung fiir die Losung philosophischer Probleme
nicht mehr zeitgemaf$ ist. Die Forschungsorien-
tierung der Phdnomenologie Husserls (friiher
auch der Philosophie der Neuzeit) ldsst sich nach
Heidegger von der Prioritét einer leeren Gewiss-
heits- und Evidenzidee leiten. Auf diese Art und
Weise will sich Heidegger von der Tradition der
,Gewissheit” entfernen und die Voraussetzungs-
losigkeit der Evidenz tiberwinden, um die her-
um sich die ganze Philosophie der Neuzeit ent-
wickelte. Auf der Prioritdt des Theoretischen ba-
sierend verzerre Husserl, Heideggers Meinung
nach, den Begriff der ,Evidenz”, da er darunter
lediglich das Zusammenfallen des Vermeinten
und des in sich selbst Erfassten verstehe und sich
dabei jedoch nur auf die Evidenz des Erfassens
und der Bestimmtheit stiitze. Die Grenzen des
Erfassens geben die Grenzen der Evidenz vor.



0 crierdVIecKoVt O9eBMIHOCTY HOACTyHa K ObI-
TUIO M pasMbIKaHWUs cyllero. To ecTb dpeHOMEH
OUeBUJTHOCTY — 3TO BOBCe He yleJl «MbIITUIeHW I,
a cBomcTBO ObITHS. TOBKO TOrTIA, KOIfa «CO3Ha-
HUe» cyMeeT IIpUOIM3UTBCA K OBITIIO, OHO CaMO
CMOXeT IpeTeHI0BaTh Ha OYeBMIHOCTE; JI0 3TOM
rpaHMIIBl OHO JIVIIb IIOJMeHseT CBOIO TeopeTu-
YeCcKyI0 MHTYMIIMIO OUYeBVMIHOCTBIO U BIIajlaeT B
camoobmaH. ITosTomy Xarizerrep mimer ee 0Te-
opeTuyecKye OCHOBaHMs. Buaumo, mpomymeiBa-
Hue ['ycceprieMm mmpoGsieMbl O4eBUTHOCTY B TOVI JKe
IIJIOCKOCTY IIPVMBOINT U €T0 B IO3HMUX paboTax K
IOVICKY JJOTeOPeTMUeCcKOV OCHOBBI OYeBUTHOCTH,
K «KnsHeHHoOMYy mupy». Ho I'ycceprib no xoHia
He ObIJI yBepeH, 4To IIpoBefieHa JIocTaToYHasd pa-
6oTa 10 3ammTe oveBMHOCTeN cosHaHMA. [Toa-
TOMY KakK (P€HOMEHOJIOI OH ITOCTOSIHHO OTIIUIV-
dOBBIBaJI «CJIOVI OYEBUIHOCTM», YTOOBI HI Y KOrO
He BO3HMKJIO COMHEHMVI OTHOCUTEIIBHO IIPOYHO-
ctu dpyHmameHTa peHOMeHosormu. TakmMm 00-
pasoM, cdepa o4eBMIIHOCTH, IO 3aBeTaM [lekap-
Ta, CTAHOBWUTCS 3aJIOKHUILIEV VHIVBULYaJIbHON
«UT'PBI» TeHMEB Ha JIOCKe BCeOOIITHOCTM ¥ HeoO-
XOVIMOCTA.

3aK/IIoOueHMe

BunumocTs 1peomorieHnst MeTadm3MUecKoro
rofgxofga B XX B. CMeHsieTCsl TpaHCIeH/IeHTallb-
HOVI U [IMiaJIeKTVUeCKOV «UI'PoVl» BOKPYT MeTadu-
3MYeCKMX MOHATUI. BeposaTHO, ocMbICIIeHe 3TO-
ro mnocTMeTadus3nyeckoro Iporecca 3acTaBUIO
Heppuaa TpaHcdopMUpoBaTh XalJerrepoBCKYIo
JeCTPYyKINIO B JeKOHCTpyKuyio. OTMedass OTHO-
CUTEJIbHO JKeCTKYIO HaIlpaBJIeHHOCTb «UI'PbD» Jie-
KOHCTPYKTUBVCTOB, COBPEMEHHBIVI POCCUVICKUI
denomenosor B.VI. MoiuaHoB mmieT: «/lekoH-
CTPYKIIVSI Belb TOXKe B HEKOTOPOM pofie “cTporast
Hayka» (MosruaHos, 1997, c. 19).

PertaTvBHOCTSE, cTaBIlad K Hadaiy XX B. BHY-
TpeHHer IIpobJieMOVl eCTeCTBO3HaHMS M KYJIBTY-
PBI B 11IeJI0M, ITPOHMKIIA U B MICTOKM dviocodum,
100 K 3TOMYy BpeMeHU He OCTajoCh HU OHOTrO

N. Artemenko

Von den Moglichkeiten der Phianomenologie
nach der theoretischen Begriindung der ,Evi-
denz” enttduscht, versuchte Heidegger (1986), die
Losung dieses komplizierten Problems fiir das
transzendentale Denken von einem anderen Ge-
sichtspunkt aus zu betrachten. Die eigentliche
Frage nach der Evidenz im fundamentalen Sinne
beginnt erst mit der Frage nach der spezifischen
Evidenz des Zugangs zum Sein und der Offnung
des Seienden. D.h. das Phdnomen der Evidenz
zeigt sich keineswegs im bloflen ,Denken”, son-
dern im Vollzug des eigenen Daseins. Erst dann,
wenn das ,,Bewusstsein” sich dem Dasein anné-
hert, kann es selbst die Evidenz beanspruchen; bis
zu dieser Grenze tauscht es lediglich seine theo-
retische Intuition gegen die Evidenz aus und ver-
fallt einer Selbsttauschung. Deswegen sucht Hei-
degger ihre vortheoretischen Grundlagen. Die
griindlichen Uberlegungen Husserls zum Prob-
lem der Evidenz von demselben Standpunkt aus
fithren anscheinend auch ihn in spiteren Arbei-
ten zur Suche nach den vortheoretischen Grund-
lagen der Evidenz, zur , Lebenswelt”. Husserl war
jedoch bis zum Ende nicht sicher, ob er genug Ar-
beit fiir den Schutz der Evidenzen des Bewusst-
seins durchgefiihrt hatte. Deswegen hat er als
Phanomenologe standig an der , Evidenzschicht”
gefeilt, damit keiner Zweifel beztiglich der Festig-
keit des Phénomenologie-Fundaments hegte.

Auf diese Art und Weise wird die Sphéire der
Evidenzen, dem Vermaichtnis Descartes’ nach,
zur Geisel individuellen ,Spiels” der Genies auf
dem Spielbrett der Allgemeinheit und Notwen-
digkeit.

Schluss

Der Anschein der Uberwindung des metaphy-
sischen Zugangs im 20. Jahrhundert wird durch
das transzendentale und dialektische ,Spiel”
um die metaphysischen Begriffe abgelost. Wahr-
scheinlich zwang das Erfassen dieses postme-
taphysischen Prozesses Derrida, die Heidegger-
sche Destruktion in die Dekonstruktion zu trans-
formieren. Der moderne russische Phanomeno-
loge Viktor Molchanov (1997, S. 19) vermerkt die

121



H. A. Apremenko

«MeTadpM3MIecKoro Havasia», JJOCTAaTOYHO SICHOTO
VI OYeBVJIHOTO, YTOOBI Ha HErO MOXKHO OBUIO Tiepe-
HecTV OpeMs «amCTOTBI PVITOCOPII».

VHave roBops, Ha IPOTSHKEHUY TTOCTIETHVIX TT0
KpaviHeVl Mepe [IBYX CTOJeTui pviocodrl MIILyT
a/IeKBaTHYIO 3aMeHYy KJIaCCUYeCKVM CYITHOCTSIM
(ocHOBaHMSAM OBITHS), CIIOCOOHBIM HeCcTU Ha cebe
OpeMsi alloNVIKTIYeCKOV Harpy3Ky, HO YIIVPaoT-
Cs1 Be3le B KJIacCHUecKye CyIITHOCTYL W VJIeasIbl.

baazodapnocmu. aunas cmamoes no020mob-
seHa 6 pamkax npoekma baamuiickoeo pedepas-
noz2o yuubepcumema um. WM. Kanma «Kpumuueckoe
MblulAeHUe KaK npeoMem kpumuku 6 ucmopuu pyc-
cKotl u e6poneiickoil MblcAu» no npoepamme «IIpuo-
pumem 2030».
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relativ harte Tendenz des ,Spiels” der Dekonst-
ruktivisten: , Dekonstruktion ist ja im gewissen
Sinne auch eine ,strenge Wissenschaft’”

Die Relativitdt, die zum Beginn des 20. Jahr-
hunderts zum inneren Problem der Naturwis-
senschaft und der Kultur im Ganzen wurde,
drang auch in die Urspriinge der Philosophie
ein, da zu dieser Zeit kein einziger ,metaphysi-
scher Ursprung” tibrig blieb, der klar und offen-
sichtlich hinreichend gewesen wire, um auf ihn
die Last der ,Reinheit der Philosophie” zu ver-
lagern. Mit anderen Worten suchen die Philoso-
phen im Laufe zumindest der letzten zwei Jahr-
hunderte nach einem angemessenen Ersatz fiir
die klassischen Wesenheiten (Seinsgrundlagen),
die die Last der apodiktischen Belastung zu tra-
gen fahig wéren, stofsen aber tiberall auf klassi-
sche Wesenheiten und Ideale.
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VMMAHVWI KAHT
B ICTOPMYECKOV ®MJIOCODPUN
I'VCTABA IIITIETA

T.TI. Illedpuna®? U. O. Il]ledpuna’

B cmamve ocmuicauBaemcs 3HaueHue KOHYenmyatb-
Holx ycmanobok Mmmanyuaa Kanma 043 ucmopuveckoi
¢pusocopuu I'yemaba I'yemabobuua Ilnema (1879 —
1937). Dma mema npaxmuuecku He paspabamuvibaracs
uccaedobamenamu mbopuecmba I.I. llnema; onu, kax
npabuio, conocmabaiiu eeo A02UK0-Mermo00L02UHecKue
nocmpoenus ¢ udesmu npedcmabumeneil heHOMeH010-
eun (2. I'yccepav, P. Uneapden u 0p.) u eepmenebmuku
(@. Lrenepmaxep, B. Huavmei, X. Jlunnc, X.-I. I'aoa-
Mep u 0p.). A nomomy aBmopsl. noc1edoBamesvHoO peKoH-
cmpyupyom «cgpepy paseobopa», 6 komopoil popmupoba-
AACh KOHYeNyus «ucmopuueckotl ¢pusocogpuu» Ilnema,
u Boiabasrom mecmo u poav udei M. Kanma 6 winemob-
ckux nocmpoenuax (ocoboe BHumanue yoeasemcs aHmu-
mese «[1ramon — Kanm»). Cpedu «cobeceoruxob» Illne-
ma, 6mecme c komopwsiMu o1 paccysxoaem o Kanme u mem
cambim «Bo30eaviBaem» noae ucmopuuecko gpusocodpuu,
I . Yeananob u 3. I'yccepas, b. Boavyaro u A. Tperde-
senoype, . I'eman u M. Ppuwiaisen-Kérep. B xkauecmbe
npusoxenus nyoauxyomea samemxu Ilnema o Kanme,
xpanawjuecs 6 apxube eco cemou. Omuouenue Ilnema x
Kanmy 6v10 docmamouro caroxxHbiM (KOHeuHo, 1o 004b-
ulell Yacmu KpUmudeckum), U mem He MeHee OH 0moa-
Bax cebe omuem 6 mom, umo Kanm — smo ¢pynoamenm
eBponeiickotl ghuaocopuu U eeo NoNvIMKU paspeuieHus
2HOCe0102Ueckoll npobaemMbl 3acAYKubaom mozo, umo-
01 Beprymubca K HUM U 3aH0B0, ewye pas npoumu mem ny-
mem, komopwim uiea Kanm. ABmopo. nokaswibarom, 4umo
samemxu o Kanme umetom He moAvko uUcCmopuko-guao-
cogpexyto yennocmn. OHu 1036047101 HAM Ce200HA 10-HO-
Bomy nocmompems Ha MHO2Ue MeopemuKo-no3Habamens-

! MOCKOBCKMVI ITeIarorM4ecKmil TOCyJapCTBeHHBIN YHU-
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IMMANUEL KANT
IN THE HISTORICAL PHILOSOPHY
OF GUSTAV SHPET

T. G. Shchedrina’?, 1. O. Shchedrina®

This article assesses the role of Immanuel Kant’s
ideas in the historical philosophy of Gustav Shpet
(1879 —1937). This theme has been largely ignored
by Shpet scholars who have concentrated on compar-
ing his logical-methodological theories with the ideas of
representatives of phenomenology (E. Husserl, R. Ing-
arden and others) and hermeneutics (F. Schleiermacher,
W. Dilthey, H. Lipps, H.-G. Gadamer and others).
Accordingly, the authors consistently reconstruct “the
sphere of conversation” within which Shpet’s con-
cept of “historical philosophy” was formed and reveal
the place and role of Kant’s ideas in Shpet’s theories
(with particular focus on the Plato-Kant antithesis).
Among Shpet’s “interlocutors” with whom he dis-
cusses Kant and thus “ploughs” the field of historical
philosophy are G. 1. Chelpanov and E. Husserl, B. Bol-
zano and A. Trendelenburg, F. Heman and M. Frische-
isen-Kohler. We have attached Shpet’s notes on Kant in
the archive of his family. Shpet’s attitude to Kant was
controversial (while of course largely critical) and yet
he was aware that Kant was the foundation of European
philosophy and that his efforts to resolve the epistemo-
logical problem merit a second, thorough examination
and a retracing of the path followed by Kant. The au-
thors show that Shpet’s notes on Kant have more than
historical-philosophical relevance. They enable us to
take a new look at many theoretical and cognitive prob-
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Hble npobaemsl 1, 4mo ocobeHHo BaxkHo, 3acmabasiom Hac
1epeocMblcAUMb (PYHOAMEHMAAbHbIE TO0A0KEHUA PUL0-
cohuu u mMemoooA0eUY HAYHHO20 NO3HAHUSL.

KatoueBuie caoBa: I. Ilinem, WM. Kanm, ucmopuue-
ckas ghusocogpus, cgpepa paseobopa, udeasusm

I[Tporuio yxke Oortee TpuallaTH JIET C TeX IIOP,
Kak TBop4ecTBO ['ycraBa I'ycraBosraa [llnera oka-
3aJI0Ch B LIeHTpe BHMMaHMA prsiocodos-deHoMe-
HOJIOTOB, ICTOPUIKOB (pryIocopviv, KyJIBTY POJIOTOB,
TICMXOJIOroB. VIMeHHO Tora ofvH 13 PeHOMEeHOIIO-
ros, Bragymup KaymmHuyeHko, mocTaBmsl BOIIpoC
O IIPOAYKTMBHOCTM KOMIIApaTMBUCTCKOIO IIOf-
xoma kK wmccoinenoBanHmio vmert [T IImera: «Mox-
HO JIN... 00cyXziaTh, ckaxeM, TeMbl “IImnier u I'yc-
cepiy’, “Ilnier n dusrenn”, “Ier n ViHrapoen”
Kak TeMbl dwtocodpckme?» (Kammamuenko, 1992,
¢. 37). 3a oM TOIBI MCTOPUKM (Prytocodmm Mpo-
KO WCITOJIB30BAJIVI STOT IIOIXOJI JIjI OCMBICIIEHVIS
IIITeTOBCKMX IITYINT, 00CyX1avch TeMsl «[1lmer
n baxTn», «[IInet n FOMm», «[1lmet 1 A. besbiin» m
np. Tem cambIM mccileioBaTes I IIbITAIVCh HaTU
MeCTO 1715 3TOrO OPUTVIHAJIBHOTO MBICTIUTEIIS B CU-
creMe PVIIOCOPCKMX KOOPOMHAT eBPOIeVICKOro 1
PYCCKOTO MHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHOTO IIPOCTPaHCTBa.

Ho 3a mipemestaMm 3TVIX COIIOCTABIIEHM JI0 CUX
nop ocraerca Vimmanywmin KaHt, upgen Koroporo
[IieT nmepeocmbiciMBail. Bo3MOXHO, MMEHHO 13-
3a UeTKO BbIPa’kKeHHOIO B TeKCTaxX KPUTMUECKOro,
1o cytu, otHomeHns Ilnera x KanTy Borpoca o
COIIOCTaBJIEHUY VX KOHIIeNTYyaJIbHBIX yCTaHOBOK
y uccilefioBaTesiel He BO3HMKasIo. A MeXay TeMm
KaHT — ogmH M3 BaXKHEWMIINMX «COOeCeIHKOB»
[Irreta®. B maHHOM TEKCTe MBI TOJIBKO KOHTYPHO
HaMeTVM HeKOTOPbIe CIOKETBI JIJISI ITPOIOIKEH S
uccitegoBanuit Temel «lllnet n Kaut» (vmm, xak
o0t ropoputh caM lllmeT, mpencTaBuM cxemy
TTQJTBHEVIIIIVIX BO3MOYKHOCTEVA).

Mutepec x KanTy BosHuK y Illera erre B cTy-
JleH4JecKye rofipl, KOrja OH y4acTBOBaJl B JlesTelIb-

* B ero xabumete Bucemm noprpersl Kanra mn IOma (1
Tlake Haxozlsick B MockBe, OH Ipocul ¢Bolo MaTh Mapiie-
mHy Mocudosny npusestn nx). Cwm.: (I'ycras Hlner.. .,
2005, c. 20—21).

T. G. Shchedrina, I. O. Shchedrina

lems and, even more importantly, make us rethink the
fundamental tenets of philosophy and the methodology
of scientific cognition.

Keywords: G. Shpet, 1. Kant, historical philoso-
phy, the sphere of conversation, idealism

The work of Gustav Shpet attracted the at-
tention of phenomenological philosophers,
historians of philosophy, culturologists and
psychologists more than thirty years ago
when phenomenologist Vladimir Kalinichen-
ko (1992, p. 37) suggested that the compara-
tive approach could profitably be used in the
study of Shpet’s ideas: “Can one [...] discuss,
for example, the topics ‘Shpet and Husserl,’
‘Shpet and Dilthey,” ‘Shpet and Ingarden” as
philosophical themes?” Since then histori-
ans of philosophy have widely used this ap-
proach in studying Shpet, notably the themes
“Shpet and Bakhtin,” “Shpet and Hume”
“Shpet and Andrei Bely” and others. They
tried to find a “place” for this original thinker
in the philosophical coordinates of the Euro-
pean and Russian intellectual space.

To date, however, these comparisons have
left out Immanuel Kant whose ideas Shpet
reinterpreted. His overtly critical attitude to
Kant was part of the reason why the possi-
bility of comparing the ideas of Shpet and
Kant did not arise. And yet Kant was one
of the key “interlocutors” of Shpet.* The au-
thors will suggest some approaches to the
study of the theme “Shpet and Kant” (or, as
Shpet liked to say, a scheme of further possi-
bilities).

Shpet developed an interest in Kant during
his undergraduate years when he attended

* Portraits of Kant and Hume hung in his study (even
while in Moscow, he asked his mother, Marcelina
losifovna, to bring them). See: (Shchedrina, 2005,
pp- 20-21).
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T.T. Wenpuna, 1. O. llenpuna

HocTm Ilcuxomormyeckonm cemvtHapum I. V1. Yerr-
naHosa. B Heit oOcyX[asvch camble HacyIIHbIe
Torga dumocodckme Borpockl. YemaHOB roso-
PWI B BBICTYIUICHUM Ha TOP)KeCTBEHHOM OTKPBbI-
ToM 3acefganum [ Icvxonormdeckon cemmnuapumn 25
despasis 1903 r. 1o ciIydaro IATUIIETHS ee Cyllle-
CTBOBaHMSIL:

B mamem KpyXke, KaK M BO BCeVl PyCCKOWM
VIHTeJUIUTeHIINY, MaTepuaIvi3M ¥ II03UTUBU3M,
IIOYTHM CaMO[ep>KaBHO BJIACTBOBABIIINE, B IIO-
cJIeHee BpeMsl yCTYIIVII MeCcTO (prytocopcKoMy
vaeaavisMy WV, 10 KpaviHeVl Mepe, TeHIeHII
IaTh cebe SICHBIV OTYeT B MIeaIICTMUYeCKOM II0-
HVIMaHUW MUpa. DTO TedeHNe, Hallelree cede
IIPVIOT B HaIleM KPY>KKe, BCTPETWIO I ceOs
HOJJIEPXKKY CO CTOPOHBI TAKOIO K€ TeUeHWs B
pycckon 0oOIIIecTBeHHOV MBIC/IM. B HacTosImmn
MOMEHT 3TO TeUeHMe SIBJIIeTCS IIPeaAMeTOM Bce-
oOmrero BHMMaHMS OJaromapsi —IIOSIBJIIEHVIIO
cboprMKa «[Ipobrems! Mgeam3Ma», M3TAHHOTO
MOCKOBCKMM IICUXOJIOTMUECKMM 0011recTBoM. Ta-
KOro CWJILHOTO YMCTBEHHOI'O HaIpsKeHMs, KO-
TOpOe HEPEXVBAET B HACTOsIIIee BpeMsl pyCcCKoe
00111ecTBO, 51, MPU3HAIOCH, He 3aIl0OMHIO. Bee 11po-
M3BOUT TaKoe BIleyaT/IeHMe, KakK ecn Obl pyc-
CKOVI MHTEe/UINTEeHIINM ObUT ITOCTaBIeH HaCTOVI-
YMBBIV BOIIPOC, Ha KOTOPBIN OHa JOJDKHA JaThb
HeMeJIJIEHHEBIVI Xe OTBeT, BOIIPOC, I/le MCTVHA, B
udeaiusme iy B nosumubusme. VIHTe UIMIeHITAS
OKasaJlach 3axBadeHHOV Bpaciuiox. OHa He ycIie-
Jla IIOOTOTOBUTBECA K OTBeTy. BelercrBue sToro
YMCTBEHHOE COCTOSIHVE HaCTOSIIEro BpeMeHU
MOXKHO XapaKTepu30BaTh KaK COCTOsIHVIe HEKOTO-
POTo HeTOyYMeHW s, s ObI CKa3aJl, pacTepsIHHOCTY
(Oruer..., 1907 c. 4).

B sToMm npertnom xoHTekcte IlmeT oOpariaeTcs
K KaHTy 1 Ha TOM ke TOpkeCTBeHHOM 3aceflaHuU
pernaeT Aokiag «O colyaibHOM Measii3Me», Tie
OTUYeTIIVBO POPMYJIPYET Te3VC O TOM, UTO J171s1 IT0-
HUMaHUs COBPEeMeHHOVI eMy CUTYalluy B Hay YHOM
(v B TOM 4mCIIe colMa/IbHO-TYMaHMTapHOM) TI03Ha-
HUM HeoOxommMo BepHYThes K KanTy. Borrpoc 00
aHTMHOMUY HeOOXOAVMMOCTM U CBOOOIBI — BOT
uTo MHTepecoBasio Illnera Torga (1 ocTaeTcs ax-
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the Psychological Seminary of Georgy I. Chel-
panov where burning philosophical issues
were discussed. Addressing the open session
of the Psychological Seminary on 23 February
1903 to mark its fifth anniversary Chelpanov
said:

In our circle, like among the whole Rus-
sian intelligentsia, materialism and positivism,
which held almost unlimited sway, have lately
been replaced by philosophical idealism or at
least a tendency to give a clear account of the
idealistic view of the world. This trend, which
has found a place in our circle, met with the
support on the part of a similar trend in Rus-
sian social thought. At present this trend is the
subject of universal attention, thanks to the
collection of articles, Problems of Idealism, pub-
lished by the Moscow Psychological Society.
I have to confess that I cannot remember the
kind of intellectual tension that Russian soci-
ety is experiencing at present. It is as if the Rus-
sian intelligentsia has been confronted with an
insistent question it had to give an immediate
answer to, the question of which is true, ideal-
ism or positivism. It caught the intelligentsia by
surprise. It had no time to prepare itself for an
answer. As a consequence, the mental state of
our time can be characterised as a state of be-
wilderment and, I should say, confusion (cit. in
Anonym., 1907, p. 4).

It was in this intellectual context that Shpet
turned to Kant. At the same anniversary meet-
ing Shpet delivered a speech “On Social Ideal-
ism” in which he articulated the thesis that it
was necessary to return to Kant in order to un-
derstand the contemporary situation in science
(including the social sciences and the human-
ities). What interested Shpet then (and remains

relevant today) was the question of the necessi-



TyaJIbHBIM CETOJIHsI). DTOT BOIIPOC, KaK yKa3bIBaJl
cam IlIneT, «BBIIBMHYT Ha MepBbIVI IUIaH, 1 ecTe-
CTBEHHO IIpe’Kiie BCero oOpaTUThCS [IJIs €ro paspe-
LIeHNs K TOMY, KTO BIIepBble nocmabu. e2o co BCei
Pe3KOCTBIO U OTUeTIIMBOCTBIO — Kk Kanmy. Eciu y
Hero ¥ He HavifieM ero pas3peuieHus, TO 3aTO B ero
IIOCTAaHOBKe OyfeM VICXOOUTH Bce-maku om Heeo,
npabuavHasn nocmanoBka BOIIpoca Bellb YXKe COCTaB-
JIeT nyms K ero perteHnio» (Imet, 20108, c. 45).

A gepes rog et nuier 0030p cOOpHMKa CTa-
TeV, M3OAHHOIO HEMELIKVMVI VICCJIeIOBATeISIMI K
100-tetnro co puA cMept Kanra (Iner, 1904;
2010r). 3geck OH CHOBa aKLeHTHpyeT BHUMaHUe
Ha ToM, uTOo KaHT ellle ro-HacTosAIIeMy He IIpO4M-
TaH, a 3HaunT, 1 He 1oHgaT. OH II0j1araeT, uTo He-
00X0IMMO TIOCMOTpeTh Ha KaHTOBCKOe Hacjlerye
CKBO3b IIPM3MY pasBUTWs HayKyu, KOTopas CTpe-
MWTCS K pacHIVPeHMIO Halllero 3HaHMS 0 Mupe U
o cammx cebe. HanOorbImit MHTepec B 3TOM KOH-
TeKcTe y Hero BbI3BaJIa cTaThsd D. [emana «Dwio-
codpckoe HacstencTso VM. KaHta», B KoTOpOm ak-
LIeHTUpPYIOTCs MeTadpusdeckye croxeTsl y KanTa.
[IrieTy TaKasi MHTepIIpeTalysl KaHTOBCKMX Men
Obu1a HamOos1ee Ormmska. Bens B moxstame 1903 . oH
KOHCTaTVpOBaJl, UTO «Oe3 BBeHeHMs MeTadpusu-
KV B HayKy o0omTuch Heirb3s. OHa Ooraue oribITa,
oo Omvoke K Xm3HU. Drotocodpckmit maeanvsm
Ipu3BaH JaTh HaM OOBEKTMBHO OOOCHOBAaHHBIN
STUYECKUV Mfleasl, VI MBI JIOJDKHBI IIOUTU eMy Ha-
BCTpeuy, OCYIIeCTBJIssA 1O Jopore B IIapCcTBO lie-
JleVl Bce SMIMPUYECKM BO3MOXKHBIE COIlVaJIbHBbIe
uneansl» (Otyer..., 1907, c. 3). Co3ByyHBIMU OKa-
3bIBAIOTCS ¥ BOIIPOCHI, KOTOpble IemaH 3amaeT B
3TOVI CTaThe caMoMy cebe 11 BceM ITociIefloBaTeIsiM
KEHUTCOeprcKOro MBICJINTETISE: «...BO-IIEPBBIX, IT0-
ueMy HpsiMble TociiefioBaresn KaHTa HacTOIBKO
OTKJIOHWINCH OT camoro Kanra, uTo nipusenu ero
cobcTBeHHYyI0 rtocoduio B 3abseHme? Bo-BTO-
pBIX, HodyeMy BO3poXxieHue KanTosovt dwioco-
qDVM ele He IIOCTUIJIO CBOEN HeVICTBUTEIBHO
nerm?» (Hmet, 20107, c. 56).

Yepes rox Ilmer momsITasicss OCMBICIINTD 3TN
CIOXKETBI B KOHKYpCcHOM counHeHUHU «[Ipobiema
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ty and freedom antinomy. The question, Shpet
(2010c, p. 45) argued, “has been put to the fore
and to resolve it, it would be natural to turn to
Kant who was the first to put it in a very sharp
and clear form. If we do not find a solution with
him we would still proceed from him, for putting
a question correctly is already a step towards its
solution.”

A year later Shpet (1904; 2010d) writes a
review of a German collection of articles to
mark the centenary of Kant’s death in which
he again stresses the fact that Kant has yet to
be read (and hence understood) properly.
He argues that Kant’s legacy should be seen
through the prism of the development of sci-
ence which seeks to expand our knowledge
of the world and ourselves. In this context he
is particularly interested in Friedrich Heman’s
article “Immanuel Kant’s Philosophical Lega-
cy” (“Immanuel Kants philosophisches Vermdcht-
nis”) which focuses on Kant’s metaphysical
ideas. Shpet could relate to such an interpreta-
tion of Kant’s ideas. In a 1903 report he stated
that “[...] one cannot do without introducing
metaphysics into science. It is richer than expe-
rience because it is closer to life. Philosophical
idealism is called upon to give us an objective-
ly grounded ethical ideal, and we should em-
brace it, implementing all empirically possible
social ideals on the path toward the kingdom of
ends” (cit. in Anonym., 1907, p. 3). Consonant
with this statement are the questions Heman
puts in this article to himself and all Kant fol-
lowers: “[...] first, why have the avowed fol-
lowers of Kant deviated from Kant so far as to
consign his own philosophy to oblivion? Sec-
ond, why has the revival of the Kantian phi-
losophy failed to achieve its true goal?” (Shpet,
2010d, p. 56).

A year later Shpet made another attempt to
come to grips with these questions in a com-
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npuuyaHOCTI ¥ OMa n KanTa» (met, 1907)°,
KOTOpoe OBbLIO YZIOCTOEHO 30J10TOoN Memaiin. [Tpu-
4JeM HaJl0 IMeTh B BUJLY, YTO «IIpo0bJieMa IIpuUyVH-
HOCTY, BbIOpaHHas I aHaim3a wmgent IOma un
Kanra, yxe Torma sosHopasta Illmera He CTOIBKO
KakK ITpobsieMa 00IIesncTeMoriorndecKasi, CKOJIb-
KO Kak (puritocodcKo-MeTofoIormdeckas, BbIBO-
Ismas ero K mpobsjeMam OOOCHOBaHMS 3HAHWIA
B TyMaHUTapHbIX HayKax» (IIpyxwuaun, Hlempu-
Ha, 2012, c. 134). Mnaue rosops, 1lIner He cToib-
KO BeJleT MCTopuUecKyto «becemy» ¢ FOMom 1 Kan-
TOM, CKOJIBKO CIIOPUT C COBPEMEHHBIMI eMy Heo-
KaHTHaHCKMMM ydeHUAMU. OH KOHKPeTU3MpyeT
3TOT acIeKT B jieKimsx 1o jorvke (Imet, 20106,
c. 102—108), TemaTmdeckasi CTPyKTypa KOTOPBIX BO
MHOI'OM 3a/IMCTBOBaHa y HEOKAHTVAHIIEB.

B 1907 r. llImer HaumHaeT BpalllaTbCsd B MO-
CKOBCKVIX MHTEJUIEKTYaJIbHBIX KpyTax, I7ie OblIn B
moze maeu Kanra v HeokaHTuaHIIeB. besibivt Berio-
muHaiT: «[IImeTT ToTUac 3aBesica B “ODcreTmke”, Kak
TOJIBKO ITpmexait 13 Knesa BMecte ¢ YesrriaHOBBIM,
repeBefleHHBINI B MOCKBY; B [Iyllle apTUCT, — 3TOT
KPeIKMV IoJIKasIbIBaTelIb KaHTVAHIIEB TPV IIOMO-
my FOMma meHsT: Moe [1eJI0 — CTUXM: HU K YeMy
dmtocodpmna mMHue; ¢ banrpymanTticom, ma 1 co
MHOTVI, CTaJI Ha “Tbl”; OpyXwI ¢ MeTHepamuL; 1 ero
nogBiieHbe Oonpuito» (bemei, 1990, c. 216—217). 1
erre: «KaHTHaHIIBI XOOMIIN Ha OOV B TSKEJIBIX JI0-
criexax, v3mav BeIIIsiAs [ommmadpami; HO BOT BbI-
xomvu1 HImerT, kak [Jasum, 00j1edeHHBIVI HAarOTOM
CKEeNTUIIN3Ma; OH, COPBaBIIN ¢ ceDds, ITycKaJsl IIap
Kereb0aHHEIN: “Tpax” — 1100 T'onmmadpa kostosics»
(Tam xe, c. 277). B aTx HedOpMaIbHBIX AVCKYC-
CUSAX OTTauMBaIach KOHIEMIIUS «MCTOPUYECKON
dumocodpum» Hlnera®. VimeHHO B ee pamMKax, Ha

> OmyOnmMKoBaHO TakXke B: YHUBEPCUTETCKME M3BECTVIS.
Kwues: Tum. VIMnepaTopckoro yH-Ta cB. Brragumupa, 1906.
Ne5. C.1-16; Ne 6. C.17—49 ; Ne 7. C. 51—82 ; Ne 12.
C. 83—-164 ; 1907. Ne 5. C. 165—203. Beemenue ObUIO
ory0ymMKoBaHO B cOopHMKe Tpyxos Ilcmxorormueckornt
cemyHaput: (IImet, 1905).

¢ «Duocodms npesHent [permn IIMPOKO OTKPHITHI-
MM TJIa3aMM IIpeXKie BCero co3epriajia caMoro ceOsl B CBO-
eM “HacrosieM”, OHa HauMHa/Ia C CO3epLaHNs, VI TYT ee
TBOPYECTBO ObUIO CBOOOMHO ¥ TpaHAMO3HO; ee IIaMsTh
He ObUla OOpeMeHeHa, — MMp I Hee ObUI CBEX W IOH.
Mp! HaumHaeM ¢ DaMATH, ¢ “IpenaHmit’, MBI BUIVIM CBOV

MUp CKBO3b “IIBUIb BeKOB”; “IIpefaHbsi CTapMHBI IJIy0o0-
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petition paper, “The Problems of Causality in
Hume and Kant” (Shpet, 1907),> which won the
gold medal. And it has to be borne in mind that
“the problem of causality, chosen for the anal-
ysis of the ideas of Hume and Kant, already at
that time engaged his mind not so much as an
epistemological problem in general as a philo-
sophical methodology problem which would
pave the way toward grounding knowledge
in the humanities” (Pruzhinin and Shchedrina,
2012, p. 134). In other words, Shpet does not so
much conduct a historical “conversation” with
Hume and Kant as argue with contemporary
Neo-Kantian teachings. He elaborates on this
aspect in his lectures on logic (Shpet, 2010b,
pp- 102-108) much of whose thematic structure
has been borrowed from Neo-Kantians.

In 1907 Shpet began circulating in Moscow’s
intellectual milieu where Kant and Neo-Kan-
tians were in vogue. Andrei Bely (1990, pp. 216-
217) recalled: “Shpet became associated with
‘Aesthetics’” as soon as he came from Kiev to-
gether with Chelpanov, having been trans-
ferred to Moscow; an artist in his soul, this
strong teaser of Kantians used Hume to argue:
‘my business is poetry; I have no need for phi-
losophy’; he got to be on first-name terms with
Baltrusaitis, and with myself; he befriended the
Metners; his appearance was refreshing.” And
elsewhere: “The Kantians entered the battle in
heavy armour looking like Goliaths; Shpet was
a David clad in the nakedness of skepticism;
he throws the bowling ball: “‘bang’ — and Go-
liath’s skull splits” (ibid., p. 277). In these in-
formal discussions Shpet honed his concept of
“historical philosophy”.¢ This discussion brings

> The same was published in: University Newsletter
(Kiev, the Imperial St. Vladimir University Press), 1906,
Ne 5, pp. 1-16; Ne 6, pp. 17-49; Ne 7, pp. 51-82; Ne 12, pp.
83-164; 1907, Ne 5, pp. 165-203. The introduction was
published in Shpet (1905).

¢ “The philosophy of ancient Greece looked with wide-
open eyes above all at itself in its ‘present’, starting with
intuition, and there its creative endeavour was free and



MOVI B3IVIAII, Hamboslee OTUYETIIVBO ITPOCTYIIaeT
cMBICI KpuTrdecknx 3amedanui Inera Kanry.

g Hlmera KaHT BhICTyIIaeT Kak «coOecerl-
HUK» [11aToHa, a elle, B Ipyrmx KOHTEKCTaX, —
IOma, T'epnepa, leminura u op. Beaps «mictopu-
yeckas dpriocodpns» — 3T0 OeCKOHEUHBIN «pas-
rosop», BeuHoe «/la» n «Her» monoxwresrbHOI
¥ OTPUIIATENIBHON WHTEeUIEKTYaIbHBIX Tpaan-
1. PooHa4aIbHMIKOM TTOJIOXKMTEIIBHOV (PrTo-
codvm BeicTynas ay1s [Inera ITnaTon, a oTpuiia-
tenpHo — KauT: «Benmmuarmmmm “IIa” n “Hetr”
dvtocodmn 13 Korga-imoo BEICKa3aHHBIX €10 SB-
ngercsa antutesa [iarona n Kanra, motomy 4To
OHa KacaeTcs caMMX Hadasl BO BCeM VX BCeOOBeM-
morrieM cMbiciie» (Imet, 2010a, c. 280). LleT BUt-
VT Hallle OTJIYVe OT aHTUYHBIX MBICIUTEIIEN B
TOM, UYTO MBI ITPOOVMBaeMcsi K CyIlleMy CKBO3b Ha-
IUTAaCTOBAHMS VICTOPUYECKOrO OIbITa. MBI Xn-
BeéM B MCTOPUM, KOTOpasl OKpy>KaeT Hac, ¥ HOTO-
MY JIOJDKHBI IIOHVMAaTh PeaIbHOCTDb He KaK HEeYTO
pa3 1 HaBcerza JaHHOe, HO MeHsIoleecs, JIMHa-
MWYHO€, TO eCTh KaK IIOTOK VICTOPUY, 13 KOTOPO-
IO KaK/IBIVI UeJIOBEeK BbIpe3aeT Ka/Ipbl, COCTABIISS
CBOIO MHAMBUAYaJIbHYIO, HEIIOBTOPUMYIO 3K3U-
CTEHITMAJIbHYIO Y MHTEJUIEKTYaIbHYI0 MCTOPUIO.
Kaxmas n3 3Tux «mMcTopui» yHUKaIbHa, eIVH-
CTBEHHa, KOHKpeTHa.

Takoe orHomtenue Illnera x Kanty (kpurnue-
CKOE, C OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, U MCTOpPUYEeCcKoe — C Ipy-
rovt) ObUTIO TUIWYHBIM IS PYCCKOVI, IIpUYeM He
TOJIBKO peNIMrimo3Hom, dpriocodun (M. 00 3ToM:
AxyTun, 1990). neT mporoskKaeT PyccKyio MH-
TesuiekTyasbHyIo Tpaguimio (Imet, 2009, c. 52) n
BCyter, 3a FOpKeBmueM cTaBUT BOIIPOC O TOM, Kak

kKo’ — JUIS HaAc Ioayac eOuHCTBeHHBI VMCTOYHWUK,
Bceraga OM3KNMiL, HeoOXommMbIit. MBl CMOTPVM Ha OIHO
C aHTMYHBIM MUPOM, HO IAVTA PEL IS HAC MMeeT HOBOe
cofepyKaHVe ¥ HOBBIVI CMBICIT: [JIS HaC 9TO — IIOTOK Be-
IIen U JIofIeV, TPYAOB U JHeV, BeKOB 1 HapomoB. [1oTok,
KOTOPBIVI IIPOHOCUTCS IIepes, HAuUM yMCTBEHHBIM B30-
POM, eCTb IIpeXK/Ie BCEro HomoK Ucmopui. ...B 3ToM cMbIc-
Je Hama ¢dwiocodusl CTaHOBUTCA MO IIPEVMYIIECTBY
ucmopuyeckotl ¢pusocopueil, — m geM OoJipllie oHa Oymer
IIPOHMKATHCS Vifleerl KOHKPETHOI0, KaK MCTOPIYeCcKoro,
TeM OoJjlee oHa OyIeT CTAaHOBUTECS MCTOPITIECKON (PIIIO-
codpuen» (Lrer, 2005a, c. 195—196).

T. G. Shchedrina, I. O. Shchedrina

out most clearly the meaning of Shpet’s objec-
tions to Kant.

Shpet sees Kant as an “interlocutor of Pla-
to” and also — in other contexts — of Hume,
Herder, Schelling and others. Indeed, “histor-
ical philosophy” is an endless “conversation”,
an eternal “Yes” and “No” of position and neg-
ative intellectual traditions. According to Shpet
(1997, pp. 49-50; cf. 2010a, p. 280), the progen-
itor of positive philosophy was Plato and of
negative philosophy, Kant: “The greatest “Yes’
and ‘No’ of philosophy, of anything it has ever
stated, is the antithesis between Plato and Kant,
because this antithesis touches on the very
principles of philosophy in their full, all-em-
bracing meaning.” According to Shpet, we dif-
fer from antique thinkers in that we make our
way toward that which has being through lay-
ers of historical experience. We live in history
which surrounds us and so we should under-
stand reality not as something given once and
for all, but as something changing, dynamic,
that is, as the flow of history from which each
person cuts out frames making up their indi-
viduality, a unique existential and intellectual
history. Each of these “histories” is unique, of
its own kind, concrete.

Shpet’s attitude to history — critical on the
one hand and historical on the other — was
typical of Russian (and not only religious) phi-
losophy (cf. Akhuntin, 1990). Shpet (2009, p. 52)
continues the Russian intellectual tradition
and, following Yurkevich (1865; cf. Shpet, 2009,

grandiose; its memory was unencumbered — its world
was fresh and young. We begin with memory, with
‘lore’, we see the world through “the dust of ages’, ‘the
lore of ages long gone by’ is for us often the only source,
always close and necessary. We look at the same things
as the ancient world, but mavta pet carries for us a new
content and a new meaning: for us it is a flow of things
and people, labours and days, ages and peoples. The
flood that rushes before our mental gaze is above all the
flow of history [...] in that sense our philosophy becomes
predominantly historical philosophy, and the more it will
become imbued with the idea of the concrete as historical
the more it will become historical philosophy” (Shpet,
2005, pp. 195-196).
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umen NproOpeTaroT COIMAIBHBIL W KYJIBTYp-
Ho-ucToprueckum ooimmk (cm.: HOpkesuy, 1865;
cp.: lmet, 2009, c. 306—361). 17151 aTOr0 OH COIIO-
CTaBJIseT B JIGKIMSAX IO TeOpUM IO3HAHMS SHU-
cremortormueckue umaeu [Dnarona n Kanra. Ihia-
TOH yTBepXX/JaeT HaJIm4Hoe ObITie, a KaHTa nHTe-
pecyeT cyOBeKT, KOTOPBIVI HaXOOUTCS ¢ ObITeM B
0coOBIX OTHOIIEeHM:IX. B mIpoliecce cpaBHeHMS T10-
syt KanTa n Inarona IllmeTr BeImesigeT IISTh
KpHUTepueB, JIeXXalllX B OCHOBaHWUY VX pa3HOIJIa-
CHUW, U TOKa3bIBaeT, UTO TOJIBKO pryiocodpms Mo-
JKeT MO3BOJINTD «pas3roBapvBaTh» yepes3 BeKa Jaxe
TaKMM aHTaroHucTaMm, Kak [ maron n KaHT.

IInier dopmynupyeT ciiemyromiyie OCHOBHBIE
npuHLMIb [T1aToHa,

B KOTOPBIX pacKpbIBaeTCs yTBepKIaeMoe 1M Ha-
4gas10 0e3yCIIOBHOVI ICTVIHBL: a) VICTVHA I HerO
IIpeIMeTHA M yCMaTPMBAETCs HAIIIIM Pa3yMOM B
vjiee; b) BBICIINI IIPUHIINUIT BCIKOTO YTBepXK/ie-
HUS UCTUHBI €CTh «TO X» B HeVl, T. €. IPVHIINII
TOXKeCTBa; C) IIOJIHOTA MICTVHHOTO OBITNS, IT03Ha-
BaeMasl KaK KOHKpeTHas I1eJIOCTHOCTb OOIIero;
d) mmes BbIpakaeT ero CyIIHOCTb 1 BCAKOe ObI-
THe yTBepXKIaeTcs depe3 IPUIacTHOCTD eVl VIIN
ydacTiie B Hell; e) ves KOHEYHOW CYIIHOCTW,
Osrara pasyMHa, Tak 4TO 3a Pa3yMOM COXpaHSeT-
cst ero aroHOoMms (Lmrer, 2010a, c. 280).

AmnastornynbiM oOpaszom et mperncrasiis-
eT «OCHOBHOe Hadasio KaHTa, 3aKOHOZATeILCTBO
CcyObeKTa», KOTOpOe PacKpbIBaeTCs B CIIEIyIOIeM
BUJIE:

a) B Haydajle IIO3HAHMS JIEKUT COPU3M, BBI-
PaXEeHHBIVI B OUleMMe: VIV IIpeIMeThl, VUIN
IIpeIICTaBJIeHNs, OTPUIIaHVIe IIePBOVI YacTy M-
JIeMMBI JTaeT yTBep>kKieHne BTopolt; b) ToxecTso
€CTb IPUHIINI aHAIUTUYECKVX CYXIeHWUV, He
PacCIIVpSIONIVIX HAaIllero 3HaHWSA, CUHTeTIde-
CKVe CYXK[IeHMS VIMEIOT CBOVIM IIPVIHIIVIIOM «SI
MBICJTIO», a He BBICKa3bIBAIOT MCTMHY; C) OOIIe
IIOJIOKEHWSI Halllero 3HaHWS MMeIOT aOCTpaKT-
HBIVI XapaKTep ¥ IIPeJICTaBIISIOT OO0 He BbI-
CcKasblBaHMs 00 MCTUHe, a olIieo0sa3aTe/IbHbIe
CYyXXIeHMUs, VICTMHHOCTb KOTOPBIX TeM Ooilee,
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pp- 306-361), asks how ideas acquire a social
and cultural-historical character. To this end, in
his lectures on the theory of cognition he com-
pares the epistemological ideas of Plato and
Kant. While Plato affirms being as it is, Kant is
interested in the subject who is in a special rela-
tionship with being. In comparing the positions
of Kant and Plato, Shpet identifies five criteria
that underlie their differences and shows that
philosophy alone can enable even such antago-
nists as Plato and Kant to “converse” across the
ages.

Shpet (1997, p. 50; cf. 2010a, p. 280) formu-
lates the following fundamental principles of
Plato’s,

in which is revealed the basis [nachalo] of
unconditional truth that he affirms: (a) for Plato
truth is objective and is perceived by our reason
in the idea; (b) the highest principle of any
statement of truth is “the same” in it, that is,
the principle of identity; (c) the fullness of true
being, cognized as the concrete integrity of the
general; (d) an idea expresses its essence, and
all being is established through partaking in it
or participating in it; (e) the idea of the finite
essence of the good is rational and thus the
autonomy of this good is preserved in reason.

Similarly, Shpet (1997, p. 50; 2010a, p. 281)
represents “the main principle of Kant, the
subject laying down the law,” in the following
way:

(@) At the beginning of knowledge is a
sophism expressed in a dilemma: either objects
or representations — the negation of the first
part of the dilemma is an affirmation of the
second part; (b) identity is the principle of
analytical judgments, which do not expand
our knowledge — synthetic judgments have
as their principle “I think” but do not express
truth; (c) the general propositions of our
knowledge have an abstract character and are
not statements about truth but are universally
binding judgments, the truth value of which is



YeM OHWU JIaJIbIlie OT JIeVICTBUTEIbHOCTY; d) Kak
VICTOYHMK MO3HAHWMS Mes aHTMHOMWYHA Y MO-
JKeT UIPaTh TOJIBKO POJIb PETYJISTUBHOIO IIPVH-
LIVIIa, B POJIV KOHCTUTYTUBHOTO IIPVHIIMIIA OHa
IIPVIBOIMT TOJIBKO K VJUTIO3VISIM; €) BBIXOZI M3 aH-
TUHOMIWYHOCTY pa3yMa JIEKUT B OTPULIAHWUN €T
aBTOHOMWM ¥ Uepe3 IIpM3HaHMe ero OsarocTu
(Tam xe, c. 281).

Onnaxo, dpopmynmpys 3Tm npuHImnel, et
oTzaeTr cebe OTYeT B TOM, UYTO 3TO JIMIIB CXeMa-
TU3aLMs VICTOPUYECKOro OIIbITa, ¥ IIPOHOJIKaeT
paboTtarh Tak, 9YTOOBI «fIesi» oOpesia mMcTopuye-
CKYIO IUIOTHOCTB, KOHKPETHOCTB. DTOT ITPOIIeCC
«OIIJIOTHEHWS» VeVt OCOOEHHO XOPOIIIO BUAEH B
HepBoV JacTu AyccepTanmm «Vctopms kxak 1mpo-
6r1ema storvkm» (nastee — «VIKIUT»). et nocss-
mmaet KaHTYy crieriasbHYIO IJ1aBy ¥, COIIOCTABIISAS
ero uzeu ¢ dpwiocodpuen ncropun lepaepa, mpn-
XOIUT K BBIBOTY:

Y Kanra Hem nepexoda OT sSMIMPUYecKON 1evi-
CTBUTEIPHOCTVI K MWpPY [OJDKeHCTBOBaHMHA, U
OTHEeCEeHHas B 3TUKY (Pmitocodriss MCTOPUIM TeM
CaMbIM ¥ METOIOJIOTMYEeCK) OTpbIBaeTcs OT IIO-
YBBI JIOTVIKVL: OT OOIIIEeVI JIOTVIKV 1 MeTOHOJIOT VIV K
JIOT'MKe VICTOPUM TaKXKe HeT Itepexofa. V3moxeH-
HBIVI METOIOJIOTTYECKVI ITpOMaX Kanra — ogun
V3 IJIaBHBIX ITYHKTOB pacxoxaeHns Kanra c I'ep-
IIepoM, MICXOAMBIIMM TakKKe M3 MHBIX JIOTMde-
CKMIX IIPeICTaBIeHNTI 00 MCTOPMYIECKOM MeToIe
(ret, 2014, c. 319).

Bo3MOXXHO, 3TOT paspbiB MeX[y «TeopeTunde-
CKMM» U «IIpaKTu4eckuM» y KaHTa mpownsorries
IOTOMY, YTO OH IIO-CBOEMY WHTepIpeTrpoBasl
«upero» IlnaToHa, 0 4eM HeOTHOKpaTHO HVCaIV
MCCIIeioBaTesIv ero TBopuecTBa (CM., Harip.: baywm,
2019). To ecTp B IIepBON YacTM IMCCepTaLIMM aH-
tutesa «[Itaron — Kaut» mposcHgercs, mpmob-
peTaeT MCTOPUYECKyI0 KOHKpeTHOCTE. IIpnmMeya-
TesbHO, uTo I1lreT He TOJIBKO KOHLIENITYaIU3UpPY-
eT «MCTOPUYeCcKYIo dputocoduro» HO M caM cle-
JIyeT II0 ee ITyTH, a HoToMy aHTuTesy «lImaton —
KanT» oH paccmaTpuBaeT M3HYTpW KyJIBTYpPHO-
VICTOPMYECKOI'O CO3HaHVIs, TO €CTh, €CJIVI TOBOPUTh
B TepMMHaX VICTOPUYECKON HayKu, B KOHTEKCTe
dntocodpckont ncropuorpadpmm. Ilozsormm cebe
OOJIBIITY IO IUTATY:
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greater the further they are from reality; (d) as a
source of cognition, anidea is antinomic and can
only play the role of a regulatory principle; in
the role of a constitutive principle it leads only
to illusions; (e) the way out of the antinomies of
reason lies in the negation of its autonomy and
through the recognition of its value.

However, in formulating these principles
Shpet is conscious that this is merely schemati-
sation of historical experience and continues to
work to make “the idea” historically concrete.
This process of the “fleshing out” of the idea is
particularly evident in the first part of the dis-
sertation History as a Problem of Logic (elsewhere
HAPL). Shpet (2014, p. 319) devotes a separate
chapter to Kant, comparing his ideas to the phi-
losophy of Herder and coming to this conclu-
sion:

Kant has no transition from empirical reality
to the world of the ought and the philosophy
of history, being referred to ethics, is thereby
detached from the soil of logic: nor is there a
transition from general logic and methodology
to the logic of history. The above methodological
slip of Kant’s is one of Kant’s main points of
difference with Herder, who also had different
logical ideas about the historical method.

One can perhaps attribute Kant's gap
between the “theoretical” and the “practical” to
the fact that he interpreted Plato’s “idea” in his
own way (as Kant scholars repeatedly pointed
out (see, for example, Baum, 2019)). Indeed, in
the first part of the dissertation the Plato-Kant
antithesis is clarified and made historically
concrete. Significantly, Shpet does not merely
conceptualise  “historical ~philosophy” but,
following its path himself, considers the Plato-
Kant antithesis from within the cultural history
consciousness, that is — to use the terminology
of historical science in the context of
philosophical historiography. We will permit
ourselves a long quotation:
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Muorga KaHTy cTaBsaT B 0COOyIO 3aciIyTry TO
00CTOSITeTIECTBO, UTO OH CAesIajl TOIBITKY BOC-
CTaHOBUTH IIOJIMHHBIVI, IUIATOHOBCKMV CMBICII
TepMMHa «Ufesi» U TaKMM 00pa3oM CriocobCTBO-
BaJI YCTPaHEHWIO TOVI HeoIIpeleJIeHHOCT B YIIO-
TpeOJIeHUM 3TOr0 TepMIMHa, KOTOpas TOCHO-
crBoBata B ¢dmtocodpmm XVIII Beka. Y camoro
KanTa 3TOT TepMIMH npuoOpeTaeT XOTs U TaJIeKO
He IUIaTOHOBCKOE 3HaudeHMe, HO HeKOTOPhIMU
CTOpOHaMI BCe JXe COIlpMKacaeTcs C II0CiIefl-
HMM, TTOcKoIbKy y IltaToHa, BO BCIKOM cilydae,
udee TIPVCYIIIe M PeryJIsTUBHOe 3HaueHme. V mmo-
CKOJIbKY peub ujieT 0 TepMuHax kax c106ax, Kanr,
GeccriopHO, BHOCWIT CBOMIM pacIpesiesieHVieM He
TOJIBKO TBEPHBINI HMOPSHAOK B TEPMWHOJIOTMIO,
HO BMeCTe C TeM C IOJIb30V Id dpwtocodpum
IIPOTMBOMEVICTBOBAJI YKOPEHEHNIO TepMIHa aH-
rrmvickonn  pwtocodmm, idea, obo3HauaBmIero
IIPOCTOE «IIPefiCTaBJIeHVe», a He IIPOIYKT pasym-
Hoeo ycMoTpeHust. Ho ecsii mocmoTpeTs Ha mesio
IO CyIIeCTBY, TO OKaXkeTcd, 1, 4To orpaHnyeHme
«uen»  PpasyMHO-PeryJIsiTUBHOV  PYHKIIMen
copeprieHo KaHTOM IpOM3BOJIBHO WM BOIIPEKU
TpagyumsM IIOJIOXKUTeJIbHOM dutocodmm, 2,
UTO MO3TOMY «3acjyra» KaHra He mpocTupaer-
cs JTajIbllle pacrpeserieHns 106, TaK Kak 3Hade-
Hue TepMuHa «upges» B dprutocodpvnt XVIII Beka,
VIMEHHO B palMOHaJIMICTUYecKon drtocodmm,
He 0bL10 YmepsAHo, a HaIIPOTUB, HOAIePKM1BaJIOCh
ouJeHb HacTOsITeJIbHO. KaHT 3TOTO He 3aMeTww1, 1
10 OYeHb IIPOCTOV IIPUUMHE, IIOTOMY YTO 3Haue-
HVIe TUIATOHOBCKOVI WU KAk npeomerna Henocpeo-
cmBennoeo pasymHoeo, uepe3 Ratio, ycmompenus,
COXPAHUAOCH B THOM CAMOM NOHAMUY ratio, KOTOpoe
Kanr ycrpansan yXe B cBoel HOKPUTUYECKON
drrocodpmm. 1151 ero xe KpuUTUIecKon pruIoco-
dun noHATHEe MIen KaK PeryyaTMBHOIO IIPUH-
ouma sBjsgeTcss KOpoHHbIM moHsTHMeM (Ilmert,
2014, c. 358).

Vicerenyst «KaHTOBCKUIL CIOKET» B VIHTEJUIEK-
TyastbHOV Ouorpadpum IllmieTa, MbI He TOJKHBI 3a-
ObIBaTh O TOM, UTO «MBICJIMTEIIBHBIE» Yachl OIle-
peXaroT «M3gaTeIbcKye» (IpudeM, B ciIydae Co
[ITreToM, 1OBOJIBHO OCHOBaTesIbHO). I1IeT rmyGsim-
KyeT IlepBYI0 YacTh fyccepTanym B 1916 ., Ho nu-
ITIeT ee ropaso paHsblie. K MOMeHTY oTbes[ia B 3a-
rpaHUYHYI0 KOMaHIMpPOBKY (BecHow 1912 r) srta
4JacTh ObUJIa IIpakTUYecKy 3akoHYeHa. B I'éTTuH-
reHe OH IPUHMMAETCH 3a BTOPYIO, T7ie B IIeHTpe
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Kant is sometimes credited with having
attempted to restore the genuine, Platonic,
meaning of the term “idea” and thus
contributed to eliminating the uncertainty in
the use of that term which prevailed in the
eighteenth-century philosophy. With Kant
himself the term acquires a meaning that,
though being far from that of Plato, shares some
aspects with the latter because with Plato idea
has, among other things, a regulative meaning.
As long as terms are discussed as words Kant
undoubtedly with his distribution did not
only introduce strict order into terminology,
but at the same time benefited philosophy by
resisting the establishment of the English term
idea which simply meant “representation” and
not a product of reason. But if we look into the
essence we find that 1, Kant limited “idea” to
the reasonable regulative function arbitrarily
and contrary to the traditions of positive
philosophy and 2, Kant’s “contribution”
therefore does not go beyond the distribution
of words because the meaning of the term “idea”
had not been lost in the eighteenth-century
rationalist philosophy but, on the contrary,
was scrupulously observed. Kant did not
notice this for the very simple reason that the
meaning of Plato’s idea as the object of immediate
reasonable observation through Ratio, survived in
the very concept of ratio which Kant eliminated
already in his pre-critical philosophy. For his
critical philosophy the concept of the idea
as a regulative principle takes pride of place
(Shpet, 2014, p. 358).

Investigating the “Kantian presence” in
Shpet’s intellectual biography, we should
bear in mind that the lag between “think-
ing” and “publishing” can be very considera-
ble (as in Shpet’s case). He published the first
part of his dissertation in 1916, but he wrote it
much earlier. By the time he went on his trip
abroad (spring 1912) that part had been prac-
tically completed. In Gottingen he starts the
second part which is focused on the ideas of



ero BHMMaHwus ugen Bynara, 3ursapra, yisres,
Pukkepra. Ocenbto 1912 1. mponcxoauT ero 3Ha-
KOMCTBO c ['ycceprieM, KOTOPBIV BBICTYIIVII B Ka-
YyecTBe TeOpeTMYecKoro KaTajiusaTropa IJjis CJIo-
BECHOTO «OPOPMIIVMBaHMS» (BBIpaXKEHWSI MBIC-
JIV B CJIOBE) «mcTOpmyecKon dpvuiocodpmm» [lrre-
Ta. IIInet OpT 3axBaveH PeHOMEeHOJIOTMUeCKIMU
unesimu I'ycceprisi, ¢ HUMU OH CBSI3bIBaJI BO3MOX-
HOCTb HepeocMbiciieHs: KaHTa, KOTOPBINI IbITaI-
csl BO3BPATUTBL OBITUVIHBIVI CTaTyC CyOBeKTy ITo-
3HaHMA. borlee TOro, cyas 1o ero coOCTBEHHBIM
AMUCTOISAPHBIM ITpusHaHMaM, llIner vckas ucro-
K11 PeHOMEHOJIOT TYeCKOTO MBIIIJIEHVISI B ICTOPV
durtocodpum n on BunuT ux B IlnaTone. Bo Bro-
pont wactu «VIKIJI» Ilnery croBa Hyxen KanT
Kak «cobecenHmk». Ho ero yxe Gosbllle MHTEpe-
cyer otHommeHne «Kant — I'yccepnb». B I'yccep-
e HInieT BUAesT IpencTaBUTeIIs TOJIOKUTETHHO
dwtocopum. B kuure «fIBjieHue 1 cmpici» (1914),
KOTOpas ObUIa HaIlyicaHa BOCJIef] I'yCCepsIeBCKUM
«Vnedam K umcTot peHOMeHOJIOrMU 1 (peHOMeHO-
sorndeckon pvtocodpmm», Ier mokasasn, B yem
OH BUAWUT MHTeJJIeKTyaIbHYyI0 3aciryry KaxTa.
BrHoBB 1103BOIIVIM Cebe BOJIBIITYIO IUTATY:

...IOJIOXKUTeJIbHas (prytocodms 4acTo BhIpaka-
Jlach KaK B PeIlleHny, TaK U B IIOCTAHOBKe CBOVIX
3a7ja4, ecyIM M He HeINpPaBWIbHO, TO BO BCSIKOM
crydae Henoano. OOpalliast Bce cBoe BHUMaHUe
Ha pellleHe IIpo0IeMbl 0 OBITNI, C IIEPBBIX JXXe
cpoux mmaros (ITaToH) oHa HaxoAuT pasiye
MEX/Iy HeVICTBUTEIIBHBIM ¥ VIeaIbHBIM OBITV-
€M, PaBHO KaK ¥ MeX/y pa3IM4HBIMU BUIaMI
KaKIIOM M3 3TuX PopM OBITMS, HO OHa OKasbl-
BaeTCsl HenoAHOU B TOM CMBICIIe, YTO OHa He 00-
paTwia JO/DKHOTO BHVMMaHMs Ha OBITMe caMoro
IIO3HAIOIIIero cyobekTa. VIMeHHO 3TOT mpobert 1
VICIIOJIB30BasIa C TAaKVM YCIIEXOM HeraTuBHas pu-
mocodust. Ho ator mpobert mpespartiasics Hepe-
KO IIPsIMO B HEJIOCTATOK, B OIIMOKY, KOT/a II0JIO-
XUTeTbHask pvtocodst IIbITaIach IIPEICTaBUTh
OBITME MO3HAIOIEro CyObeKTa KaK SMIIMpide-
CKOe JIeVICTBUTEJIbHOe OBITHe, IOTOMY 4YTO Ta-
KM 00pa3oM B IIOJIOXUTEIIbHYIO rIocoduio
B popMe 110 OOJIBIIIEVT YaCTM IICMXOJIOTMI3MA, HO
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Wundt, Sigwart, Dilthey and Rickert. In the fall
of 1912 he met Husserl who became the theo-
retical catalyst for the “articulation” of Shpet’s
“historical philosophy”. Shpet was captivated
by Husserl’s phenomenological ideas which
he thought could be instrumental in reinter-
preting Kant, who had tried to restore the be-
ing-related status of the subject of cognition.
Moreover, judging from his letters, Shpet
sought to trace the origin of phenomenolog-
ical thinking in the history of philosophy to
Plato. In the second part of HAPL Shpet again
brings in Kant as an “interlocutor”. But he is
now more interested in the Kant-Husser] rela-
tionship. Shpet saw Husserl as a representative
of positive philosophy. In the book Appearance
and Sense (1914), written on the heels of Hus-
serl’s Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phenomenolo-
gy and to a Phenomenological Philosophy Shpet
showed what he considered to be Kant’s intel-
lectual contribution. Once again, a long quota-
tion is in order:

[...] positive philosophy,” both in its solutions as
well as in the formulations of its problems and
tasks, often manifested itself, if not erroneously,
then in any case at least incompletely. Turning all
of its attention to the solution to the problem of
being, positive philosophy discovered with its
first steps (Plato) the distinction between actual
and ideal being as well as that between the
various types of each of these forms of being.
Positive philosophy, however, turns out to be
incomplete in the sense that it has not accorded
proper attention to the being of the cognizing
subject itself. It is precisely this deficiency
that negative philosophy has taken advantage
of with such success. Positive philosophy
attempted to present the being of the cognizing
subject as an actual, empirical being. But in
doing so it often transformed its deficiency into
a shortcoming, a mistake. For in doing so that

7 Shpet invests the term “positive philosophy” with a
different meaning than the representatives of Positivism.
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¥ HaTypayu3Ma BOOOIIe, IIPOHMKaI TOT CaMbIi
HEeJIOCTaTOK — TOJIBKO C APYTMM 3HAKOM, — KO-
TOPBIVI JIEXKNUT B OCHOBE «TeOpUM Mo3HaHMs». M
viMeHHO KaHT TeM 11 3aHsJT CBOe KPYITHOE MeCTO
B mcTopum ¢wrocodnn, 9To OH ycCMaTpuBal,
VHOT/Ia Jake KaKeTcsl, UTo sICHO Buziesl, ocoboe,
He-5MIIMPUYecKoe 1 He-IeVICTBUTeIbHOe, ObITe
cyObeKTa [IO3HaHMSI.

Passurme nonoxwuresbHON pvtocodmm, Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, CTaJio BO3MOXKHO B JBOSKOM Ha-
IIpaBJIeHNN: 3al10JIHEeHVE YKa3aHHOI'O Hp06ena "
JajpHenIIas paspaboTKa 3aBellaHHOrO BeKaM,
a BMecTe C TeM 0CBOOOX/IeHMe OT codpm3Ma yepe3s
NpU3HaHVe OJHVM W3 BOIIPOCOB «IIepBOV» hu-
socodpvm BOIIpoca O Obimul TIO3HAOIIETO pasy-
Ma; JaJbHEVIINI IIyTh — 4epe3 yCTaHOBJIEHVIe
OTHOIIIEHVSI 3TOTO Bya OBITHA K IPYIIM BUaM
v popMaM ero u, TaKuM o0pa3oM, BO3BpallleHe
K IOJIOKUTEJIbHOM drtocodun. VIMeHHO 3TIM
myTeM, CKOJIBKO s MOHVMar, M mmeT ['ycceprb
(rret, 20056, c. 47).

3eck /I Hac BakHa He TOJIBKO KOHCTaTalluis
«3aciryr» KanTa, Ho m1 10, B uem IllnieT BugnT orpa-
HUYEHHOCTb €ro KOHIIENTYasIbHBIX YCTaHOBOK.
OH nonaraet, uto KaHT Kak «Hale», Tak 1 «1o-
Tepsi/I» OBITVEe II03HAIOIIEro CyObeKTa, IpudeM
B CWJIy TOTrO, YTO B OCHOBE ero pacCyXIeHW Jie-
XKUT «codpmszm». CyThb 3TOro codmsma — IPOTUBO-
ITOCTaBJIEHVE «IIPEIMETOB» VI «IIPEeICTaBIIEHWI».
Vimenno k stont Teme IlInieT /1051ro m ocHoBaTe Ib-
HO TOTOBWICS. B HOOTOTOBUTEIBHBIX MaTepua-
nax ko Bropont yactu «VIKITJI» Ilner packpeisa-
eT TeMy, KOTOpasi ero BOJIHOBaJIa CO CTYAeHYeCKOM
CKaMBbL.

B apxmBe Enensr Brnagymuposnsr IlacTeprax
coxpanwinck 3ameTku Illnera o Kante, o codms-
Me B ero dpustocodpmn. OHM COOTHOCATCS C TeMa-
TUKOV, KoTopyto Illmer passuBajl BO BTOpOU Ya-
cru «MKITJT». Kasasock ObI, 3aueM HaM CEroHs
HY>XHBI yepHOBbIe 3aMeTKy lllmera, ecymn jtormka
ero paccyxaeHunt o KaHTe 1ocTaTOYHO OTUYeT/IN-
BO IIPOPMCOBaHA MM CaMWM B OITyOJIMKOBaHHBIX
IIPOVI3BeIeHSIX?
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very shortcoming, which, only with a different
sign, underlies the “theory of knowledge”,
penetrated into positive philosophy in the form,
for the most part, of psychologism, though
also in the form of a naturalism in general.
Kant secured his outstanding position in the
history of philosophy precisely by the fact that
he discovered, sometimes even seems to have
clearly seen, the peculiar, non-empirical and
non-actual being of the subject of cognition.

Thus the development of positive philosophy
could proceed along a two-stage path. It could
make up the deficiency mentioned above by
acknowledging as one of the problems of
“tirst” philosophy the problem of the being
of cognizing reason. In this way it further
elaborates its inheritance from past ages while
at the same time liberating itself from sophistry.
The subsequent way is through establishing
the relation of the being of cognizing reason
to the other types and forms of being, and so
it effects a return to positive philosophy. As I
understand it, Husserl follows precisely this
path (Shpet, 1991, pp. 10-11).

What is important here is not only the giv-
ing of credit to Kant but also the fact that Shpet
sees the limitations of his conceptual frame-
work. He believes that Kant first “found” and
then “lost” the being of the cognizing subject,
and he did so because his reasoning was based
on “sophism”. The essence of the sophism is
the juxtaposition of “objects” and “representa-
tions”. A long and thorough preparation led
him to this theme. In the preparatory materials
for the second part of HAPL Shpet tackles the
theme that had engaged his mind since his un-
dergraduate days.

Shpet’s notes about Kant and sophistry in
his philosophy survive in the archive of Yele-
na Vladimirovna Pasternak. They correspond
to the themes Shpet elaborated in the second
part of HAPL. One may wonder why we need
Shpet’s rough notes today if the logic of his
thinking about Kant is clearly stated in his pub-
lished works anyway.



[Ipexiie Bcero 5TV 3aMeTKM IIPEICTaBIISIOT
VICTOPUKO-(PUIIOCOCKIIT  MHTEpeC,
HaM TBOPYECKYIO JIabOpaTOpMIO MBICIINTEIIS, ero

OTKpPbIBasA

OIIIOHeHTHBIN KPYT, MeajibHyl0 OMOIMoTeKy 1
cdepy pasrosopa. Kpome Toro, oHu Ge3yciioBHO
IIPUBHOCST TaKye HIOaHCUPOBKM B pacCy K/IeHMs
[ITrreta o KaHTe, KOTOpbIe OTCYTCTBYIOT B OITyOJIN-
KOBaHHBIX ITPOV3BEAeHNX (ITPOCIIeXMBAIOTCS JIO-
rdecKyie TIeTOYKY, CTaHOBUTCS SIBHOW JIOTMIKA
ero aprymenTanum). V emte. BuntrbiBasich B apxuBs-
Hble MaTepuasibl, IOCBAIIIeHHbIe IIpobiieMe CyOb-
eKT-00BeKTHOVI KOppesIsllny, HadyHaelllb ITOHV-
MaTh VICTOKV VI OCHOBaHWSI COBPEMEHHBIX (PUIIO-
codpcko-MeTomoriormdeckmux Ipodrrem. Tak, mm-
JIeMMa «BOCITPOV3BeJIeHIe — TBOPYECTBO», KaK ee
dopmymmpyer Illmet, criocobcTByeT BBISBIEHVIIO
HOBBIX aCIIeKTOB B ITpo0JieMe BOCITPOM3BOAVIMOCTY
HayJHOT'O 3HaHI.

Eak

3aMeTKM MyOJIMKYIOTCS 110 PYKOIVICHOMY OpU-
rMHaJly, XpaHsdlleMycd B JOMalllHeM apXuBe ce-
Mbi IImera. 3aMeTKM HaxXOOSITCS B CMHEN I1alike,
B IIpaBOM YIJIy KOTOpom inuTepa b obBenena mpo-
CTBIM KapaHpalioM. CKBO3Hasl HyMepalus OTCyT-
cTByeT. Ecjit cyaAnT 110 IoYepKy, KOTOPBIM HaIlu-
CaHBI 3aMeTKM, TO VX HallVCaHVe MOXXHO JaTupo-
BaTh Mex1y 1912 1 1917 .

KypcusoMm BbiiesieHsI cj10Ba 1 dopasbl, Homdep-
KHYTble B PyKOIVCV OIVH pas; IOJYepKHYTHIe
JIBaK/IbI JTaHBI TOJIYKUPHBIM Ky PCUBOM; IIOT4ep-
KHYTbIe BOJIHVICTOVI YepTON BblleJIeHbl ITOJIY K-
HBIM IIprdTOM. MHOrO4mCIIeHHBIe COKpaIlleH s
[IIrieta pacKpbITH Oe3 crielaaIbHbIX YKa3aHUIL.

B yrmoBeix ckoOKax maHBI CJIOBa, I KOTO-
PBIX BO3MOXHO IBOsiKOe ITpouTeHue. KBagparHele
ckoOku npuHazexar [nery.

[TocTpaHnuHble IIpMMeYaHWs ITyOJIMKaTOPOB
TIaHBI B YIJIOBBIX CKOOKax. Pa3po3HeHHbIe 3aMeTKM
B IIyOIMKaLMy OTOENISIOTCS APYT OT Jpyra 3Be3-
ZIouKaMi. ABTOpCKas IYHKTYyalys IIpuOIvDKeHa
K coBpeMeHHom. HasaHme maHo mybmMKaTopaMm.
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First and foremost, these notes are of his-
torical-philosophical interest as they give us a
glimpse of the thinker’s creative laboratory, the
circle of his opponents, bibliothéque idéale and
the sphere of the conversation. Besides, they
contain nuances in Shpet’s thinking about Kant
that are absent in his published works (logi-
cal chains are traced and the logic of his argu-
mentation is revealed). And one more thing;:
Reading the archive materials devoted to the
problem of the subject-object correlation, one
begins to understand the sources and grounds
of modern philosophical methodological prob-
lems. For example, the “reproduction — cre-
ation” dilemma as formulated by Shpet offers
new insights into the problem of reproducibili-
ty of scientific knowledge.

Ok

The notes reproduce the handwritten origi-
nal in the custody of the Shpet family archive.
The notes are in a blue folder which has the
letter b encircled with a graphite pencil in its
right corner. Continuous paging is absent.
Judging from the handwriting, the notes were
written in the period between 1912 and 1917.

Words and phrases underscored with one
line are in italics; those underscored with two
lines are in semi-boldface italics; those under-
scored with a wavy line are in semi-boldface
type. Shpet’s numerous abbreviations are writ-
ten out without any indications.

Words that lend themselves to dual read-
ing and that have been added by publishers
are in angle brackets. Square brackets belong to
Shpet.

Publishers” page notes are in angle brack-
ets. Shpet’s notes are divided by asterisks. The
author’s punctuation has been brought closer
to modern usage. The title belongs to the pub-
lishers.
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I.T. HIaer
<3Bamerkm 0 Kaurte>

Ek okl

VHorma KaHTOBCKYIO AMJIEMMY, — OCHOBBI-
BasiCh, BIIpodeM, Ha camoM KaHTe, — TOJIKyIOT
B CMBICJIe KOppesnum: o0beKT—cyOonekT. Ta-
KOe TOJIKOBaHVIe OCOOEHHO MHTEePEeCHO TeM, UTO
OHO caMo II0 ceOe YHUUTOXAET yXKe «IMIIEMMY»,
<TakK> YTO Ha Mecmo AVNJIEMMBI YTBEpPXIaeTCsI
Koppernsms. VI mevicTBUTeIbHO, IIPU OTBepKe-
HMV 00OVIX UJIEHOB IVJIEMMBL: «BeIllb» — «IIpef-
CTaBJIeHVe» OCTaeTCs YTBepPXKIaTh KOPpeIslluIo,
XOTSI VI He O0BeKT—CYOBeKT, a co3HaAHUA W npeo-
Mmema, Ha Komopuill oHo Hanpabaeno. VI6o cyObekT
caM ecTb OOBEKT 1 00a — «IIpegMeThD .

Hanee, dpopmanpro mmtemma KanTa mmeer
ere Takovi BuA;: Bocnpousbedenue — mbopuecmbo
(npousbederue). Ho oueBMmHO, 94TO 3TO TakKas xe
AnsIeMMa, KaK MeXXIy BCSIKMM aKTOM U erO IIOBTO-
penmvem. [TnmemMma Obuia Obr: (Boc)npousBederue
uau 0anHocms. To ecTh pernpe3eHTaTUBU3M VIV
IIpe3eHTaTuBM3M, — (POPMaIPHO, KaK AVIeMMa,
OHa CTpa/laeT TeM ke HeIOCTaTKOM, YTO KaHTOB-
CKasl, HO Tak popMasibHas® OHa pelaeT BOIIPOC:
KaK 7npexoe BOCIIPOV3BENEHNSI — IIPOV3BeIeHe,
TaK HIpexnae obomx — maHHOCTe. He 3ametus
storo, KaHT HEBOJIBHO caM CTAaHOBUTCS Ha TOY-
KY 3peHIsl pellpe3eHTaTMBI3Ma TaM, I7ie TBopUe-
CTBa " OH JIOIYCTUTb He MOXeT — B TpaHCIIeH-
JeHTaJIbHOV 3cTeTuKe. TyT 107 [aBjieHMeM He-
0o0OxomMMocCTM BEIOOpa B AMjIeMMe OH, He Oymydn
B COCTOSIHMW JAOMYCTUTH TBOPYECTBO, BEIHYXIEH
yTBEPXKAaTh BOCIIPOM3BEIEHIIE, I «Belllb B cebe»
JIJIST HETO CTAaHOBUTCS HACTOSITEILHO HeoOXoIu-
MOCTBIO.

7 <Cp.: «CMBICII — He Belllb, a 0MHouleHIe Bellln (Ha3bl-
BaeMoT1) 1 IpeaMeTa (trofgpasyMesaemoro)» (e, 2007,
c.244).>

8 <Tak B Tekcre.>

G. G. Shpet
<Notes on Kant>

%ok 5%

Sometimes the Kantian dilemma — taking
the cue from Kant himself — is interpreted in
terms of the object-subject correlation. This in-
terpretation is particularly interesting because
it basically eliminates the “dilemma” <such>
that a correlation is affirmed in place of the
dilemma. And indeed, when both terms of the
“thing-representation” dilemma are renounced
it remains to affirm a correlation, though not
between object and -subject, but between con-
sciousness and the object at which it is directed. Be-
cause the subject is itself an object and both are
“objects” .

Further, formally the Kant dilemma looks
like this: reproduction-creation (production). But
obviously it is the same dilemma as that be-
tween any act and its repetition. The dilem-
ma would be: (re)production or a given. That
is, representativism and presentativism, —
formally, as a dilemma it has the same short-
coming as Kant’s but thus formal® it solves the
issue: reproduction precedes production and
likewise givenness precedes both. Overlook-
ing this, Kant involuntarily himself takes the
standpoint of representativism where even
he cannot allow creation — in transcenden-
tal aesthetics. Here, under pressure to make
a choice in the dilemma, not being able to al-
low creativity, he has to affirm reproduction,
and “the thing in itself” becomes imperative

for him.

8 <Cf.“"Meaning is not a thing, but a relation between the
thing (being named) and the object (implied)” (Shpet,
2007, p. 244).>

? <sicl>
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ok ok
Cogpusm Kanma u payuonasuzm. Pearmzm’

Bor eme urto mHTepecHo B codmsme Kanra.
JInGo mpencTaBiieHNs COOOPA3yIOTCS C BeIlaMy,
mmbo obparHO. OH CTAaHOBUTCS Ha IIOCJIEIHIONO
Touky 3peHusd. Ho xoeo on orsepraetr? bepxim mn
IOM, mycTh 110 €ro MHEeHMIO HeyIOBJIeTBOPUTEIIh-
HO, HO nofonuin K HeMy. OH Bce-TaKM MX OTBep-
raet, 94ToObI ObITH opurmHaiIbHbBIM. Ho ere Bo-
IIPOC: K020 OH OTBepraeT B IIePBOM WIeHe JAVIIeM-
MbI? [lormaTukoB-panyoHanvicros? Ho Benp Huue-
20 10000H020! DTO — JIOXKHOE VICTOJIKOBAHME X I10
TUITy HaVBHOI'O peain3Ma; yxe y JlekapTa BHeIl-
HYe IIPUYMHBL He CyTh IPUYMHBI HaIlluX Vew,

 <Ha norsix xkapaspgamoM:> V3 komenuu [eryra. Cwm.
Tpovuxwun, H. o m. 11, 4 op.

<IIImet 3meck yKaspiBaeT cOKparieHHo Ha Tpy M. M. Tpo-
nnkoro «Hayka o myxe. Ob1ye cBovicTBa V1 3aKOHBI 9eJI0-
BeyecKoro siyxa». Ho Bo BTopoMm ToMe 3TOrO0 Tpynaa Ha c. 4
HeT npuMedanms. e, BeposiTHO, IUTHUPOBAJI 11O IIaMsi-
TM HasBaHMe KHuru Tpouiikoro n ommbces. et vmern
B By kaUry Tpowmiikoro «Hewmerikas ricvxosorus B Te-
KYIIIeM CTOJIETUW», TTIe TaKoe IIpVIMedaHVie eCTb M peUb B
HeM ufIeT MMeHHO o KoMmenuu [eryma. IIpusegemM sToT
OTPBIBOK C IIpMMeYaHVeM U3 KHUIY Tpounikoro moyiHo-
CTBIO, TIOCKOJIBKY OH OY€Hb IT0Ka3aTeJIbHO VIIIOCTPUPYeT
MbIciTb [ITneta. Tpouriknit mumret: «Korma cucrema Jlok-
Ka ObUTa y3HaHa Bo PpaHImm, 0OHa yBjIeKIa 3a cobov Bcex
Ty3eMHBIX VICCIIeoBaTesIeVl Iy Xa; ropasfo 0osee, KpUTH-
my3M JIokka crestasicss Ha BpeMsi MOITHOIO CTPACTBhIO BCex
oOpa3oBaHHBIX (PpaHIIy30B ¥ HallleJI CBOe BOCIIPOWM3Be-
IleHVe B TeaTpaJIbHBIX IIbecax™. *Ha omHy M3 Takmx mbec
ykasbiBaeT M. CtioapT. B xomemuu Fausse Agnés [lety-
IIa, aBTOpa, yMepirero B 1754-M rofy, repOVIHs IIbeckl 3a-
IIMIaeTcs Ieper, KOMIYecKM TpuOyHaIoM MaHepaMu
7 [a’ke BBIpKEHWSIMI JIOKKOBOVI KPUTHKM: “ Bl xoTmTe
MeHS CyAUTb, — TOBOPUT OHA, HO YTOOBL CyANUTh 3APaBo,
HY>KHO MMeTb MHOTO 3HaHWV, IIPUTOM eIlle COMHITEIIb-
HO, ecTb JIV 3HaHMs JOCTOBepHBble... VITak, IIpexse deMm
BBI IIPOVI3HECeTe HaJl0 MHOV IIPUTOBOP, S IPOIILY IIpes-
BapWUTeJIbHO MCCIIe0BaTh BMeCTe CO MHOV HalllVl 3HAHUS
BOOOIIle, CTEIIeHW STMX 3HAHWIL, VX IIpeleIbl, MX HeVi-
CTBUTEJIBHOCTb; — COIJIACUTBCS B TOM, YTO TaKOe MCTVHaA,
VL eCTh JIVI OHa JIeVICTBUTEIIBHO; IIOCJIe TOrO MBI IIOBeieM
paccyxieHne o BCeoOIIMX MpemIokeHnsX, 00 obImx
paBwiIax, O IPeIJIOKEHSIX JIETKOMBICJIEHHBIX 1 O CJIa-
GocTu 11 TBepIOCTYM Halllero IIpocsereHs. .. HekoToprere
CUMTAIOT 3a VCTMHY, YTO YeJIOBeK POANTCS C M3BeCTHBIMU
BPOXXIEHHBIMV HadvajlaMi, M3BECTHBIMW IIepBOHaYaslb-
HBIMV IIOHATVAMV, M3BEeCTHBIMU YepTaMy, KOTOpble KakK
Obl HarleyaTsIeHBl Ha JIyxe, C IIepBOVI MUHYTBI €ro CyIile-
cTBOBaHML. Sl TaBHO pasdupasia 3To MHeHVe 11 Oepych ero
OCIIOPUTB, OIPOBEPIHYTh, YHUYTOXUTD... U T.O. W T.1.”
(Fausse Agnes. Act. III. sc. 2). D. Stewart: Histoire abreg.
d. scien. métaph. trad. par Buchon. Part. II. p. 270» (Tpo-
vrkm, 1883, c. 4—5).>
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kO

Kant’s sophism and rationalism. Realism™

Here is another interesting thing about
Kant’s sophism. It is either representations cor-
respond to things or vice versa. He takes the lat-
ter view. But whom does he reject? Berkley and
Hume would suit him, though not, in his opin-
ion, in an entirely satisfactory way. And yet he
rejects them in order to be original. And one
more question: whom does he reject in the first
term of the dilemma? Dogmatic rationalists?
Nothing of the kind. It is a false interpretation
of them in the spirit of naive realism; already
with Descartes external causes are not the caus-
es of our ideas since the latter are inborn; even
more so with Spinoza where there are two in-
dependently corresponding orders; still more

10 <On the margin with pencil:> From a Destouches

comedy. See Troitsky, S. of S. 11, 4 p.

<Shpet here refers in abbreviated form to
Matvei M. Troitsky’s book The Science of the Spirit.
General Properties and Laws of the Human Spirit. But
there is no note on page 4 of volume two of that work.
Apparently, Shpet was quoting the title of the book from
memory and made a mistake. He had in mind Troitsky’s
book German Psychology in the Current Century which
has such a note mentioning a Destouches comedy. I will
quote the whole passage with the note from Troitsky’s
book because it is indicative of Shpet’s thought. Troitsky
(1883, pp. 4-5) writes: “When Locke’s system became
known in France it carried away all the local researchers
of the spirit; moreover, Locke’s critique became a fad of
all educated French people and was reflected in theater
plays”. 'D. Stewart points to one such play. In the comedy
Fausse Agnés by Destouches, an author who died in 1754,
the heroine defends herself before a comical tribunal in
the manner and even the language of Locke’s critique:
‘you want to judge me, she says, but in order to judge
fairly one must have a lot of knowledge, and then it is
not certain if the knowledge is accurate... So, before you
pass your sentence I ask you to first join me in taking
a hard look at knowledge in general, the degree of this
knowledge, its limits, its authenticity; — and agree on
what is truth, and does it exist at all; then we shall talk
about universal propositions, general rules, about light-
hearted propositions, about the weakness and firmness
of our education... Some consider it to be the truth that
man is born with certain innate properties, known basic
principles, known features which are imprinted on the
spirit, as it were, from the first minute of one’s existence.
I have long been studying this view and I can challenge,
refute and demolish it... etc., etc.” (Fausse Agneés. Act.
I sc. 2). D. Stewart: Histoire abreg. d. scien. métaph.
trad. par Buchon. Part. II. p. 270.”>
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pa3 1ocsieTHMe BpoXAaeHbl; TeM Oosiee y CrmHO-
3bl, T7le JIBa He3aBVCMMO COIJIACYIOLIVXCS HOPsi-
Ka; erle Oosiee y JlentOHMITA, Yy KOTOPOro MoHaja
He umeem oxon. Vtak, Tyt KaHT oTBepraer To4-
Ky 3peHust HauBHoeo peasusma. Ho cam cTaHOBUT-
Csl Ha II0YBY pallMoHanu3Ma. pyrumu ciioBaMu,
OH He pa3pelnI IIOCTaBJIeHHOV pallVIOHaI3MOM
npobsiemel. Ho oH «o0BenuHmwI» MaeannsM Kak
palMOHaJIMCTOB, TaK M SMIMPUKOB. OKa3asiocs,
uTo fca dpustocodust mpuIuIa K CyOBeKTUBU3MY,
OKa3aBIIIeMyCs BO BTOPOM WieHe AnyieMMbl. OcTa-
I0TCs [1Ba ITyTU: yIJ1yOJleHVe B IMMaHeHTI3M (Ha-
van PuxTe) WIM MHTYUTUBU3M (Hadal, BepOsIT-
Ho, Pum)". TlepBoe HeraTuBHO ¥ €CTh METOIOJIO-
rud deHoMeHa/I3Ma, BTOpoe — IIOJIOKMUTEJIbHO
I €CTh MeTOIOJIOr s peasinsMa. MeTtomortorus de-
HOMeHaJIM3Ma eCcTb Teopus Io3HaHMsA. MeTonorio-
r'vd peajivi3Ma ecThb IIPOCTO JIOTMKa, HO OHa JOJIK-
Ha MIMeTb OCHOBaHVs B OIIVICAHW, YTO eCTh (peHo-
MEHOJIOT V4.

Lk okl

[IpesenmamuBusm u penpe3enmamubusm.
Peasusm. Kanm'

B criope Mexxmy peanmsMoM M peHOMeHasIv3-
MOM (M1eaJI3MOM, CYOBEKTMBI3MOM) CYIIIeCTBEeH-
HO PasJInyarh JBa B3IJISA: npe3eHmamubusm vi pe-
npeseHmamubusm.

HawmBHoe co3HaHWe, HaVMBHBIVI peaii3M CTOUT
Ha ITOYBe IIPe3eHTaTMBM3MA, JIJIsl HEr0 MUpP eCTh
TO, UTO U €To IpezcTasiieHs. [lepBas xe meopus
pasesiseT TO M APYToe, CO3IaeT AyasIn3M, ITie He-
IIPEMEHHO TOSIBJISIETCS, C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI, «BOC-
IponsBefieHMe». TakmM o0pa3oM, HaWBHBIV pe-
aJIVI3M OCTaeTcsl JEeVICTBUTEIIBHO JI0-TeopeTide-
ckM. KTo xoueT Tak M ocTaTbcs Ha 3TOV ITOUBE,
JTOJDKEH He TIOKMJaTh ITpe3eHTarmBu3Ma. [lo-Bu-
OVIMOMY, TYT IBOSIKUW IIyTh: VUIM COJIUIICVI3M,

10 «3epkarto BeernenrHom» ecTh MOHa/Ia, a He yetosek! I B
3TOM 3epKajle OTPaKalOTCs MOHAIIBI 1 VX PasBUTHE, a He
«BHEIITHVIe» ITPeIMEeTEL

1 Xots yxe CriviHO3a, TO-BUAVIMOMY, BUZIETI 3TOT TPETHUIA
VICTOYHUIK.

12 <Jlanree momnvicaHo KapaHpgamoMm:> [Jekapt — JIokk —
JTenGHmIL.
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so with Leibniz with whom the monad has no
windows'. Thus here Kant rejects the view of
naive realism. But he himself takes the stand-
point of rationalism. In other words, he has not
resolved the problem posed by rationalism. But
he “bracketed together” the idealism both of ra-
tionalists and empiricists. Thus, all philosophy
arrived at subjectivism which ended up in the
second term of the dilemma. There remain two
paths: immersion either in immanentism (start-
ed by Fichte) or intuitivism (probably started
by Reid).”? The former is negative and is the
methodology of phenomenalism, and the latter
is positive and is the methodology of realism.
The methodology of phenomenalism is the the-
ory of cognition. The methodology of realism
is simply logic, but it must have grounds in de-
scription, which is phenomenology.

%k

Presentativism and representativism.
Realism. Kant®™

In the argument between realism and phe-
nomenalism (idealism, subjectivism) it is im-
portant to distinguish two views: presentativism
and representativism.

Naive consciousness, naive realism takes
the standpoint of presentativism, it consid-
ers the world to be the same as its representa-
tions. The former theory separates the two and
creates dualism where on the one hand “re-
production” inevitably appears. Thus naive re-
alism remains indeed pre-theoretical. He who
wants to remain on this ground should not
abandon presentativism. There seem to be two
ways: either solipsism, or a transition to the

" “The Mirror of the Universe is a monad, not a person.
This mirror reflects the monads and their development,
and not ‘external” objects.

12 Although already Spinoza apparently saw this third
source.

B <Further added by pencil:> Descartes — Locke —
Leibniz.



MJIV TIepexof], K TPaHCIIeHAeHTHOMY JOJIKeH OBITh
HanaeH. Ho commncmsm ecTb TOJIBKO IIOCIIeIOBa-
TeJIbHas ¥ 3aBeplaroliasg TouKa 3peHus CyObek-
TUBM3Ma. Beskuit MHOM cyOBeKTMBM3M, II0 Cylile-
CTBY, HOJIOBMHYAT, M B CUJIy 3TOI0 HEOOXOIMMO
IpeBpalliaeTcs B AyaI3M U pelpe3eHTaTVBU3M.
Y KanTa TBOpUecTBOM 3aKOHOB HPUPOIBI 00JIa-
JlaeT pacCyI0K, HO B UyBCTBEHHBIX MHTYUIIUAX —
TIOJIHBIV JIyaJIVi3M U pelpe3eHTaTuBI3M, «agu-
yupoBarue». ITosromy KaHT gaxke v He KonepHM-
KaHCTBO 3aTesyl, a camoe OosIblliee «II0mBuUr» Tu-
xo-mre-bpare®.

HaspaHus mpe3eHTaTMBU3M U pellpe3eHTaT-
BU3M — JIy4llle, 4eM, HaIlpyMep, peasin3M U rea-
JIN3M, IIOTOMY 4YTO ITOC/Ie[IHVIe CMEeIIVBaIOTCA C Me-
TadM3M4YecKMM BOIIPOCaMM O IIPUPOe CYIIero.

IIpencraBurenu uncroro ayanvsma — [lekapr,
CrmmHo3a, J1enbrmrl, Takxe JIokk, bepximm — x co-
numncusmy. KaHT — sKj1ekTrueH.

6 ok ok
Qusnocopus. Memagusuka. Pearusm.

IlepBoHauaIbHOE CO3HaHMe 3HaeT, BOOOIIIe ro-
BOps, TOJIBKO OIVH BOIIPOC: U110 ectms? DTOT BO-
IIpOC BjleYeT BOIPOCHL KakK, IIOYeMy U 3adeM, —
oOBsicHeHMe 1 ypasyMeHMe. PermirmosHoe, 13 Ko-
TOpOro BeIXOOUT — 1, HayuHOe, 2, dpustocodpckoe.
IlepBoe ocmaemcs IOrMaTUIeCKIM, BTOpOe HAUU-
Haem ¢ gorMary3Ma: Ha MeCTO HaMBHOTO peaIns-
Ma — meopus HaMBHOIO peain3Ma, IO CYIIeCTBY
Oyaausm. [lyanvism MMeeT J1Ba BbIXOHA: cy0sekmu-
Gusm v obsexmubBusm. IlepBoe: Icmxomormsm,
MMMaTepuaamu3M, WaeaausM; BTOpoe: HaTypa-
m3M, peanvsM. Co3aeTcs HOBas M JIOKHAS IIPO-
OrreMa: OTHOIIIeHMe II03HABATEJIBHOIO IIpoIiecca
¥ TIO3HABaeMOVI Belllyl. DTO pasziesieHNe OCTaeTCs
HeusbeXxHoul IIPEeIIIOCHIIKO. HpeononeTb Cy61>-
eKTUBU3M VMMMAaHEHTHO ¥ IIOJIOKWUTEIBHO MOX-
HO 4Yepe3 OOBEKTWMBM3M, IIOKa3aB, YTO eCTb TPU
BO3MOXXHOCTHM, — Tak Frischeisen-Kohler®, New-

B3 <Cremyrompe fgpa ab3ama — KapaHJaIIoM.>
% <Illmer mmeer B Buay kHWTY: (Frischeisen-Kohler,
1912).>

T. G. Shchedrina, I. O. Shchedrina

transcendental must be found. But solipsism
is only a consistent and crowning viewpoint of
subjectivism. Any other subjectivism is essen-
tially wanting and of necessity turns into dual-
ism and representativism. With Kant, the laws
of nature are created by understanding, but in
sensible intuitions there is total dualism and
representativism, “affection.” So Kant sought to
emulate not Copernicus, but the “feat” of Ty-
cho Brahe'.

The designations presentativism and repre-
sentativism <are> better than, say, realism and
idealism, because the latter are mixed with the
metaphysical questions of the nature of being.
The representatives of pure dualism <are> Des-
cartes, Spinoza, Leibniz, also Locke, Berkley
<leans> toward solipsism. Kant <is> eclectic.

Ek okl
Philosophy. Metaphysics. Realism.

Initial consciousness knows, generally
speaking, only one question: what is? This ques-
tion entails the questions how, why and what
for — explanation and understanding. Reli-
gious, from which flow — 1, scientific, 2, philo-
sophical. The first remains dogmatic, the second
begins with dogmatism: in place of naive re-
alism there is the theory of naive realism, es-
sentially dualism. Dualism has two outcomes:
subjectivism or objectivism. The former: psy-
chologism, immaterialism, idealism; the latter:
naturalism, realism. A new and false problem
is created: the relation between the cognitive
process and the thing cognised. This distinc-
tion remains an inevitable prerequisite. Sub-
jectivism can be immanently and positively
overcome through objectivism by demonstrat-
ing that there are three options — thus Frische-
isen-Kohler,"® New-Realism.'® Objectivism can

14 <The next two paragraphs are in pencil.>
1> <Shpet refers to: (Frischeisen-Kohler, 1912).>
16 <Shpet refers to: (Holt et al., 1912).>
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Realism®. IlpeomorieTp OOBEKTMBM3M MOXHO,
IOKa3aB JIOKHOCTH IpobiieMbl. — IlpaBuiibHbIN
IyTh: Yepe3 OTIMYeHMe Hay4IHOV IIpOoOIeMBbI OT
dwocodpckon. [JormMaTtnsM HadMHaeT C TeOpUM
u o0BsicHeHMs. Pwiocoduss oOcTaHaBIMBaeTCs
Ha kak v 3a4em. He BBIXofsIas 3a 3TV BOIIPOCHI
dmtocodpua octaHeTcst a0c0410MHOL, TIOTOMY YTO
TOJIBKO OO'bsSICHEH Ve BBOIVT IIPVYVHBI U YCIJIOBUS,
TO €CTh TO, YTO CO3[IaeT OTHOCUTEILHOCTB. I Ipnito-
KeHne PrTocodCcKMX MeTOIOB K OTHOCUTEIIBHO-
My JlaeT OTHOCUTeJIbHOe (pustocodcKkoe 3HaHUE,
Harypdwiocodus, dpwiocodpus ncropum. Abdco-
atomuas pviocopust ycTaHaB/IVIBAeT, 410 echib
(MaTep<maibH>asl, Halpumep, (PeHOMeHOJIOIVi)
¥ KaK MBI IIPVXOOVM K 3TOMY (MeTOHOJIOTs; He
TOJIBKO (prytocodcky, HO 1 Hay4Ho). Bommpoc pe-
ajIvi3Ma V1 IIpOYero CTaHOBUTCS IIPaBVIIBHOV IIPO-
Oriemomt Kak (peHOMeHOJIOrMs MO3HaHMA. — Bo-
IIPOC O «peaJIbHOCTV BHEIIHero Mupa» He ecThb
BOIIPOC peaJir3Ma Vi IIPOYero, a, BO-TIePBbIX, OIUH
Y3 BOIIPOCOB «UTO €CTh», BO-BTOPBIX (KaK BOIIPOC
O «peasyIbHOCTM» IIPOCTO, TO €CTh pPeasbHOCTU
3a BHeITHM), PrI0coPCKOro oObsICHEHN: (MeTa-
JusmKM), KoTopas Bcerja JIorMaTv4Ha I103TOMY,
KaK ¥ HayKa.

Tak xak dustocodnst, o CyIecTBy, KOHKpeT-
Ha, TO ITOCJIeTHSIS COBIIaziaeT ¢ pnrocodrient NcTo-
pumn. CizenoBaTesIbHO, MeTadpr3MKa 1 BOIIPOC O pe-
aipHOCTH <...>'

E
Teopus nosnanus. Kanm

IToxa KaHT «criacaeT» TOJIBKO HAYKY VI VIIIET
ee OCHOBaHWW, OH He BBIXOIUT U3 IIperiesioB Me-
Topostormy. Ho 1iesio MeHsieTcs1, Korfa MbI BCIIOM-
HuM, 4T0, 1o KaHTy, cam mpegMeT 103HaHMs eCcTh
He 9TO MHOe, KaK ro3HaHme. Torga /1evicTBuTe b
HO BO3HMKaeT 3ajlaya Io3HaHMs IT03HaHMs, KOTO-
pasd n ecTb cyObekTMBHas MeTadmsmka. Crrenosa-
TeJIbHO, 1ToKa KaHT cripariBaeT o BO3MOXXHOCTY
HayKy — 3TO OJTHO, a KOT7Ia O BO3MOKHOCTVI CAMOVI
HIPUPOLIBI — 3TO JIPyTroe.

15 <IIImer mmeet B Uy KHUrY: (Holt, Marvin, Montague
etal.,, 1912).>
16 <Ha sTOM pyKoIMCh OOpBIBAETCS.>

be overcome by showing the falsehood of the
problem. — The right way: through distin-
guishing the scientific problem from the phil-
osophical one. Dogmatism starts with theory
and explanation. Philosophy stops at how and
what for. Philosophy that does not go beyond
these questions is bound to remain absolute be-
cause only explanation introduces causes and
conditions, that is, what creates relativity. The
application of philosophical methods to the rel-
ative yields relative philosophical knowledge,
natural philosophy, philosophy of history. Ab-
solute philosophy establishes what is (for ex-
ample, material phenomenology) and how we
arrive at it (methodology; not only philosophi-
cally but also scientifically). The question of re-
alism etc. becomes right as phenomenology of
cognition. — The question of “reality of the ex-
ternal world” is not a question of realism etc.
but first, one of the questions of “what is” and
second (as the question of simply ‘reality”, that
is, reality behind the external) philosophical ex-
planations (metaphysics), which is always dog-
matic, like science.

Because philosophy is essentially concrete the
latter coincides with the philosophy of history.
Consequently, metaphysics and the question of
reality <...>"

%ok o
Theory of cognition. Kant

As long as Kant “rescues” only science and
looks for its foundations, he does not go be-
yond methodology. But things change if we
remember that according to Kant the object of
cognition itself is cognition. Then indeed, the
task of cognising cognition arises, which is sub-
jective metaphysics. Thus, it is one thing when
Kant asks whether science is possible and it is
another thing when he asks about the possibili-
ty of nature itself.

7 <The manuscript ends here.>
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{ ITpencrasnenue

Kanm
duiaeMma

Jloxk: (rroctaHOBKa JiMs1eMMBI 110 JIOKKa: CITIOp CKEIITUKOB U JJOTMaTUKOB)
Belim; JTokk 536", JTeriormrr 396 m 419, 351, 5, 4852

quCTBEHHOE BOCITpMATME — IIOABEPraeTcsa COMHEHNIO JOCTOBEPHOCTD CyIIeCTBOBaHMA BellleVl: OTBET:
SICHO pasjindaeT MCTMHHOE OT MJIII0O30PpHOIoO, a CJIe10BaTeJIbHO, TEM CaMbIM
IIpV3HAaET «BEIIb».

Jleubnuy: HojiBepraeTcss COMHEHMIO JOCTOBEPHOCTh HEKOTOPBIX IIpeCTaBIeHMIL
OTBET: FapaHTMs B BEUHBIX VICTMHAX U X IIopsKe!
Kanm: 3mapaBBIit CMBICTT = SMIIPU3M 3mpaBbIii CMBICTT Panyionamsm Oxka3noHanmsm
B n3o0paxenuu Kanra. <aHTWYHBIVI>
Teopwst HavBHOTO peaym3Ma. B M300paxerv KanTa
INpenmer 1, X Berp B cebe 2, X Beup — Ge3 “an sich” | 3, X Berp B cebe 4, pemp | Bor, a
| 1 | | 1 B cebe \ Tapmonms, b
a, IpeicTaBjIeHVie | pelpe3eHTalns Ipe3eHTaLVs TBOPYECTBO vmest Momnara, ¢
B, monsaTISL SKJIEKTVIKA ! l
3HaHe 5, Betiib B cebe HUYTOXAET JIVIIEMM
A et . Y | . y KanT oTBepraer
_ B mmmcbMe K ['epir
Unes K JIen6mmity! Py
T'aprman a, K Ilnarony! (kax JleviOmwir cam. S. 5! S. 39)
Tpennenenbypr b, l
Bynnr? c, _
i JeviGrmiia mpobiieMa rapMOHMY He B COTJIACUM IIpeLICTaBIIeHVs
VI BeIllN, a IpeCTaBIeHnI APYT ¢ gpyroM! «MoHamgsl He IMEIOT OKOH»!
CitemoBaTebHO, 3TO BOIIPOC O B3aIMHOM CO3HAHWMY, ITIOHVMAaHWM U TIp.
JleniOnmn TyT Hetrpas. OrpaHNYVII allllepPLEIIINIO MHANBUIOM!
Bo3moxxHocTI
A
- N\
I, TpaHCcUeHeHTHOe TpaHCLeHIEeHTHOe II, o 111, a, TpaucuenperntHoe 11, b, TpancriernerTHOE
_ PpaBHBI WK
1) l 2) | | Koppernsays | (3) T (4) = xoppersiuyst ©) | | TF0BOTI CTereHm
O VIMMaHeHTHOe VMIMMaHeHTHOe VIMMaHeHTHOe VIMMaHeHTHOe
Bre gyteMMebl

OKas3bIBAETCSL:
Hnﬂ a, Kanr cam Ho oH BHe aniteMMBI He, Kak HEVI6HVIH, IIOTOMY YTO OH
BHE VJIeMMbi! IIpe3eHTaTVBEH, a IIOTOMY, YTO OH HaJICTPOII BTOPOVL 9TaX

! (Iomerrayap cp.!): asieHme (0ObEKT IIpeCTaBIIEH ) — IIOHATIE
(cy©BexT) 11 IIOIMEeHWIT BOIIPOC O peaTbHOCTHM BOIIPOCOM 00

KpuTHUimsm!
oobextusHOCTHM! (Cp. Frischeisen-Kohler, Realitdtsproblem. S. 14%)

B, aBrrenme

INousTre - 1dea - nomen - conceptus

! <Cwm.: (JTokk, 1898, c. 536).>

2 <Cwm.: (Leibniz, 1840, p. 396, 419, 351, 5, 485).>

® <Cwm.: (Leibniz, 1840, p. 5, 39).>

# <CM.: «Y MMPOBOTO LIEJIOrO HET APYTovi HAIMYHOCTY, KPOMe KaK B IIOHSITUSIX M CYXXIEHVSIX HayIHOTO ITO3HAHVISL.
Tem cambIM po0IIeMa peasTbHOCTH CBOINTCS K ITpobiteMe o0bekTrBHOCTI» (Frischeisen-Kohler, 1912, S. 14).>
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Kant

Dilemma

(treatment of the dilemma before Locke: argument between sceptics and dogmatists)
Locke 536.! Leibniz 396 and 419, 351, 5, 485>

Object
{ Represlentation }
Locke:
Thing
!

Sensible intuition — questions reality of existence of things: answer: clearly distinguishes true from
illusory, and consequently thereby recognises “the thing”.

Leibniz:

questions veracity of some representations:

answer: guarantee of eternal truths and their order!

Kant:

Object

a, representation
[, concepts

Y, knowledge

Common sense =
empiricism according
to Kant.

Theory of naive realism.

1, X thing in itself
!
Representation
Eclectics
5, thing in itself
+
Idea
Of Hartmann a,
Trendelenburg b,
Wundt? C,

Possibilities
A

Common sense

2, X thing — without an sich

presentation

Eliminates dilemma

!

To Leibniz!

Rationalism
<antique>
according to Kant

3, X thing in itself
!

creation

To Plato! (like Leibniz himself. P. 5! P. 39%)

Occasionalism
4, thing in itself | God, a
= Harmony, b
idea Monad, ¢

|

Kant rejects

in letter to Herz

For Leibniz the problem of harmony is not correspondence of representation and thing,
but of represenatations with one another! “Monads have no windows”! Consequently,

it is a question of mutual consciousness, understanding etc. Leibniz is wrong here.
Limited apperception to individual!

I, transcendental

® |
O

transcendental

(2) | | correlation

immanent

End up outside

Fro a, Kant is himself
outside the dilemma!

l

criticism!

, phenomenon

Concept - idea -

II, o

@ 1

immanent

dilemma:

—

III, a, Transcendental

4)

immanent

correlation

II1, b, Transcendental
equal
e o

immanent

But he is outside dilemma not like Leibniz because he
is representative, but because he added a second story
(cf. Schopenhauer!): phenomenon (object of representation) —

concept (subject) and supplanted the question of reality
with the question about objectivity! (Cf. Frischeisen-Kéhler,
Realitdtsproblem. P. 14%)

nomen - conceptus

! <See : (Locke, 1898, p. 536).>
2 <See.: (Leibniz, 1840, pp. 396 and 419, 351, 5, 485).>
% <See: (Leibniz, 1840, pp. 5, 39).>
* <See: “The world as a whole has no other solidity than in the concepts and judgments of scientific cognition. In this way
the problem of reality is reduced to the problem of objectivity” (Cf. “Das Weltganze hat keinen anderen Bestand als in den Be-
griffen und Urteilen der wissenschaftlichen Erkenntnis. Damit reduziert sich das Realititsproblem auf das Problem der Objektivitiit”)
(Frischeisen-Kohler, 1912, p. 14).>
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ok ok
K cogpusmy Kanma [<ap36> 98]

KanTnancrso 1o cymectsy — dyaausm. V1 aTo
npenmnocsbuika Kaura. Vmeanvcrer ObUmi coBep-
IIIeHHO IIpaBbl, IIOCKOJIbKY HaIlpaBJIsiI BCe YCU-
JIVsl Ha IIpeoiosieHVie 3Toro ayanusma. Ho oHn e
BpeMs MCXOOWIIV U3 ero npusHaHusg. OTBepruyTh
IyasIv3M MOXKHO OBLIIO TOJIBKO OTBEp)KeHWeM pas-
nlejleHUsl, — TaK HauuHaeT lerens («PeHOMEHO-
norus gyxa». Beenenme. Crp. 35 c.’). V1 oH mipas,
KOT/Ja FOBOPUT O «ITy TV €CTeCTBeHHOIO CO3HaAHMsI»
(37), HO caM-TO OH CTAHOBUTCS [JIs IIPEOIOJIeHNs
Iyajiv3Ma Ha OJIHY M3 CTOPOH JvuieMMEL Ionyua-
eTcss — MoHM3M. Ho 3T0 OTHOCUTCS K CYLIHOCTU
BCSIKOT'O MOHWM3Ma: npukpui6ams IBOVICTBEHHOCTb.
HeiicmBumenvroe pasdeserue Bceeda npeodoseba-
emcs UCKAI0HeHHbIM MpembiM, HO BOITPOC: €CTh JIN
O0HO? [1y19 3TOro Hy>XHO OIpeleINTh OCHOBaHNe
TleJIeH s,

B3
Kanr — gmremMa.

B taxom-To romy Kues Obu1 paspylieH Tatapa-
MM DTO IIPOM3OIIUIO WiIM OTTOro, 4to Kues Obut
CJ1a0, VIV OTTOrO, YTO TaTapbl OBLIIV CYUIBHBL Ta-
KOW ke XapaKTep HOCUT KaHTOBCKas AuieMmal
[lo3HaHMe, KaK OTBeT Ha BOIIPOC, €CTb KOppesIs-
1Vl CyObeKTa 1 0ObeKTa, — 3TO KOHCTaTUpPYyeTcs
KaK (paKT ¥ HeJIb34 MCKaTh OOBSICHEHNS B pacuJle-
HeHUN Koppesrsaun! MoXHO cripalimBarh O JI¥o-
OOM MCTOUYHVKE IIO3HAHMS, VI B HEM HOJDKHA 00-
Hapy>XUTbCA 3Ta KOppeJIslyis, pa3 3TO HOoJIoKeHVe
OTHOCUTCSI K CyIIecTBy IIO3HaHWMs. SICHO Takxke,
YTO 3TOT BOIIPOC He OCHOBHOV, IIOTOMY YTO caMma
KOppeJIdliys MOXeT ObITh YCTaHOBJIeHa TOJIBKO Ha
IIo4YBe BOIIPOCA O TOM, 4Mmo ectnb. ITOOBI IIpeBpa-
TUTB 3TOT BOIIPOC B OCHOBHOVI, ObLIV IIPeNIIpUHS-
TBHI BCe YXMILPeHMs ceslaTh M3 cyObeKTa OTBJle-
YeHHBIV honsens.

7 <3pgece m paee Illmer HIpwWBOOWT CTpaHWMIIBI IIO

vsaamto: (l'eress, 1913, c. 35 n wien.).>
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T. G. Shchedrina, I. O. Shchedrina

kO
On Kant's sophism [<illegible> 98]

Kantianism is essentially dualism. This is
Kant’s starting premise. Idealists were quite
right in bending their efforts to overcoming
this dualism. But they have always recognised
it. Dualism can only be rejected by rejecting di-
vision. This is the opening of Hegel’s Phenom-
enology of the Spirit. Introduction, p. 35{f*). He
is right when he speaks about “the path of nat-
ural consciousness” (37), but he himself takes
one side of the dilemma to overcome dualism.
The result is monism. But then this is true of all
kinds of monism: fo cover up duality. Real divi-
sion is always overcome by the excluded third, but
the question is, does it exist? This calls for de-

termining the grounds for division.

ek
Kant — dilemma.

In the year so and so Kiev was destroyed by
the Tatars. It happened because Kiev was weak
or because the Tatars were strong. Kant’s di-
lemma has the same character. Cognition, as an
answer to the question, is correlation of subject
and object — this is stated as a fact and there
is no point in looking for an explanation of the
division of correlation. One may ask about any
source of cognition and it must reveal the corre-
lation if this proposition applies to the essence
of cognition. It is also clear that this is not the
main question because the correlation itself can
only be established on the basis of the question
what is? To turn it into the main question every
trick has been used to turn the subject into ab-
stract nonsense.

8 <Hereinafter Shpet cites pages according to the
Russian edition: (Hegel, 1913, p. 35£f.).>



T.T. Wenpuna, 1. O. llenpuna

Lk okl
KanToBckui codpmsm.

I, 1, Hukakoe mcTosikoBaHMe CyOBeKTa He II0-
MoraeT, — BCSAKMUM VJIeaIn3M eCTb CyOBeKTUBI3M
deHOMEHaIMICTUYECKOTO IV  MHTEeJUIeKTyasIu-
CTMYECKOrO TUIIA, resp., CEHCYyaIVICTIYeCKOro VI
JIOTTYeCKOTO.

2, Besikoe TpeTbe HEBO3MOXKHO, IIOTOMY YTO 3TO
He JIOT/I9ecKoe JiejieHne 1o principium divisionis,
a BeIlHOe IIPOTVMBOIIOCTaBJIeHe.

3, Ommbka camoro KaHTa B TOM, 4TO OH BBeJI
3TO TpeThe B BUZle BeIIn B cebe.

4, OnposepxeHne codusma JOIDKHO MIATU He
uepes OIpoBep)keHMe Weaans3Ma [CyOBeKTMBI3-
Ma], TIOTOMY 4TO MjeannsM [cyOpekTmBm3M] (Kpu-
TUIM3M — aprymenTanys Ilemivaral) nuraercs
TOJIBKO OTPUIIAHMEM peasin3Ma [00beKTBI3Ma), a
Jepes yTBepXKIeHVe peaIn3Ma.

5, PeastuiaM TOJIBKO TOra He HornazaeT B copm-
CTMYECKYO JIOBYIIIKY, KOI7la OH caM He IOJHVMa-
€T BOITpOca O «Bellax B ce0e», a TOBOPUT TOJIBKO O
TIeVICTBUTEITbHOCTA.

II, 1, Codpmam BO3HMK 13 >kejlaHMS 0OOCHOBATh
BO3MOXXHOCTb IIO3HaHM, IIO3TOMY 3TOT BOIIPOC
IOJDKeH OBITh paspellleH peasn3MoOM, — TOITIa
TOJIBKO BIIOJIHE yCTpaHseTcs gujieMMa.

2, [IyweMMa cama 3aTpyaHseT pellleHye 3TOro
BOIIPOCa OrpaHMYeHVeM VICTOYHMKOB IIO3HAHMS
4yBCTBEHHOCTBIO ¥ PacCyKOM ¥ OTpuUlIaHUeM
VIHTeJUIeKTYaJIbHOV MHTY WLV U pasyMa.

3, [Ipsamornt myTh ee ycTpaHeHUs — B yTBePXKe-
HUY MHTEeJUINTOeIbHON MHTYUIINN, TO eCTh Tpe-
Thd cTylleHb y Kanta [Vernunft — ?].

4, XXeanve KaHra yoBjieTBOpsieTcs yKa3aHW-
eM MJleaJIbHOTO IIpeMeTa 11 oOpartieHveM K [ Tia-
TOHY.

I1I, 1, Ycrpanenue cyObeKkTBI3Ma €CTh YCTpa-
HeHVie TeOpu1 IT03HaHMS B KauecTBe IIPUHIINIIOB,
VI «I1epBoVi PrIocopmm».

2, CneqtoBaTesIbHO, YTBEepKIIeHMe JIeVICTBUTe Ib-
HBIX IIPUHIIUIIOB, B CBeTe KOTOPBIX KAaHTOBCKAs
AuIeMMa TI0JTy4aeT HOBOe 3HaueHMe: CyObeKT U
O0BEKT KOPPEeJIATUBHBI, a IIOTOMY He MOXeT ObITh
BOIIPOCAa O TOM, YTO C 4eM coobpasyercs (ropa u
IIOJIVIHA).
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Kant’s sophism.

I, 1, No interpretation of the subject helps —
all idealism is subjectivism of the phenomenal-
istic or intellectualistic type, resp., sensualist or
logical.

2, No third member is possible because it is
not a logical principium divisionis, but objec-
tive contradistinction

3, Kant's error was that he introduced the
third as thing in itself

4, Sophism should be refuted not through
refutation of idealism [subjectivism] because
idealism [subjectivism] (criticism — Shelling’s
argument!) is sustained only by negation of re-
alism [objectivism], but through affirmation of
realism.

5, Realism is not caught in the sophist trap
only when it does not itself raise the question
of the “thing in itself”, but speaks only about
reality.

II, 1, Sophism arose from the desire to
ground the possibility of cognition, such that
the question has to be solved by realism — only
then is the dilemma completely eliminated.

2, The dilemma itself complicates the solu-
tion of this question by limiting the sources of
cognition to sensibility and understanding and
denying intellectual intuition and reason.

3, The straightforward way to eliminate I is
to affirm intelligible intuition, that is, Kant’s
third stage [Vernunft — ?]

4, Kant’s wish is met by pointing to the ideal
object and invoking Plato.

111, 1, Elimination of subjectivism is elimina-
tion of the theory of cognition as principles, or
“the first philosophy.”

2, Consequently, the affirmation of real prin-
ciples in the light of which the Kantian dilem-
ma acquires a new meaning: the subject and
object are correlated, thus making irrelevant
the question of what corresponds to what (the
mountain or the valley).



3, HoBelm Bommpoc BO3HMKaeT, KOrja y3HaeM,
YTO IIpeAMeT ecTb 3MIVpudecKas HAeVICTBUTEeIb-
HOCTb WIN ¥AeastbHast CYIIHOCTE (KOrjla y3HaeM,
UTO «TOpa» ecTh «Be3yBuin»).

4, Tyt onpepesisieTcsl, 4TO 3a7adert riepBovt pu-
JI0COUL SIBIJISIETCS «IIpeIMeT» KaK [IeVICTBUTEIIb-
HOCTB ¥ CyLIIHOCTB, ens.

Kk
Kanma ouremma.

Camag auiemma Kanra (aaTmresuc, Jpoouimn
§ 142%) monyvaeTcs M3 IIpU3HAHMS HAJIMIHOCTY
«aIlpuopHOro 3HaHMs»"”. Ho TyT M MOXHO mOKa-
3aTh, YTO KAHTOBCKOE JIOITyIIleHVe He eHCTBeH-
HO€, CTOUT TOJILKO IIPM3HATh, YTO «IIPeAMeThD» He
CYTh OHW «BeIV» SMIOVpPUIecKoro mmpa. Apy-
TVIMU CJIOBaMM, CTOUT TOJIBKO ITPM3HATh HaJINY-
HOCTB «aIlIpVOPHBIX» IIpeaMeToB! B obmiem Bue,
KOHEUYHO, BCSKUVI peayli3M eCThb TO4YKa 3peHMs
alpYOPHOCTY IIPeAMETOB sl MO3HaHMs, HO s
MIMeIO B BUJIY JIpyroe. AIIpMOPHBIMMU ITpeMeTa-
MU s Ha3bIBalO Te IIpe/IMeThl, KOTOpbIe He BO3HU-
KaroT (M He IIPUXOJIST) B MCTOpuio Mupa. Camo co-
6ot pasymeeTcs, 4TO yIoTpeOsleHHOe MHOIO BbI-
pakeHMe «CTOUT TOJIBKO IPU3HATh» He yKasblBa-
eT Ha MX T'MIIOTeTUYHOCTh, — Torja Kak y Kan-
Ta MMEHHO T'MIIOTe3a, — a TOJIbKO Ha MX aHTU-
TeTUYHOCTH (CJIydarHocTH!), OHU JOJDKHBI OBITH
IIPOCTO yKa3aHbI «B» (pakTe. YcMOTpeHMe ee U
€CTh TaKXXe yTBepXK/IeHVe allpVOPHOCTY 3HAHWSL.
B sTom mctunHBIN 1iytaToHM3M. KaHT xomes 110-
HuMatb [Iitarona srydrmte camoro IliiaroHa, xoTs

8 <Cm.: (Drobisch, 1887, S. 178 —179).>

19 Bompoc O ero CHMHTETMYECKOM XapaKTepe HYXXHO
OCTaBUTh B CTOpPOHe. MBI UMeeM B BUIY TOJBKO
«pacIIMpsIoIee» 3HaHNME, XOTs OBl IIOTOMY, UTO MIHOTO
He ObIBaeT. XOTs B 00IIIeM cjleflyeT 3aMeTUTh, YTO BOIIPOC
0 «pacmVIpeHWMN» 3HAHMSA €eCTb BOIIPOC COBEPIIEHHO
TPeThECTEIIEHHBIVI;  CYILIEeCTBEHHO:  VICTMHHO  WIN
HEWCTVHHO Hallle 3HaHMe, a He TO: «PaCIINpPseTCs» OHO
VIV «Pa3bsCHSIETCS»;, 9TO MOXeT OBITh CYIIeCTBEHHO
TOJIBKO C TOUKM 3PEHNS IIeIarOrMuecKorl.

T. G. Shchedrina, I. O. Shchedrina

3, A new question arises when we learn that
the object is empirical reality or ideal entity
(when we learn that “the mountain” is Vesu-
vius)

4, This determines that the task of the first
philosophy is the “object” as reality and es-
sence, ens.

ek
Kant's dilemma.

Kant’s dilemma (antithesis, Drobisch § 142%)
arises from recognition of the existence of “a
priori knowledge”.?* But this is the chance to
show that Kant’s assumption is not the only
one, all that it takes is to recognise that “ob-
jects” are not only “things” of the empirical
world. In other words, one only has to recog-
nise the existence of “a priori” objects! In gen-
eral, of course, every kind of realism assumes a
priori objects of cognition, but this is not what
I have in mind. In my view a priori objects are
objects which do not appear (or come) into the
history of the world. It goes without saying
that my use of the expression “all it takes is to
recognise” does not suggest their hypothetical
character — whereas with Kant it is precisely
a hypothesis — but only their antithetic (con-
tingent) character!, they need only be indicated
“in” fact. Discerning it constitutes affirmation
of the a priori nature of knowledge. Herein lies
true Platonism. Kant wanted to understand Pla-
to better than Plato himself, although he could
not even understand it better than Brucker!*
Meanwhile to justify his Copernican ambition

19 <See: (Drobisch, 1887, pp. 178-179).>

% The question of its synthetic character has to be set
aside. We mean only “expanding” knowledge if only
because there is no other kind. In general, though, it has
to be noted that the question of “expanding” knowledge
is tertiary; what matters is whether our knowledge is true
or not and not whether it is “expanded” or “explained”;
this may be important only from the pedagogical point
of view.

2 <Brucker Johann Jacob (1696 — 1770), historian of
philosophy, see: (Brucker, 1742). On Brucker’s influence
on Kant see: (Baum, 2019, p. 20).>
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T.T. Wenpuna, 1. O. llenpuna

He Moe ero TIOHMMaTh jyuile bpykepa®! Mexmy
TeM IJIsg OIpaBIaHMs CBOEro KOIepHMKaHCTBa
KanTy nipexne Bcero Hy>XHO ObIJIO OBI OITpOBep-
rayTh [InaTtona. Meicab xe IlnaTona scha: @e-
oH 76 d-e?!.

VnTepecHo, uto xorga KanT onmposepraet ujie-
aJI3M II0 OTHOIIIEHMIO K peaJIbHOCTV BHEIITHero
Mupa, OH mpuberaer K crioco0y aHaJIMTUYeCcKO-
My<,> Ilnarony (aHTuTeTnyeckomy?). ITpobnema
ero codms3Ma ecTh, II0 CMBICITY, ITpodJIeMa «pealb-
HOCTI» IipemeTa, KaHT ke fiestaer mpeamer de-
HOMeHaJIbHBIM, BO3HVMKaeT CyOBeKTMBI3M, U ITPo-
Or1ema cTaHOBUTCS ITPOOIIEMOT «OObeKTUBM3Ma —
cyobexkTuBM3Ma». Ho TyT, KoHe4HO, <ecTh> Ipo-
671ema J10 Tex Iop, IToKa peyb 1eT 00 aHasIu3e co-
3HaHMs, a HaUMHaeTCcs OHa, KOrjja BOIIpoC MeT O
dusmorornm 1 ICUXoJIorny U4yBCTBEHHBIX OIIlY-
meHnn [K cpaBHeHMIO ¢ [ImatoHoMm, cMm. Tpenpe-
neHOypr, T. II, cTp. 50477

20 <Bbpykep (Brucker) WMoann-fxos (1696—1770) —
ncropuk dmtocodpumn, cm.: (Brucker, 1742). O BiamstHUM
bpykepa Ha Kanra cm.: (baym, 2019, c. 20).>

2 <Cp.: «...eClIM CyILIeCTByeT TO, YTO IIOCTOSIHHO Y
HAac Ha 43bIKe, — IIpeKpacHOe, U HoOpoe, 1 Opyrue
IooOHOro pora CyIIHOCTM, K KOTOPBIM MBI BO3BOLVM
BCe, TIOJIyYeHHOE B UyBCTBEHHBIX BOCIIPUSTSIX, IPUYIeM
OoOHapy>KMBaeTCsl, YTO BCe 3TO IOCTAIIOCH HaM C CaMOro
Havajla, — ecJIv 3TO Tak, TO C TOW XK€ HeOOXOIMMOCTRIO,
C KaKOVI eCTh 3TM CYILIHOCTH, CyIIecTByeT 1 Hallla [Jyllla,
IpeXxie YeM MBI POAMMCS Ha cBeT. Ecim xe oHUM He
CYILIECTBYIOT, pasBe He IIUIO OBl HaIlle pacCy’KIeHue
COBCEM IO-MHOMY? 3HA4WT, 3TO TaK, VI B PaBHOV Mepe
HeOOXOOVMMO CYIIeCTBOBaHMe ¥ TaKMX CYIIHOCTEV, U
HAITIVIX AYIII ellle [0 Halllero POXKIEHMsI, V1, BUIVIMO, eCiIi
HeT OJIHOT'O, TO HeT U APYyroro?

— ITo-moemy, 310 coBepireHHO Heobxommmo, Cokpar»
(ImaTon, 1993, c. 31).>

2 <Cp.: «Korma ITinaToH B “@emone” mokasbiBaeT IPUIIO-
MMHATeIbHOEe CYIEeCTBO ITO3HAHMS [IOBOIOM, YTO BeIN
Bcerja KaXyTcs HaM OTCTAIOLIMMM OT TOrO, UYeM OBl MM
XOTeJIOCHh WJIV CJIEHOBAsIO OBITh IIO-HACTOSIIEMY, a MeX-
Iy TeM YyBCTBa BCerTia ITPeICTaBIISIOT X HaM TOJIBKO TaK,
KaK OHU [IeVICTBUTEIBHO €CTh: TO MBI JIETKO pacIio3HaeM
371ech IIpeIIiosIaraeMyIo I1ejIb, KOTOpas TUXOMOJIKOM IIpV-
HVMAaeTCsI 32 Mepy, XOTS O HeVl BOBCe 1 He YIIOMIMHAETCSL.
Ty xe camyto 1ieip KaHT HOHSII, KaK MBI BUIENN, B Ka-
YecTBe IIePBUYHOI0, M3Ha4YaJIbHOTO, a priori. Ecrmi, Hako-
Hetr, B ipuBemeHHOM MecTe “®enona” ITtaTon HasbBaeT
paBHOe TaKMM ITOHSATMEM, KOTOPOrO HUIE He HaXOINM
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Kant had first of all to refute Plato. Plato’s idea
is clear: Phaedo, 76 d-e.*

It is interesting that when Kant refutes ide-
alism with regard to the reality of the external
world he resorts to the analytical method, <,>
with regard to Plato (antithetic?) The problem
of his sophistry is basically the problem of the
“reality” of the object. Kant meanwhile makes
the object phenomenal, giving rise to subjectiv-
ism, and the problem becomes one of “objec-
tivism-subjectivism.” But of course there <is> a
problem as long as we are looking at conscious-
ness, and it arises when we are looking at the
physiology and psychology of sensible percep-
tions [on comparison with Plato see Trendelen-
burg, vol. II, p. 504%].

2 <(Cf: "If, as we are always saying, the beautiful
exists, and the good, and every essence of that kind,
and if we refer all our sensations to these, which we
find existed previously and are now ours, and compare
our sensations with these, is it not a necessary inference
that just as these abstractions exist, so our souls existed
before we were born; and if these abstractions do not
exist, our argument is of no force? Is this the case, and
is it equally certain that provided these things exist our
souls also existed before we were born, and that if these
do not exist, neither did our souls?’

‘Socrates, it seems to me that there is absolutely the same
certainty’” (Plato, 2005, pp. 267-269).>

B <Cf.: “When Plato in Phaedo argues that cognition
is essentially ‘recollection” by pointing out that things
always seem to us to be lagging behind what they would
really like or should be, while senses always present them
to us as they really are: we readily recognise here the
supposed goal which is quietly adopted as the measure
although it is not mentioned at all. As we have seen,
Kant understood this goal as the primary, the original, a
priori. If Plato in the cited place of Phaedo designates the
equal by a concept that we do not find anywhere in the
sensible world yet apply it to the objects of senses: this
resembles Kant's identity of self-consciousness as the
ultimate source of any a priori because the equal is what
is identical in quantity.

This may suggest a very close affinity between Kant’s
transcendental idealism and Plato; but this cannot be
allowed because in this case the historical meaning of
the word and the attitude to Berkley would be lost. With
Kant the word idealism does not mean affirmation of the
idea, but the negation of the real in representation. The
teaching of Fichte, Schopenhauer is idealism in the same
Kantian meaning, and this usage is called idealism in the
same Kantian meaning, and the same usage prevails in
Schleiermacher’s dialectics.



NB

I, sMnmpuaecknit peanvsm
II, TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIBHBIN =
IJIATOHOBCKU MIeaI3M
11T, vimest mpyHLIMIIOB

ok ok

B Kante nonaraercs mipeofosieTs Ase Bemn: 1,
IoyanmsMm (Bemib B cebe), 2, cyopekTmBmsM. [Ipeo-
JI0JIeTh Belllb B ceOe IIbITaeTcs yKe MieaInsM, HO
OIIOKa ero B TOM, YTO OH IPUXOONUT, — Kak IIo-
Kasas1 yxe JInOmaH, — K Belu B cebe cO CTOPOHBI
cyonekra! (K 3sHaueHmo «Beru B cebe» bosblraHo
I, 197%)

ITouemy 3a KanTom He 1ociemoBanv wpe-
amere? — CwMm. crareio Hemana B Zu Kants
Gedichtnis®.

Baazodapnocmu: Paboma T.I. lledpunoi Boi-
noaxena 6 pamxkax npoekma VHcmumyma A02uxu,
KO2HUMOA0RUY U PA3BUMUSL AUUHOCTU, 1000ePIKAH-
Ho20 epanmom PH® Ne 22-28-01799 «"Apxué sno-
xu” H.W. XKuukuna 6 xommexcme coBpemenHbix
npobaem memoodosoeuu u gusocopuu Hayku». Mc-
caedoBanue V. O. Lledpunoii ocyuecmbaero 6 pam-
kax IIpoepammer pynoamenmarviuix uccaedobanuii

HIY BIID.

MBI B UyBCTBEHHOM MWMpe, a IlpuIaraeM OfHAaKO X K IIpe]l-
MeTaM 4yBCTB: TO 3TO HaroMmuHaeT KaHTOBy ToXecTBeH-
HOCTBh CAMOCO3HaHMSI, KaK ITOCIIETHVT MCTOYHVIK BCSIKOTO
a priori; TIOTOMy YTO paBHOE eCTb BeIlb TOXXECTBEHHOE B
KOJIYECTBE.

Taxvim 006pa3oM MOXKeT, TI0XKaJIy 1, BOSHVIKHYTh MBIC/Ib
o TecHevmeM cOmokeHnn KaHToBa TpaHCIIeHIEHTAIIb-
HOro wmpeamsMma c IDIaToHOM; HO 3TOTO [OIYCTUTH
HeJIb3sl [IOTOMY, UTO B TAKOM CJTy4ae yTpaTICs ObI MCTO-
pWYecKn CMBICII CJI0Ba, oTHoIIeHMe K bepxiero. Y Kan-
Ta CJIOBO Mlea/IV3M 3HaUWUT Belb He yTBep KieHNe Uiew,
a OTpUIIaHNME PeaJIbHOTO B IIpe/CTaBIeHMN. B TOM Xe
KaHTOBCKOM CMBICJIe Ha3bIBaeTCsl Wea3MOM ydeHue
Ouxrte, Illomenrayspa, u 3To cjI0BOyHOTpebieHMe ro-
crozicTByer ettle u B [1l1eriepmaxepoBort aieKTrKe.

HasBaHue 3T0 IpUHMMAaET, pasyMeeTcs, COBCEM OpY-
roe sHaudeHye, KOIfa, B CMbIC/IE IIO3IHEVIIINX HeMEeITKIX
dm10c0dOB, OHO CBS3BIBAET VIea/IN3M HEITOCPEICTBEHHO
¢ upeen [1aToHa ¥ OTHOCKUT ero He K Belly IIpeJICTaBIIe-
HM, a K MBICJIN B Betlax» (TpenperienGypr, 1868, c. 504).
Cm. 00 atom taxcke: (met, 2016, c. 24 —25).>
% <Cwm.: (Bolzano, 1837, S.197).>
% <Cwm.: (Heman, 1904).>
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NB

I, empirical realism

II, transcendental =
Platonic idealism

111, the idea of principles

o2k

In Kant, two things are to be overcome: 1,
dualism (the thing in itself), 2, subjectivism. Al-
ready idealism tries to overcome the thing in it-
self, but its mistake, as Liebmann has pointed
out, is that it approaches the thing in itself from
the side of the subject! (to the meaning of the
thing in itself according to Bolzano I, 197*

Why did not the idealists follow Kant? —
See Heman’s article in Zu Kants Gedichtnis®)
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