ISSN 0207-6918
e-ISSN 2310-3701

€. By £\ IKBFU
A" 4 A4

KAHTOBCKMI CBOPHMK

KANTIAN JOURNAL

2019

Tom 3 8
Vol.
Ne 1
Kaansnsr paa Kaliningrad
J3paTeABCTBO Baatuiickoro (beaeparbHOTO Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University
VHUBEPCUTETA VM. Ummanynra Kanra Press

2019



KanTosckmuit coopumk. — 2019. — T. 38, Nel. — 100 c.
Kantian Journal, 2019, vol. 38, no.1, 100 pp.

Varepner-azgpec: http:/ /journals kantiana.ru/kant_collection/
URL: http:/ /journals kantiana.ru/kant_collection/

M3maercst ¢ 1975 1.
Borxonur 4 pasa B rop,

Published since 1975
A quarterly periodical

3aperucrpuposaH B DefrepabHON CITyKOe
110 Ha/I30Py 3a COOJIIoIeHIeM 3aKOHO/IaTeJIbCTBa
B ccpepe MacCOBbIX KOMMYHVKALIUT 11 OXPaHe KyJIbTYyPHOTO HaC/I V.
CaupneTesbcTBO 0 perncrpanyy Munncrepcrsa Poccurickon ®epeparivm
110 JIeJIaM I1evaTh, TelepaioBeIaH s M CPEeACTB MaCCOBBIX KOMMYHVIKAIIVL
TV Ne®C77-46310 ot 26 aBrycra 2011 r.

Registered with the Federal Service for Media Law Compliance and Cultural Heritage
Certificate from the Ministry of the Russian Federation for Affairs of the Press, Television and Radio Broadcasting
and Mass Communication Media ITV NedC77-46310 of August 26, 2011

Yupeoumenv
DejrepalibHOE rOCyJaPCTBEHHOE aBTOHOMHOE 00pa3oBaTelIbHOe yUpeXX/IeHe BICIIero oopasoBaHms
«Barrniicknit enepabHbIN yHUBepcuTeT nMenn ViMmanynia Karra»
(236016, r. Kaymmamarpar, yi1. A. Hesckoro, 1. 14)

Established by
the “Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University” Federal Autonomous Educational Institution of Higher Education
(14 Aleksandra Nevskogo st., Kaliningrad, 236016, Russia)

Apnpec penKosUIermum:
236016, r. Kaymuumarpap, yin. A. Hesckoro, 14, BOY um. V. Kanra, Axkagemna Kanrtrana
e-mail: kant@kantiana.ru

Editorial board address:
Academia Kantiana
14 Aleksandra Nevskogo st., Kaliningrad, 236016, Russia
e-mail: kant@kantiana.ru

© Basrruiickun defrepaibHbI yHUBEPCUTET
mm. V. Kanra, 2019

© Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University,
2019



Pedaxyuonnas xosriezis
Imumpueba Huna Anamoave6ua, moxrop dvtocodpckmx Hayk, mpodeccop, HayuHbii aupekTop Academia Kantiana ViHcTuTyTa rymManuTapHbIX Hayk, Barruvickim
denepanpup yausepcutet mm. V1. Karra; mpodeccop, MockOBCKITI TTearormaecKuyi Focy1apcTBeHHbIN YHBepcnuTeT (Poccuis) — IIIaBHBIV pelaKTop;

Yaawiit Badum Asexcandpobuu, KaupmpaT dpvtocodckmx Hayk, goteHT, Academia Kantiana VIHcTHTyTa T'yMaHUTapHBIX HAayK,
Bayrrurickmit denepaibabii yausepenret viM. VI KanTa (Poccus) — 3amecTnTesib I71aBHOTO PeJIakTopa;

Baxano8 Barenmun Asexcandpobuu, moxTop dutocodckmx Hayk, Ipodeccop, YiIbsHOBCKIIT FOCYAapCTBeHHEIN yHVBepcuTeT (Poccusi);
batisep @pedepux Y., moxrop dutocodun, mpodpeccop, Cupaxbiocckuis yamsepcuret (CLIA);
be08 Baadumup Huxoaaebuu, moxTop dutocodckmx Hayk, mpodeccop, Poceuitckmit yuusepeuteT ApyK6br Hapogos (Pocews);
Bacuave6 Badum Basepvebur, moxrop dvtocodcknx Hayk, mpocdeccop, MockoBCKMit rocyfapcTBeHHbI yHuBepcnuTeT M. M. B. JTomonocosa (Poccusi);
Byo Aaen, ioxrop dwuiocodun, mpodeccop, Mnananckui yausepceuret B birymunrrone (CIITA);
Héppauneep Bepno, moxrop druiocodmn, mpodeccop, Yansepcurer Tpupa (lepmans);
Suavbep Andpeir CepeeeBuy, Mitammit HayIHbIVI cOTpyAHMK, Academia Kantiana VIHcTTyTa T'yMaHUTapHBIX HayK,
Banrruitckui deprepabhbit yausepenreT M. V1. KanTa (Poccus) — OTBeTCTBEHHBIN CeKpeTaph;
Kaaunnuxo8 Jleonapd Azexcandpobuu, moxrop drtocodckmx Hayk, mpodeccop, Barruiickuit deepaipabit yrusepeuret mm. V. Kanra (Poccusi);
Kasineeavo Ilayaune, moxrop dutocodum, mpodeccop, I'pornurenckmit yausepcnteT (Hupmepransier);
Kone8 Baadumup Asexcandpobuy, moxrop drtocodpckmx Hayk, mpodeccop, Camapckmit rocyapcTseHHbIv yHUBepeuTeT (Poccusi);
Konyeb MBan demvanobuu, 1oxTop drtonorndecknx Hayk, mpodeccop, bantuiicknit demrepabapiit yamsepenret mM. V. Kanra (Poccnsi);
Kpyeno6 Azexceir Huxoaaebuu, jokrop dtocodcknx Hayk, mpodeccop, Poccniicknit rocyjapcTBeHHBIVI TyMaHUTapHbIN yHUBepcnTeT (Poccnsi);
Mompowiunroba Hean Bacuavebua, moxrop dputocodpckmx Hayk, rpoceccop, IIaBHBIV HayYHbIVI cOTpyaHMK, VHCcTTyT drtococdpvvt PAH (Poccws);

Iywxapckuit Anamoauii I'ennadveBuu, crapimii rperiofiapatesib, Academia Kantiana ViHcTuTyTa ryMaHUTapHBIX Hayk,
Banrruvickuit derepanpabv yHusepcntet uM. V1. Kanra (Poccnst) — oTBeTCTBEHHEIN ceKpeTaph;

Paszee8 Janua HukosaeBuu, noxrop dpusocodekmx Hayk, mpodeccop, Cankr-ITetepOyprekumi rocyrapcTseHHbIv yHuBepcuTeT (Poccus);
Pymanyeba Tamvana I'epapdobna, noxrop drtocodckmx Hayk, mpodeccop, bertopycckuit rocymapcerseHHbiit yausepcntet (bernapycs);
Coboseba Maiis: EBeenvebna, moxrop dvocodcknx Hayk, MapOyprckuv yausepcuteT (lepmanms);
Copuna T'aruna Benuamunobua, noxrop dprrocodcknx Hayk, mpodeccop, MOCKOBCKIMT TOCyJapCTBeHHbINT yHMBepcuTeT uM. M. B. Jlomonocosa (Poccust);
Tummepmant Herc, moxrop duocodum, ipodeccop, Cenr-Duuprocckuii yrmsepcnret (BesmkoGpurarms);

Tpembasi @pedepuix, MOKTOP hrTocodH, CTAPIINL Hay4HbIT COTPYAHMUK Academia Kantiana VHcTrTyTa ryMaHUTapHEIX HayK, Banruiickmit demepanbHbIil yHI-
Bepcuret uM. V1. Kanta (Poccusi); Hayuneiin corpynauk, Coduiicknin yausepceuteT M. Cs. Kimmmenrta Oxpuyickoro (Bosrapust);

Yomxunc Spux, noxrop dtocodun, mpodeccop, Karmdoprumitcknit yausepcuret B Can-[Inero (CIIA);

Yepnob Cepeeri Asekcarndpobuu, moxTop dutocodcknx Hayk, mpodeccop, CankT-ITeTepOypreknii rocy1apCTBeHHBIN
YHVUBEPCUTET TeJIeKOMMYHWMKaIuit M. mpod. M. A. Boru-Bpyesnua (Poccws);

IImapx Bepuep, moxtop dutococdum, moueTHsivt mpodeccop, MapOyprekuit yausepeutet um. Ovmmirma (Fepmarms)

Editorial board

Prof. Nina A. Dmitrieva, Academia Kantiana, Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University; Moscow State Pedagogical University (Russia) — Editor-in-chief;
Dr Vadim A. Chaly, Academia Kantiana, Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University (Russia) — Deputy Editor-in-chief;
Prof. Valentin A. Bazhanov, Ulyanovsk State University (Russia);

Prof. Frederick Ch. Beiser, Syracuse University (USA);

Prof. Vladimir N. Belov, The Peoples’ Friendship University of Russia (Russia);

Prof. Sergey A. Chernov, Bonch-Bruevich Saint Petersburg State University of Telecommunications (Russia);
Prof. Bernd Dorflinger, University of Trier (Germany);

Prof. Leonard A. Kalinnikov, Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University (Russia);

Prof. Pauline Kleingeld, University of Groningen (the Netherlands);

Prof. Vladimir A. Konev, Samara State University (Russia);

Prof. Ivan D. Koptsev, Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University (Russia);

Prof. Alexei N. Krouglov, Russian State University for the Humanities (Russia);

Prof. Nelly V. Motroshilova, Institute of Philosophy, Russian Academy of Sciences (Russia);

Anatoly G. Pushkarsky, Academia Kantiana, Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University (Russia) — Executive secretary;
Prof. Danil N. Razeev, Saint Petersburg State University (Russia);

Prof. Tatiana G. Rumyantseva, Belarusian State University (Belarus);

Prof. Maja E. Soboleva, University of Marburg (Germany);

Prof. Galina V. Sorina, Lomonosov Moscow State University (Russia);

Prof. Werner Stark, Philipps University of Marburg (Germany);

Prof. Jens Timmermann, University of St Andrew (UK);

Dr Frederic Tremblay, Academia Kantiana, Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University (Russia); Sofia University «St. Kliment Ohridski» (Bulgaria);
Prof. Vadim V. Vasilyev, Lomonosov Moscow State University (Russia);

Prof. Eric Watkins, University of California, San Diego (USA);

Prof. Allen W. Wood, Indiana University Bloomington (USA);

Andrei S. Zilber, Academia Kantiana, Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University (Russia) — Executive secretary



Ccbuiky Ha opurvHasibHbIe TeKeTbl KanTta nipusopsTes no nsganuio: Kant I. Gesammelte Schriften (Akademie-Ausgabe). Berlin,
1900 ff. — v odpopmIIAIOTCH B TEKCTe CTaThy ciemyonim obpasom: (AA 07, S. 578), rae cHauasia mydpaMu yKasblBaeTcsl HOMEpP TOMa JaH-
HOTO M3JjaHMs, a 3aTeM JJaeTcs CTpaHuIIa 110 aToMy n3tannio. Cchuiky Ha «KpuTHKy 4mcToro pasyma» oOpMIISIOTCS 10 TOMY XKe M3~
mano, HarrpuMep: (A 000) — my1s TekcTos m3 niepsoro n3manwus, (B 000) — mrst Broporo mamanws vy (A 000 / B 000) — mis dpparmen-
TOB TEKCTa, BCTPEYAOIIVIXCS B 000VIX M3TaHWSIX.

References to Kant's original texts (I. Kant. Gesammelte Schriften (Akademie-Ausgabe), Berlin 1900 ff.) are presented in the follow-
ing form: Siglum, AA (Vol.-Number.), page[s], for example: (MpVt, AA 08, p. 264). Siglen index see here: https:/ /www.degruyter.com/
view/supplement/s16131134_Instructions_for_Authors_2015_en.pdf References to the Critique of Pure Reason are given as follows:
(KrV, A 000) for the texts of the first edition, (KrV, B 000) for the texts of the second edition, and (KrV, A 000 / B 000) for fragments pres-
ent in both editions.



COAEPKAHME

CraTreu

Duaocopusa Kanma

Mep P. Yepes «TpaHclieHIeHTaJIbHYIO IMaIeKTUKy» OKOJIbHBIMU Iy Tamu. ITpun-

LVIITBI OJTHOPOIHOCTY, CIENVIPVIKAIIVVI VI HEIIPEPBIBHOCT . ......veeeeevereraenenenearnenene 7
Jlaiixo X. Tumbel comepkaHyis IpeAcTaB/IeHN y KaHTa ..., 30
Cemenob B. E. Jenyxitns cBoOompl vs meayKiins ombiTa B Metadusuke V. Kanra.... 55

@acopo C. A. KaHT 0 destoBeueckoM JIOCTOMHCTBE: aBTOHOMISI, UeJIOBeYHOCTh M
TIPABA HEJTOBEKA .....voviviiiiieteiieiieteite st sa e sa ettt 81

O0bsaBIeHMs

TpeTpst MeXXTyHapoIHas JIeTH: IIKosIa 110 n3ydeHnto Hacieaus V. Kanra «Kant
O HAYKE VI PALIVIOHATIBHOCTVI ..ovtuvivvisisisesesisistesesesissesesesissebesesessb e sessss bt sens 98



CONTENTS

Articles
Kant’s Philosophy
Meer, R. Taking Detours through the “Transcendental Dialectic”. The Principles of
Homogeneity, Specification, and Continuity ...........ccccocevveeiiinnicinnncccreeccne 7
Laiho, H. A. Types of Representational Content in Kant............cccccocceneiiniininnee. 30

Semyonov, V. E. Deduction of Freedom vs Deduction of Experience in Kant’s Meta-
PRIYSICS .. 55

Fasoro, S. A. Kant on Human Dignity: Autonomy, Humanity, and Human Rights... 81

Announcements

The Third Immanuel Kant International Summer School “Kant on Science and Ra-
HOMNALIEY” <. 98



CTATEA

OMAOCODN KAHTA

VK 1(091)

YEPE3 «TPAHCLIEHIEHTAJIBHYIO
OVIAJIEKTUKY» OKOJIBHBIMM Y TSIMM.
IIPVIHLIVIIBI OTHOPOIHOCTW,
CITELIVI®UKALIMY VI HEITPEPBIBHOCTU

P. Mep!

B xatouebom gppaemenme (A 663 — 664 /B 691 — 692) nep-
Bout wacmu «I[Ipusoxenus k mpancyeHoeHmaibHoll OUalLeKimu-
Ke» Kanwm obcyxoaem cneyuguveckutl cmamyc npunyunod
00HOpoOHOCU, cheyugpukayuu u Henpepwvibrocmu. Tam on
ccblaaemes Ha «yxke 00kasaHHoe ymbepikdenue» u, caedoba-
meavno, Ha Opyeue naccaxu «Kpumuku uucmozo pasyma».
«Tpancyendenmarvuas anasumuxa» u 6 ocobenrocmu nepas
kHuea «Tpancyendenmarsroi ouaiekmuku» npeocmabasiom-
cA memu Mecmamu, ede CHIOUN UCKAMb 1Mom (hpasmenin, Ha
xomopotii ccoaaemes Kanm. Xoms sma konmexcmyaiusayus
u mpebdyem O0asbHeluUX pasMblulAeHIll HA0 CUCeMOTl U pe-
daxmypoil nepboii «Kpumuku», ona maioke nosboisem Ham
NPOACHUML CIAMYC YKAZAHHBIX NPUHYUNOB U ux obocrobarue
6 omuowenuu cybsexmubrou dedyxyuu. B «IIpeducrobuu» x
nepBomy usdanuio «Kpumuku uucmoeo pasyma», a nomom 6
nepboii kHuee «Tpancyendenmarvroi Ouaitexmuxu» Kanm
Bmecme ¢ cybvexmubron 0edyxyueil npediaeaenn apeymeHma-
MuBHy0 cmpameauio, OMAUYAIOUSYIOCS O 00veKMUBHOU, HO
obecnevubarouyio «Hekomopyro 006ekmMuBHY 3HAYUMOCTID
(A 664 / B 692) u, credoBamenvro, 004a0atoujyio cucmema-
muueckum 3HadeHueM 048 NpUHYUNob o0HopooHocmu, cney-
ugpuxayuu u Henpepvibrocmu. Mos yesb — npedL0KUMb
UMMAHEHMHble cmpameuy 044 000cHoBanuA NpuHYUNoE 0o-
HOpOOHOCU, Creyuuxayuy u HenpepsibHocmu 6 cmpykmype
«Kpumuxu uucmoeo pasyma».

KatoueBvie cro8a: Kanm, pasym, udeu, odvexmubras Oe-
Oykyus, cybvekmubHas 0edyKyiLs, mpancyeHOeHmaroHas 0edyk-
yus, 00HOPOOHOCHTb, CheyupukayLLs, HenpepslBHOCIIL, MpaHc-
YeHOeHMAaAbHAA OUAACKINUKA.

1. BBegenmne

PerynsarusHble unen bora, Mupa m gymm cocTas-
JIIIOT VIMMaHeHTHYI0 4JacTb «TpaHcreH eHTaIbHOM

! Tpanckvvi yausepcuret, 8010, Ascrpus, I'par, XammEpunx-
mrpacce, 33;

bayrrmiickun denepanbab yausepcutet M. V. Kanra, 236016,
Poccnsi, Kanmumnarpan, yin. A. Hesckoro, 1. 14.

Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 31.10.2018 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2019-1-1

© Mep P., 2019.

ARTICLES

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

TAKING DETOURS THROUGH THE
“TRANSCENDENTAL DIALECTIC".
THE PRINCIPLES OF HOMOGENEITY,
SPECIFICATION, AND CONTINUITY

R. Meer?!

In a crucial paragraph (KrV, A 663-664 / B 691-692) of
the first part of the “Appendix to the Transcendental Dia-
lectic”, Kant discusses the specific status of the principles of
homogeneity, specification, and continuity. In doing so, he
refers to an already proven argument and thus to other
passages of the Critique of Pure Reason. In search of this
arqument the “Transcendental Analytic” but in particular
the “first book” of the “Transcendental Dialectic” turn out to
be possible reference points. Although this contextualisation
demands further systematic and editorial reflections, it also
allows the clarification of the status of the principles and their
justification in relation to a subjective deduction. Kant offers
with the subjective deduction, as introduced in the “Preface”
(of the first edition of the Critique of Pure Reason) and again
in the “first book” of the “Transcendental Dialectic”, a first
argumentative strategy, which differs from the objective one
but provides “some objective validity” (KrV, A 664 /B 692;
Kant, 1998, p. 602) and therefore has systematic importance
for the principles of homogeneity, specification, and continu-
ity. My aim is to offer immanent strategies for a justification
of the principles of homogeneity, specification, and continuity
in the framework of the Critique of Pure Reason.

Keywords: Kant, reason, ideas, objective deduction,
subjective deduction, transcendental deduction, homogene-
ity, specification, continuity, transcendental dialectic.

1. Introduction
The regulative ideas of God, world and soul

build an immanent part of the “Transcendental Di-
alectic” of the Critique of Pure Reason. Although

! University of Graz, Heinrichstrafie 33, 8010 Graz, Austria;
Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal University, 14 Aleksandra
Nevskogo st., 236016 Kaliningrad, Russia.

Received: 31.10.2018.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2019-1-1

© Meer R, 2019.
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P. Mep

auanekTukm»® tiepsovt «Kpurukm». Xors wmx locus
classicus HaxommTcs BO BTOpow dacTu «[Iprtoxenns
K TpaHCIeHJeHTaJIbHOV [MaJleKTUKe» W, cJlefoBa-
TeJIbHO, OHM He 3aHVMAOT CUCTeMaTMYecKOro MecTa
B CTpyKType nepsolt «KpuTukm», oHM TakKe IPUCYT-
CTBYIOT B IepBOV KHUTe «TpaHcIeHAeHTaIbHOV [I1a-
JIEKTUKW», BO BTOPOVI ee KHIUTe, B YaCTHOCTU B «AHTH-
HOMMM YMCTOTO pa3yMa», a Takxe B «VImeasie uncToro
pasyma» u B «YueHvm o MeToge». CoBceM IO-IpyTroMy
o0cToAT Jieria ¢ IPUHONUIIAMY OHOPOIHOCTY, CIIeIy-
duxarym 1 HerrpepsiBHOCTM. KaHT JIMIIh BBOAUT 3TN
HPVHINIIBL B TIepBoit YacTu «[IprtokeHnst K TpaHC-
LIeHIeHTaIbHOM JMajiekTvke»’. Ilo arom mnpuumHe
OHWV OKa3bIBaIOTCSI B OOJIBIION CTeIeHW WM30JIMpPOBaH-
HBIMM OT OCTaJILHBIX YacTer nepBovt «KpuTuku». DTu
HPVHIMIIBL KaXXyTcs MHOPOAHBIM TesloM B «Kpurnke
UMCTOTO pasyMa» u ocobeHHo B «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
HOVI IVaJIeKTVKe» He TOJIbKO B OTHOILIEHUW apXWUTeK-

2 Tt 0030pa pasJIMUHBIX MCCIIEI0BATEIbCKIIX O3V OTHO-
CUTEJILHO VICCIIeoBaHMs IIpoditeM «[IpuitokeHMs K TpaHCIIeH-
TleHTaTbHOV InanekTnke» cM.: (Ypi, 2017, p. 163 —165; Thole,
2000, S. 113 —148; Meer, 2018, S. 3—8; Grier, 2001, p. 261 —270;
Klimmek, 2005, S. 17—51; Guyer, 1984, s. 115—122; Morrison,
1989, p. 155—172). s Goslee peTaylbHOTO aHaIM3a peryils-
TUBHBIX Mpen bora, Myupa BoOOIe 1 Ayl BO BTOPOVI YacTi
«[TprytoxxeHmsi» 11 X KOHTEKCTa B paMKax «TpaHCIIeHIeHTalIb-
Hot martekTukm» cM.: (Goldman, 2012, p. 124—157; Serck-
Hanssen, 2011, S. 59—70; Engelhard, 2005, S. 385—413; Theis,
2004, S. 77 —110). st meTaqbHOTO aHaiM3a MPUHITUIIOB OJHO-
pornHocTH, crienydrKanym 1 HerpepbiBHOCcTH cM.: (Caimi, 1995,
S. 308 —320; Kitcher, 1986, p. 201 —235; Karasek, 2010, S. 59 —74;
Zoller, 2011, p. 13—28; Krausser, 1987, S. 164 —196). OtHoriie-
HVe «IIePBOVI KHUTM» K «[IprIo)KeHmIo» 1CCIIeNoBaHo B pabo-
tax (Willaschek, 2018, p. 17 —98, Klimmek, 2005, S. 57 —116).

* HecMOTpsI Ha 3TO apXUTEKTYPHOE BKIIFOUEHVIE Pa3/IUHBIX I10-
HATUI Pa3yMa, CTOUT 3aMeTUTh, uTo KaHT He IIPOBOINT CTPOro-
TO pasyIvums MeXy VIesSMI U IIPVHIMIIaMU pasyMa. Bpems ot
BpeMeHV OH Ha3bIBaeT Te U JIpyrue HOHATUAMM pasyma (A 645 /
B 673, A659/ B687, A682/ B710, A685/ B713, A686 / B714),
XOTsI MBI MOXKEM HaWTV pasIfdyie MeX[ly INPVHIIUIIaMI pa3yMa
(OmHOPOIAHOCTBIO, CIIeIIPMKALIME 11 HEITPEPBIBHOCTBIO) U Vifle-
samm pasyma (borom, mypowm, aymort). OmHaKo 3TV IIOHSATHS VIC-
IIOJIB3YIOTCS He CTPOTr0, IIOCKOJIBKY B IIepBovt yacTy «IIpuioxe-
HMS K TPaHCLIEHIeHT/IHO InajieKTnke» (A 643 / B 671, A 644
/ B672, A645 / B673, A 646 / B 674, A 649 / B 677, etc.) TepmuH
udes (pasyma), a BO BTOpovi 4acTu — npunyun (pasyma) (A 674 /
B 702, A676 / B704, A 680/ B708, A684 / B712, etc.).

C cucTeMaTUUeCKOVI TOUKYM 3peHMs CYIIeCTBEHHOe pasiindme
MEX/1y TIOHATMSMM bora, Mypa v Ay M IPUHIIAIIAMU OJTHO-
ponHoCTH, crenUdUKALMI ¥ HEIIPePBIBHOCTY 3aKIII0YAeTCs B
TOM, YUTO VIEV IIPEJICTABIISIIOT COOOVI ITPOIyKT TpeX POpM CHHTe-
3a (a MMEHHO KaTeropu4ecKoro, TMIIOTeTUYECKOTO 1 AMU3bIOHK-
TBHOTO) (A 650 / B 678). HecMoTpst Ha 3TO pasimrdeHme, MeX-
Iy TeMaMy oDevx YacTeyl BUIHBI IepPeKJIMYKYM, HalpuMep II0-
HaTre e (A 643 / B 671, A 686—687 / B 714 —715); morsATIE
ecrecTBeHHOV JnasteKTnkm (A 642 / B 670, A 669 / B 697); pas-
JIMYeHVe IPaBWJIbHOTO U HEIIPaBWIBHOTO YIIOTpeOIIeHs TIOHS-
Tt pasyma (A 653 / B 671, A 676 / B 704); nonsiTvs pasyma Kak
makcumer (KrV, A 667 / B 695, A 680 / B 708); pasmpIiuieHNs o
penMerte B mzee 1 o cxemax maent (A 693 / B 665, A 670 / B 698).

their locus classicus is the second part of the “Ap-
pendix to the Transcendental Dialectic”? and hence
they do not have a systematic place in the archi-
tectural structure of the first Critique, they are also
present in the “first book” of the “Transcendental
Dialectic”, the “second book”, in particular in the
“Antinomy of Pure Reason” and the “Ideal of Pure
Reason”, and also the “Doctrine of Method”. The sit-
uation is altogether different concerning the princi-
ples of homogeneity, specification, and continuity.
Kant merely introduces these principles in the first
part of the “Appendix to the Transcendental Dialec-
tic”.® For this reason, they are largely isolated from
other parts of the first Critique. Not merely with re-
gard to the architectural structure but also with re-
gard to the systematic content, these principles seem

2 For an overview of the controversies and different research
positions concerning the “Appendix to the Transcendental Di-
alectic” see: Ypi, 2017, pp. 163-165; Thole, 2000, pp. 113-148;
Meer, 2018, pp. 3-8; Grier, 2001, pp. 261-270; Klimmek, 2005,
pp. 17-51; Guyer, 1984, pp. 115-122; Morrison, 1989, pp. 155-
172. For a detailed analysis of the regulative ideas of God,
world, and soul in the second part of the “Appendix” and
their context in the “Transcendental Dialectic” see: Goldman,
2012, pp. 124-157; Serck-Hanssen, 2011, pp. 59-70; Engelhard,
2005, pp. 385-413; Theis, 2004, pp. 77-110. For a detailed analy-
sis of the principles of homogeneity, specification, and conti-
nuity see: Caimi, 1995, pp. 308-320; Kitcher, 1986, pp. 201-235;
Karasek, 2010, pp. 59-74; Zoller, 2011, pp. 13-28; Krausser,
1987, pp. 164-196. The relation between the “first book” and
the “Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic” is examined
by Willaschek, 2018, pp. 17-98 and Klimmek, 2005, pp. 57-116.
* Regardless of this architectural embedding of the various
concepts of reason, it is noteworthy that Kant does not strict-
ly distinguish between ideas and principles of reason. Occa-
sionally, he describes both as concepts of reason (KrV, A 645 /
B 673, A 659 / B 687, A 682 / B 710, A 685 / B 713, A 686 /
B 714), although we can find a differentiation between prin-
ciples of reason (homogeneity, specification, continuity) and
ideas of reason (God, world, soul). However, these terms are
not used stringently, because Kant also uses in the first part
of the “ Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic” (KrV, A 643
/ B671, A 644 / B 672, A 645 / B 673, A 646 / B 674, A 649 /
B 677, etc.) the term idea (of reason) and in the second part
(KrV, A674 / B702, A676 / B704, A 680 / B708, A684 / B712,
etc.) the term principle (of reason).

From a systematic point of view, the essential difference be-
tween the concepts of God, world, and soul, and the principles
of homogeneity, specification, and continuity lies in the fact
that the ideas are concluded products from the three forms of
synthesis (these being the categorical, the hypothetical and the
disjunctive synthesis), and that the principles are the transcen-
dental presupposition of the logical structure (KrV, A 650 /
B 678). Beside this differentiation, there are also many the-
matic overlaps in both parts, e.g. the concept of purpose (KrV,
A 643 / B 671, A 686-687 / B 714-715); the concept of a natural
dialectic (KrV, A 642 / B 670, A 669 / B 697); the differentia-
tion between a right and a wrong use of the concepts of reason
(KrV, A 653 / B 671, A 676 / B 704); the concepts of reason as
maxims (KrV, A 667 / B 695, A 680 / B 708); considerations on
the object in the idea and a schema of the ideas (KrV, A 665 /
B 693, A 670 / B 698).



TYyPHOV CTPYKTYPBI TeKCTa, HO Tak>ke M B OTHOIIIeHUN
ero cucreMaTudeckoro copepxxanmsi. OcHOBBIBasdCh
Ha 3ToM dakTe, JI. CkapaBesu IPUXOIUT K BBIBOAY,
uto «[IpmtoxxeHne» ecTh «caMo 110 cebe He3aBVICVIMBIN
Tpakrat» (Scaravelli, 1954, p. 387)*, u B 3TOM >ke CMBIC-
se C. Mapkyuun omnvceiBaeT ero Kak «lIpuioxeHwe,
KOTOpOe He gBJIgeTCs NpwIokeHneM» (Marcucci, 1988,
p. 43)°. MHOI'Me MHTepHIpeTaTOphl PP KUBAIOTCS
3TOVI TIO3UIINY, KiIaccudpumpys nepspyro 9acteb «[Ipu-
JIOKeHMs» KaK WM30/IMpoBaHHBIN (parMeHT «Kpu-
TUKM 91CTOTO pasyma» (Serck-Hanssen, 2011, S. 67;
Heimsoeth, 1969, S. 546; Goldman, 2012, p. 124—157;
Longuenesse, 1995, p. 521 —537).

B aT011 cTaThe S JeTasbHO MCCIIeIyIO0 OMH KIIIode-
Bom1 pparmeHT (A 663—664 / B 691—692) epsont ya-
cn «[IpmstoxkeHmMsT K TpaHCIeHIEeHTaIbHO IVajlek-
TrKe». B Hem KaHT 0OBsACHSET cTaTyC IPUHIINIIOB OfI-
HOPOIHOCTY, crielldUKalny 1 HeIlpepbIBHOCTH, OT-
ChbUIas YMTaTess K ke 00KA3AHHOMY ymbepxoenuio u,
cJleffoBaTelIbHO, K IOpyruM dparmenTam «KpuTmkm
4apcToro pasyma». IlepsbiM 1rarom mMoero axaimsa Oy-
JleT peKOHCTpyKuUMs Jaaemort Kanrom B aTom dpar-
MeHTe CCBIJIKM, a BTOPBIM — JIOKaJIM3allVisl BO3SMOXKHBIX
dparmenTos «TpaHclieHIeHTaIbHON aHAJIUTUKI» U
«TpaHCcIIeHIeHTaIBHOVI VaJIeKTUKI», B OCOOEHHOCTI
«KHmrM nepsort», Ha KOTOpbIe OH cchlylaeTcsd. KoHTek-
CTyaIm3alys 9Toro pparmMeHTa BefleT Hac K TpeTbeMy
mary — oOCy>KAeHWIO cTaTyca IIPUHINIIOB 1 1X 000-
CHOBAaHHOCTV B OTHOIIEHWV CyOBEKTMBHOV [IeHyK-
1. COOTBETCTBEHHO, IIeJIb TaHHOV paboThl — IIpel-
JIOKUTh VIMMaHEHTHBIe CTpaTeruy fAJjis OIpaBHaHMs
MIPVHLINIIOB OMHOPOITHOCTY, CIIeIpVKaLIIN 1 Hellpe-
PBIBHOCTU B (pOpMe pa3MBIIIJIEHUTI O CUCTEMe U pe-
naxType «KpuTHKM 9mcToro pasyma.

2. CraTyc NpMHLUIIOB OJJTHOPOIHOCTH,
crenyipMKaIMy ¥ HeIpephIBHOCTH

Bo dpparmenTe A 663 —664 / B 691 —692 Kant co-
CpefioTauMBaeTCsl Ha BOIPOCe, KacaloIeMcsl BO3MOX-
HOCTW TPaHCIeH[IeHTa/IbHOV JIeAyKIMM ITPVHIINIIOB
OTHOPOJTHOCTY, CIIeIVIVIKAIIVIVI VI HEITPEPBIBHOCTIA®.

B aTmx IIpVHOUIIaX IIprMedaTe/IbHO 1 eJMHCTBEHHO
VHTepeCcHO JIS Hac CJIeyIomiee: OHV KaXXKyTCs TpaHCIeH~
HEHTaJIbHBIMU M, — XOTA COIepXXaT B cebe TOJIbKO miaen

* Y. «da sol[o], un vero e proprio trattato».

> Y. «Una Appendice che non & appendice».

¢ OO0 5KCTEeHCMBHBIX (DYHKUMSIX MIPUHINIIOB OJHOPOHO-
cty, crenmdurkanym u HerpepeBHOcTH cM.: (Lequan, 2015a,
S.1045—1046; Leguan, 20156, S. 1271 —1272; Goy, 2015, S. 2146 —
2147).

R. Meer

to be a foreign body of the Critiqgue of Pure Reason
and in particular of the “Transcendental Dialectic”.
Based on this fact, L. Scaravelli comes to the con-
clusion that the “Appendix” is “for itself an inde-
pendent treatise” (Scaravelli, 1954, p. 387),* and in
the same sense, S. Marcucci describes the passage as
an “Appendix that is not an appendix” (Marcucci,
1988, p. 43).° Many interpreters follow this position
by classifying the first part of the “Appendix” as an
isolated text passage of the Critique of Pure Reason
(Serck-Hanssen, 2011, p. 67; Heimsoeth, 1969, p. 546;
Goldman, 2012, pp. 124-157; Longuenesse, 1995,
pp. 521-537).

In this paper, I develop a detailed examination of
one crucial paragraph (KrV, A 663-664 / B 691-692) of
the first part of the “Appendix to the Transcendental
Dialectic”. In this passage, Kant explains the status
of the principles of homogeneity, specification, and
continuity by referring to an already proven arqument
and thus to other passages of the Critique of Pure Rea-
son. In a first step of my analysis, I reconstruct Kant's
reference given in this passage and in a second step,
locate possible reference points in the “Transcenden-
tal Analytic” and the “Transcendental Dialectic”, in
particular the “first book”. The contextualisation of
this text passage leads in a third step to a discussion
on the status of the principles and their justification.
The aim of the paper is, therefore, to offer imma-
nent strategies for a justification of the principles in
the form of systematic and editorial reflections in the
framework of the Critique of Pure Reason.

2. The Status of the Principles of Homogeneity,
Specification, and Continuity

In the passage A 663-664 / B 691-692, Kant fo-
cuses on the question concerning the possibility of a
transcendental deduction of the principles of homo-
geneity, specification, and continuity.®

What is strange about these principles, and
what alone concerns us, is this: that they seem to be
transcendental, and even though they contain mere
ideas to be followed in the empirical use of reason,
which reason can follow only asymptotically, as it

* My translation of: “da sol[o], un vero e proprio trattato.”

> My translation of: “Una Appendice che non ¢ appendice.”

® For an overview regarding the extensive functions of the
principles of homogeneity, specification, and continuity see
Lequan, 2015a, pp. 1045-1046; Lequan, 2015b, pp. 1271-1272;
Goy, 2015, pp. 2146-2147.



P. Mep

TUIS CTIeTIOBaHVEl SMITMPUYECKOMY TTpVMeHeHMIO pa3yMa,
3a KOTOPBIMV 3TO ITpUMeHEeHVe pasyMa MOXeT CJIeloBaTh
TOJIBKO KaK ObI acCMMIITOTMYECKM, TO eCTh TOJIBKO ITpW-
OmvpKasich K HMM, HO HUKOITIA He [JOCTUTasl MX, — TeM He
MeHee 00JIaJIalOT, KaK CMHTETIYEeCKVIe IIOJIOKEeHIS 4 priori,
0OBEKTMBHOW, ITyCTh VI HeOIlpeJle/IeHHO, 3HAUYMMOCTBIO,
CJIy’KaT IPaBWJIOM BO3MOXKHOIO OIIBITA U JEeVICTBUTEIBHO
yIauHO TIPUMEHSIOTCS TTpu 00paboTKe OIbITa KakK BPU-
CTMYeCKVe OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHMS; OJIHAKO TPaHCIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHasl [eNyKIMS VX He MOXeT ObITh OCYILeCTBJIeHa,
TaK KaK OHa BOOOITle HeBO3MOXKHA B OTHOIIIEHWUV WIew,
KaK 9TO0 OBUIO JOKa3aHO BhIre (A 663 —664 / B 691—692;
Kamnr, 2006a, c. 847 —849).

B ouenb xommakTHOV popMe — Bech ab3arr cocTo-
WUT "3 ogHOTO mpemIoxenns — Kaurt dpopmynmpyer
cIleyroliee COIIOCTaB/IeHNe: IPVHIIUIIBI pa3yMa ecTb
«CHHTEeTWYecKMe IOoJIoXeHms a priori» (A 663 / B 691;
Kant, 2006a, c. 849), oM «Ci1yXaT IIpaBUIIOM BO3MOXK-
HOT'O OITbITa» (TaM JKe) U «Ka’KyTCs TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaIb-
HBIMIU» (A 663 / B 691; Kanr, 20064, c. 847). Onrako B
TO K€ BpeMsI OHM IIPEJICTABIISIOT «3BPUCTIYECKIIE OC-
HoBoroyIoXeHMs» (A 663 / B 691; Kanr, 2006a, c. 849)
B OTHOIIIEHNV BO3MOYKHOTO OITbITA, KOTOPbIE BEIYT 3a
cobovi sMIMpryYecKoe IIpUMeHeHVEe pa3yMa, HO «TOJIb-
KO KaK ObI aCMMIITOTUYECKI» (TaM Xe).

Xotst KaHT B ma"HHOM (pparmeHTe BBIOMpaeT CjIo-
Ba OYEHb OCTOPOYKHO, OH He IIPEeJIOCTaBIISIeT HUKAKOIO
ZIeTaJIPHOTO MCCIIeN0BaHMS TOTO, KaKMM 00pa3oM BO3-
MOJKHO COBMECTWTB 3TV [IBa pas3/IMIHBIX cTaTyca. boree
TOTO, B HauasIe IPVBEIeHHOr 0 ad3alia OH IIog4epKuBa-
eT 0CODYIO npuMeuamesbHoCy, KOTOpasl 3aK/TI0YaeTcs
B TOM (paKTe, YTO OH COIIOCTABJIAET IPYT C IPYIOM JIBa
oIIperesIeHs, 10 3Toro B «KpuTike umcToro pasyma»
CTpOro pasrpaHMumBasIIecs. Ha ocHoBaHMM 3TOTO
COTIOCTaBJIEHNS VI TOTO, UTO TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOe 000-
CHOBaHVIE TIOHSTUI OCYIIECTBYMO TOJIBKO B OTHOIIIE-
HWI K MHOr0oOpa3HOMY BO BpeMeHM VI IIPOCTPaHCTBe
(A 85 / B 117), KauT mpmxoauT K BBIBOILY, UTO «TpaH-
CIIeHJ/IeHTaJIbHas AelyKIs... BOOOIle HeBO3MOYXKHA B
oTHoIIIeHUM me» (A 663 —664 / B 691—692; Kanr,
20064, c. 849). Tem He MeHee OH yTBEXIaeT, UTO IIPVH-
LWIIBL pasyMa o0sIa/iaroT «0OBEKTMBHOM, IIyCTh U He-
OIIpezeJIeHHOV, 3Ha4MMOCTbIo» (A 663 / B 691; KanT,
20064, c. 849), winm, kak oH POPMYJIMPYET 3TO B Cle-
nytorrieM a03alle, «<HEKOTOPOVI OO BEKTMBHOVI 3HAYMMO-
cThIO» (A 664 / B 692; Kant, 20064, c. 849)7.

7 HecMOTps1 Ha BCe pasJIM4Vs MeXIY IIPVHIIAIIAMI OTHOPOIHO-
CTY, crierdpuKarm v HelpepbIBHOCTY 1 MesMu bora, Mupa 1
IV, BO BTOPOIT YyacT « IpUyIosKeHMsI K TpaHCIleHeHTaIbHO
IMayeKTrKe» KaHT ommceiBaeT craTyC MeV CXOXMM 00pasoMm
(Meer, 2018, S. 69—124). Bo ¢dpparmenTe A 669 / B 697 on mm-
IIIeT, YTO UIEV MMEIOT «HEeKOTOPYIO, XOTS ObI HeOIIpeieIeHHY O,
00BeKTMBHYIO 3HaUMMOCTh>» (A 669 / B 697; Kanr, 2006a, c. 855),
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were, i.e., merely by approximation, without ever
reaching them, yet these principles, as synthetic
propositions a priori, nevertheless have objective
but indeterminate validity, and serve as a rule of
possible experience, and can even be used with
good success, as heuristic principles, in actually
elaborating it; and yet one cannot bring about a
transcendental deduction of them, which, as has
been proved above, is always impossible in regard
to ideas (KrV, A 663-664 / B 691-692; Kant, 1998,
pp. 601-602).

In a very compact form (the whole paragraph
consists of only one sentence) Kant formulates
the following juxtaposition: The principles of rea-
son are “synthetic propositions a priori” (KrV,
A 663 / B 691; Kant, 1998, p. 602), they “serve as a
rule of possible experience” (ibid.) and they “seem to
be transcendental” (KrV, A 663 / B 691; Kant, 1998,
p- 601). At the same time, however, they also repre-
sent “heuristic principles” (KrV, A 663 / B 691; Kant,
1998, p. 602) in the treatment of possible experience,
by which the empirical use of reason is guided, but
follows “only asymptotically” (KrV, A 663 / B 691;
Kant, 1998, p. 601).

Although Kant chooses his words in this pas-
sage very carefully, he gives no detailed exam-
ination of how these two different statuses are
compatible. Moreover, he highlights a specific
strangeness at the beginning of the quoted passage.
The strangeness lies in the fact that he brings togeth-
er in this juxtaposition two characterisations, which
were strictly divided in the Critique of Pure Reason
so far. Based on this juxtaposition and the fact that
a transcendental justification of concepts is mere-
ly feasible with reference to the manifold in time
and space (KrV, A 85 / B 117), Kant comes to the
conclusion that a “transcendental deduction [...] is
always impossible in regard to ideas” (KrV, A 663-
664 / B 691-692; Kant, 1998 p. 602). Nevertheless,
he claims that the principles of reason have “objec-
tive but indeterminate validity” (KrV, A 663 / B 691
Kant, 1998, p. 602) or, as Kant formulates this in
the following paragraph, “some objective validity”
(KrV, A 664 / B 692; Kant, 1998, p. 602).”

7 Despite all differences between the principles of homogene-
ity, specification, and continuity and the ideas of God, world,
and soul, Kant describes the status of the ideas in the second
part of the “Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic” in a
similar way (Meer, 2018, pp. 69-124). In passage A 669 / B 697,
he writes that ideas have “objective validity, even if it is only
an indeterminate one” (KrV, A 669 / B 697; Kant, 1998, p. 605),



B orHOIIEHMM 3TOTO PpparMeHTa 0COOEHHO 3aMeT-
HO, 9To KaHT OTCBUIaeT K yXXe JOKa3aHHOMY yTBepXK-
neHMio. B maHHOM ab3arie o mmpobrreMe BO3MOXXHOCTM
TpaHCIIeHAeHTAIbHOM AedyKIUM IIOHATUI pa3yMa
roBOpUTCA Kak 00 yXe pelreHHOV. B "gacTHOCTHM, Ha
3TO yKasblBaeT ppasa «Kak 3TO ObUTO JOKa3aHO BBIIIIE»
(A 664 / B 692; Kant, 2006a, c. 849), oTkpbiBaroras
MHO>EeCTBO BO3MOXXHOCTE TSl MHTepIIpeTarmit. SIcHO
TOJIBKO, UTO TYT OH He MOXKeT cchlIaThcs Ha «[ Ipnitoxe-
HVIe K TpaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHO AMaJIeKTIKe», TTIOCKOJIBKY
1o paccMaTpuBaeMoro pparmMenTa KaHT He mogHMMat
B SIBHOM BUi/ie 3Ty IIpodsreMy. B gacTHOCTM, Havasio ad-
3ama: «B aTMX mpuHIMIIAX IpUMeYaTeIbHO M eVH-
CTBEHHO VMIHTEpecHO ISl Hac cilefylorree...» (A 663 /
B 691; Kant, 2006a, c. 847) — mokasbiBaeT, uto KaHT
TOJIBKO Ha4MHaeT oOcBelllaTh AaHHYI0 Temy. Korma
Kanr nummer «unaTepecHo» (beschiftigt), aTo yxaspisaer
Ha TO, UYTO OH COOVpaeTcsl He TIPeCTaBIIaTh KOHKPeT-
HbIe pe3yJIbTaThl CBOVIX Pa3MBIIIUIEHNT, a CKOpee 00b-
SICHUTP IIPOOJIEMHYIO 00JIacTh, [jIs1 KOTOPOVI ITBITAeTCs
HanTu perreHvie. OMHOBpEMEHHO CJIOBO «eIMHCTBEH-
HO» MOXXET YMTAThCS KaK yTouHeHMe: KaHT BBIHOCUT
BCe IIpoYrie BOIIPOCHI 3a CKOOKM 71 3aHVIMAETCST OJTHIM
TOJIBKO aCITeKTOM CTaTyca IOHSITUI pa3yMa.

CyI1ecTBYIOT /IBe BO3MOXKHOCTU IJIsI IPOSICHEHUS
CCBUIOK BO pparmenTe A 663 —664 / B 691 —692: octas-
sleHHble KaHTOM CITeipl MOTYT BECTH, C OIHOV CTOPO-
HBI, K IlepBovi KHure « T paHCIeH/IeHTaIbHOV aHAJIUTH-
Kv», C IPyrov — K IIepBOV KHUTe «TpaHcengeHTaIb-
HOW IVaJIEKTUKI».

3. B monckax yrBep>KaeHms

3.1. «Tpancyendenmarvuaa anasumuxa» Kax 603-
MOXKHBLIL UCHOUHUK

Crenudunueckasg crpykrypa «lIpumoxkeHuss K
TpaHCIleHAeHTaJIbHOM IMajleKTHKe», B KoropoMm Kaxt

VI OIIVICBIBAET WX KakK «principium vagum» (A 680 / B 708; Kanr,
2006a, c. 867). DT0 3HAUNT, YTO W WieW, Y IPVHINUIIBL pa3yMa
XapaKkTepmsyloTcss B 00enx vacTsx «[TpmioxeHns» Kak BCero
JIIIE VeV, HO oOJla/iatoliye TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOVI 3HAYIMO-
crpio. [laHHET PaKkT 0COOEHHO MHTEepeceH B CBSI3M C YKa3aHVeM
Kanra Bo BrOpom uact «[IpmtoskeHns K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO
TVaJieKTHKe» Ha TO, UTO «HeJIb3sI C YBepeHHOCTBIO TT0JTh30BaTh-
s IIOHSITVEM 4 Priori, He OCYIIeCTBJIsAs TPaHCIeHeHTaJIbHO Jle-
nykimn ero» (A 669 / B 697; Kant, 1998, p. 605), 1 MeHHO 5TOW
3ajjauent «3aBeplllaeTcss KpUTudeckas paboTa YnCToro pasymar»
(A 670 / B 698; Kanr, 2006a, c. 855). Cxoxie BbIpaXkeHMs BCTpe-
yatoTcs Bo pparmenTax A 671 / B 699 u A 680 / B 708, rue KanT
SIBHO CCBUIAETCS Ha 3Ty yXKe IPOBeIeHHYIO0 TpaHCIeHIeHTaTb-
HyI0 genyKuyo. B cHocke 9 1 B paspene 5 (Hexomopas obsexmub-
HASL 3HAYUMOCHTD. 3aKAI04ene) 51 BHOBb K 9TOMY BEPHYCh B OTHO-
IIeHVV AeyKIVV IIOHATUIL Pa3yMa.
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In respect to this passage, it is particularly no-
ticeable that Kant refers to an already proven ar-
gument. The paragraph deals with the problem of
the possibility of a transcendental deduction of the
concepts of reason as an already-solved problem.
This is suggested, in particular, by the phrase “as
has been proved above” (KrV, A 664 / B 692; Kant,
1998, p. 602), which opens many possibilities of in-
terpretation: It is only clear that this reference can-
not refer to the “Appendix to the Transcendental
Dialectic”, because Kant has not explicitly explained
this topic until this section of the text. The beginning
of this passage - “What is strange about these prin-
ciples, and what alone concerns us, is this” (KrV,
A 663-664 / B 691-692; Kant, 1998, p. 601) - in par-
ticular shows that Kant is starting to elucidate this
issue. When Kant writes “concern,” it indicates that
he does not intend to present specific results of his
reflections, but rather to explain a problem area for
which he is trying to develop a solution. Simulta-
neously, the term “alone” can be read as a specifi-
cation: Kant puts all other possible questions in the
background to deal just with the aspect of the status
of the concepts of reason.

There are two options for clarifying the refer-
ence points of the passage A 663-664 / B 691-692: On
the one hand, the trace laid by Kant can lead to the
“first book” of the “Transcendental Analytic”, on
the other hand, to the “first book” of the “Transcen-
dental Dialectic”.

3. In Search of the Argument

3.1. The “Transcendental Analytic” as Possible
Reference Point

The specific structure of the “Appendix to the
Transcendental Dialectic” - in which Kant repeat-

and describes them as “principium vagum” (KrV, A 680 / B 708;
Kant, 1998, p. 611). This means, the ideas and principles of rea-
son are characterised in both parts of the “ Appendix” as mere
ideas but with transcendental validity. This fact is in partic-
ular interesting because Kant notes in the second part of the
“Appendix to the Transcendental Dialectic” that “[o]ne can-
not avail oneself of a concept a priori with any security un-
less one has brought about a transcendental deduction of it”
(KrV, A 669 / B 697; Kant, 1998, p. 605), and precisely this is
the “completion of the critical business of pure reason” (KrV,
A 670 / B 698; Kant, 1998, p. 605). Similar expressions can be
found in the passages A 671 / B 699 and A 680 / B 708, in
which Kant explicitly refers to such an already implemented
transcendental deduction. In footnote 9 and section 5 (“Some
Objective Validity”), I will refer again to this different assess-
ment concerning a deduction of the concepts of reason.
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IIOCTOSIHHO JJaeT CUcTeMaThdecKye CChUIKM Ha ITOHS-
THs paccyaka n3 « TpaHcIeHAeHTaIbHOVE aHAJIMTYIKV»,
HO BCe BpeMsi MOAMUMUIMPYET PeryIsiTUBHOe IIpu-
MeHeHVe pasyMa U VM3MeHseT ero CHUCTeMaTuidecKoe
3HadeHwe, ITofipasyMeBaeT, 4ro KaHT oTpuiiaeT Tpan-
CIIeHIeHTTIbHYIO AeyKIVIO IPVHINIIOB pa3yMa BO
dparmernTe A 663—664 / B 691—692 B oTHOIIEHUM
K TpaHCLeHIeHTaJIbHOV A€YKV IOHSTUI PacCy/l-
Ka. B 3TOM cMBICIIe OH [TaKe CChUIAeTCs B CIIEAYIOIIeM
ab3arie Ha «TpaHCIEHIEHTAIPHYIO aHAIUTUKY»: TaM
OH OT/eJIsIeT BOIIPOC O IpaBe KaTeropuil OT BOIIpoca
0 IpaBe IOHATUI pasyMa, Aejlas pasjindne MeXTy
KOHCUMYymMuBHuiM M peeyAamubHsimM. DTO pasiindeHve
MOXHO HanTu yxe B «CrcTeMaTnuecKoM IIpeJicTaB-
JIleHU 000 BCEX CUHTETMYECKMX OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVISIX
YICTOrO paccyaka», Korma KanT pasimdaeT «ayHaMu-
JecKyie OCHOBOITIOJIOKEHMS KaK YVCTO PeryyIsTHBHBIe
IPVHINITEL CO3ePLIaHMS B OT/IMUME OT MaTeMaTude-
CKVIX OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHWVI, KOTOpPble KOHCTUTYTUBHEI B
OTHOIIIeHMN co3epIianmsi» (A 664 / B 692; Kant, 2006a,
c. 849). Takmm obpasom, KaHT BBOIMT /1B pasHBIX pas-
JIMYeHMs: MaTeMaTdecKye I IVHaMITIecKre KaTero-
pwY, VIV OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVISI paccyfiKa, Y KOHCTUTY -
BHOE U1 PeryJIATUBHOE IIPYMeHeHVe pasyMa (TaM XKe).
CoOTBeTCTBEHHO, PeryJIATUBHbBIE IIPUHIINUIIEI pasyMa
OTJIMYAIOTCS He TOJIBKO OT MaTeMaTWYecKMX OCHOBO-
TIOJIOXKEHUTI, HO U OT OAMHaMMUIecKnX. [yHaMuaeckme
OCHOBOIIOJIOJKEHMS pacCydKa He KOHCHpYKmubHul, B
OTIIMgVe OT MaTeMaTWYecKNx, HO TeM He MeHee KOH-
CTUTYTMBHEL lloHATMA pasymMa — 3TO «peryJIsITuB-
HBle OCHOBOTIOJIOXKeHVIs» (A 666 / B 694; Kant, 2006a,
c. 851), TOCKOJIBKY OHV He OCHOBaHBI Ha PacCyIO9HBIX
cXeMax, a CJIefloBaTeIbHO, He OTHOCSTCS K «IIPeIMeTy
in concreto» (A 664 / B 692; Kaur, 2006a, c. 849)8.

KaHT mcmosnb3yeT onpesiesieHHbINI CTPYKTYPHBIV
71eMeHT «TpaHClleHIeHTaIbHOY aHaJIMTUKIM», HO
HIPVIMEHSIET €ro APYTMM CIIOCOOOM ISl IIPOSICHEHVIS
IPYyTOV M HOBOW IIpo0sieMHOVT obrtacTi. YTo e Kaca-
€TCsT KAHTOBCKOTI CChUTKM B A 663 — 664 / B 691 — 692 Ha
yoke dokaszanHoe ymbepskOeHie, TIPUHINIIBI OTHOPOJIHO-
CTY, crenpUKAIIUM ¥ HETIPEePBIBHOCTY OTINYIAIOTCS
OT 0DOVIX TUIIOB KaTeropmil, a CJIeIoBaTeIbHO, TPAHC-
LIeH/IeHTaIbHAas JeyKIIs HeBO3MOXKHa’.

® Boree momgpoOHBIVI aHAIM3 pas/IMUMs MeXIy KOHCTUTYTUB-
HBIM U PEeryJISTUBHBIM WIM MaTeMaTUYecKuM ¥ dUHaMude-
cxuM npyHOynamu B «Kpuruke uncroro pasyma» cm.: (Birken-
Bertsch, 2015, S. 1264 —1266; Willaschek, 2018, p. 107 —119).

? Bomee Toro, Bo Bropowt dacty «IIpmmoxenvs» KaHT cchuta-
eTcst Ha «TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHYIO aHaIUTUKY», BbIpaykast ey K-
LIMIO TIOHATUII pasyMa depes ee OT/IMUMe OT JAeIyKIUK KaTero-
PUIL: «..JOJDKHA OBITh BIIOJIHE BO3MOXHA X JeIyKIMUsS — Ipu
YCJIOBUV, UTO OHA [IajJIeKO OTKJIOHSETCS OT TOVI AeAyKLWW, KO-
TOPYIO MOXKHO JIOITyCTUTB B OTHOIIEHUM Kateropui» (A 670 /
B 698; Kawnr, 20064, c. 855).

edly creates systematic references to the concepts
of understanding in the “Transcendental Analytic”,
but constantly modifies the regulative use of rea-
son and changes its systematic meaning - suggests
that Kant is rejecting a transcendental deduction of
the principles of reason in the passage A 663-664 /
B 691-692 in relation to the transcendental deduction
of the concepts of understanding. In this sense, he
even refers in the following paragraph to the “Tran-
scendental Analytic”: Therein he separates the ques-
tion of the lawfulness of the categories from the
question of the lawfulness of the concepts of rea-
son by distinguishing between constitutive and reg-
ulative. This is a differentiation which can already
be found in the “Systematic Representation of all
Synthetic Principles of Pure Understanding”, when
Kant distinguishes “the dynamical ones, as merely
regulative principles of intuition, from the mathe-
matical ones, which are constitutive in regard to in-
tuition” (KrV, A 664 / B 692; Kant, 1998, p. 602). By
this means Kant introduces two separate differen-
tiations: mathematical and dynamical categories or
rather principles of understanding, and the consti-
tutive and regulative use of reason (ibid.). Accord-
ingly, regulative principles of reason not only differ
from mathematical principles, but also from dynam-
ic ones. The dynamic principles of understanding
are not constructive like the mathematical ones, but
are nevertheless constitutive. The concepts of rea-
son are “regulative principles” (KrV, A 666 / B 694;
Kant, 1998, p. 603), because they are not based on a
schema of the understanding, and therefore do not
refer to an “object in concreto” (KrV, A 664 / B 692;
Kant, 1998, p. 602).

Kant uses a specific structural element of the
“Transcendental Analytic” but applies it in a differ-
ent way to clarify another and new problem area.
With regard to Kant’s reference to the already proven
arqument from A 663-664 / B 691-692, the principles
of homogeneity, specification, and continuity differ
from both types of categories, therefore, a transcen-
dental deduction is not possible.’

8 For a closer analysis of the distinction between constitutive
and regulative or mathematical and dynamical principles in
the Critique of Pure Reason see Birken-Bertsch, 2015, pp. 1264-
1266; Willaschek, 2018, pp. 107-119.

° Furthermore, in the second part of the “Appendix”, Kant also
refers to the “Transcendental Analytic” by expressing a deduc-
tion of the concepts of reason only in explicit distinction to the
deduction of the categories: From the ideas of reason “a deduc-
tion [...] must definitely be possible, granted that it must also
diverge quite far from the deduction one can carry out in the
case of the categories” (KrV, A 670 / B 698; Kant, 1998, p. 605).
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3.2. IlepBas kuuea «Tpancyendenmaivnou
OUANEKINUKU» KAK BO3MONHBLIL UCIOUHUK

Xota «TpaHcuenneHTanbHas aHaIUTVIKA» W ABJIS-
€TCsl BO3MOXKHBIM VMCTOUYHMKOM, pa3jiMdne MeXy cTa-
TYCOM TIOHSITMV pacCy/iKa M CTaTyCOM TTOHSTU pa3y-
Ma He OTBeuaeT Ha BOIIPOC O TOM, KakmM obpasom Kant
yKe TI0Kas3asl HeBO3MOXKHOCTb JOCTVDKeHUS IedyKIUn
moHSTU pasyma. Ecm Best «TpaHcrieHmeHTasbHas
aHaJIMTUKa» He MOXET CUUTATHCS JTO0Ka3aTeIbCTBOM,
HaM cJIeflyeT BepHYThCs K IepBoy KHuUre «TpaHclieH-
TIeHTaJIbHOVI IVaIeKTUKV» B IIOVICKaX OIIpefieJIeHHOTO
ncrounmka'®. Tospko 3mecks KaHT B sBHOM BujIe Jiesia-
eT HabpPOCOK OTpUITaHM: IeAyKIIUV IOHITUI pasyMa.
W3 sToro cienyet, uTto popMyIIMpPOBKa «KaK 3TO OBUIO
IIokasaHo BbIe» (A 664 / B 692; KanT, 2006a, c. 849)
IIOJDKHa OTChUIATh Hac MMEHHO K cilefiyiolieMy dpar-
MeHTYy. KaHT nmmrer:

CobcTBeHHO, 008ekmubHasn 0e0yKlus STUX TPAHCIIEH-
IIeHTaJIbHBIX UIIeVl B OTJINYMe OT JIeMyKIIUU KaTeropui
HEBO3MOXXHa. B camMoM [1eJie, 3T naen He MMEeIOT OTHO-
IeHMs HY K KaKOMy OOBeKTy, KOTOPBIVI MOT OBl OBITDH
IlaH VIM aJleKBaTHO, UMEHHO II0TOMY, YTO OHU CYThb TOJIb-
ko nnen. Ho cyObekTrBHOE BbIBEEHIE MV U3 IIPUPO-
JIbI HAIIIErO pa3yMa Mbl MOIJIV IIPEIIIPUHSTD U YK OCY-
mectBuu 8 Hacmoauem pasdese' (A 336 / B 393; Kanr,
20064, c. 503).

B atrom dparmenTe Kanrt, ccpulasgch Ha KarTero-
pvM, OTPULIAET HeAyKIINIO Meit. DTO BHOBb IIOAep-
XKVBaeT paHee PasBUTYIO apIryMeHTAllUIO 11 KOHTEeK-
cTyaymsanuio «IpaHCIieHIeHTalIbHOV aHAJIUTUKI».
OpHako Takast pOPMyIMPOBKa CO3[JAE€T IOBOJIBHO
MHOI'O TeKCTyaJIbHBIX IIpo0JIeM IjIs aHa/Iu3a: B I10-
MCKax TOTO, Ha YTO JIAaeTCs CChUIKAa BO ¢pparmeH-
te A 771 / B 799 (Kaur, 2006a, c. 973), BHUMaH1e
01O OOpameHo Ha dpparmenT A 336 / B 393. B Hem
HY)XHO IIPOSICHUTB eIlle OJHY CCBUIKY, €CJIV MBI XO-
THM JOOCTUYb ajieKBaTHOro nmoHmMmaHwmsg. Yro KaHT

10 Bo «BBefieHMM» 1 B «I1ePBOVI KHIUTe» « T paHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHOV
nuanekTrKi» KaHT BBOAWUT, B 9acTHOCTH, naen bora, Mupa u
ALV, HO TakXe 1 POPMYJIMPYET JIOrNYecKye BOIIPOCHI, MMe-
foIIVie 3HaUeHIe [IJIsl «BTOPOVI KHUTM», «[ [pvutokeHMs», a 3Ha-
VT, VI IS IIPVIHIIAIIOB OHOPOIHOCTY, CITEIVI(PVIKALIIVIVL V1 He-

ITPEePBIBHOCTIA.
" Kypcws Mot B mepesome Kemm-Cvmra — «in the present
chapter», B Akademie-Ausgabe — «im gegenwartigen

Hauptstticke».

R. Meer

3.2. The “First Book” of the “Transcendental
Dialectic” as Possible Reference Point

Although the “Transcendental Analytic” is a
possible reference point, the distinction between the
status of the concepts of understanding and the sta-
tus of the concepts of reason does not answer the
question how Kant has already shown that a deduc-
tion of the concepts of reason cannot be achieved.
If the entire “Transcendental Analytic” cannot be
regarded as proof, we have to go back to the “first
book” of the “Transcendental Dialectic” to find a
definite reference point." Only here does Kant ex-
plicitly draft a rejection of a deduction of the con-
cepts of reason. Hence, the formulation “as has been
proved above” (KrV, A 664 / B 692; Kant, 1998,
p- 602) must refer to this passage. Kant writes:

No objective deduction of these transcendental
ideas is really possible, such as we could provide
for the categories. For just because they are ideas,
they have in fact no relation to any object that could
be given congruent to them. But we can undertake
a subjective introduction to them from the nature
of our reason, and this is to be accomplished in the
present section [here italics is mine. - R.M. Kemp
Smith: “in the present chapter”; Akademie-Ausgabe:
“im gegenwadrtigen Hauptstiicke”] (KrV, A 336 /
B 393; Kant, 1998, pp. 406-407).

With reference to the categories, Kant also re-
jects in this passage a deduction of ideas. This again
supports the previously developed argumentation
and contextualisation with the “Transcendental
Analytic”. However, this formulation causes quite
a few other text-related problems for the analysis:
In search of the reference of A 771 / B 799, atten-
tion was drawn to passage A 336 / B 393. At this
point, a further reference has to be clarified in order
to achieve an adequate understanding. What is Kant
referring to when he writes “in the present chapter”
(KrV, A 336 / B 393; Kant, 1929, p. 324)?"!

10 In the “Introduction” and the “first book” of the “Tran-
scendental Dialectic”, Kant introduces in particular the ideas
of God, world, and soul, but formulates also logical consider-
ations with significance for the “second book”, the “Appen-
dix”, and thus the principles of homogeneity, specification,
and continuity.

Tt must be stressed that Guyer and Wood do not translate
Kant’s reference adequately. They make a correction in their
translation which simply passes over the problem of the open
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P. Mep

VIMeeT B BU/Iy, KOT/Ia IIMIIET «B HACTOSIIEN IiaBe»'?

(A 336 / B 393; Kant, 1929, p. 324)"%?

ITpobitema co ccpuIKOVL Ha «Iy1aBy» («Hauptstiick»)
B TOM, YTO «IIepBasi KHUra» «TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOM
IMajleKTUKI», B KoTopon KaHT HamepeH mpownsse-
cTn «cyObekTVBHOe BeiBereHme» (KrV, A 336 / B 393;
Kanr, 2006a, c. 503) uzer, pasaeeHa Ha «4acTi», a He
Ha «IJIaBbl», KaK MOXKHO OBbUIO OBI ITOIIyMaTh, VICXOMS
M3 TeKcTa 3Toro dpparMenTa. [loaToMy Borpoc 3aKiIo-
YJaeTcs B TOM, KyZla BeIeT JJaHHas CChIIKA.

s pemreHMs >TMX Mpo0JieM WHTepIpeTarimmi
BO3MOXKHBI Tpu cTpaTtervyt. Harrra 11e1p 31ece — 1ipo-
SCHUTH (PAKT HEBO3MOXXHOCTV TPaHCIIEH/IEeHTaJILHO
TOemyKIIMy IPVHLINIIOB pa3yMa B X0z pa3MBIIUIeHNII
HaJl BOIIPOCaMM PeIaKIINAL.

ITepsemn monxop, (1) x pereHuIo aTom Ipobiie-
MBI — IIPUHSTB, YTO TepMUH «I71aBa» («Hauptstiick»)
SIBJIIeTCs He OoJIee 4eM OIVICKOVI VITM OIIVIOKOV Ieda-
Ti. KaHTy Hy>XHO OBUIO TOJIBKO HaIIMICATh «HACTOSIIIVIVL
pasmen» («gegenwadrtiger Abschnitt») BMecTo «raBa»
(«Hauptstiick»). Taxoe pereHme kaxercss HamOosee
IIPOCTBIM, ITOCKOJIBKY TpeOyeT MMHVIMaIBbHBIX ITPaBOK.
[ pyroe monTsep>kaeHve 3TOVI TUIIOTE3Bl — TOT PaKT,
4TO TaKasl )Xe BBOAIIasl B 3201y KIIeHne CChUIKa BCTpe-
YJaeTcs B 9TOM (PparMeHTe HeCKOJIBKO pa3, B YaCTHOCTI
B A 309 / B366%u A 335/ B 392 Onmako 3Ta 1MmoBTO-
psIoIascs OommMoOKa MOXeT Takke OBITH CJIEJICTBIIEM
Toro, uro «Kpurnka umcroro pasyma» nmcaiach Kan-

2 B coBpemeHHOM pycckoMm mepesope (Kamt, 2006a)
«Hauptstiick» B HazBaHWMsIX IJIaB 1 B CChUIKaX Ha Te VIV VIHbIE
IJIaBbl IIEPEBOANTCS KaK «IJIaBa», B OCTAJIBHBIX CIydasixX — Kak
«pasgen». Ho Tak ke, To ecTh KaK «pasjies», IIepeBOIUTC 1
c10B0 «Abschnitt». [Tasree B cHOCKax, OMMCHIBAIOIINX OCODEH-
HOCTM aHIJIUVICKMX T1epeBOioB, OyIIeT /1aBaThCsl JOCIIOBHBIN T1e-
PeBOJI Ha PYCCKWVI TOVI VTV VIHOVI BePCHUM 00Cy KIaeMOoro aBTo-
POM aHIJIMVICKOTO IlepeBosia. — [Ipumeu. nep.

B3 CrremyeT moruepkHyTh, uTo ['avtep u Bys HeameKBaTHO Iepe-
Besm cchUIKy KanTa. B cBoeM 1epeBojie oHM fiej1aioT mcIpasJie-
HWe, He IPUHVMAas BO BHMUMaHMe IIpo0IeMy OTKPBITOV CChUI-
k. lamep m Byn mepesonar Hemellkoe «im gegenwértigen
Hauptstiicke» (A 336 / B 393) n3 Akademie-Ausgabe, coBriazaro-
IIIeTO ¢ OPUTMHAIBHBIM M3IaHveM XapTkHoxa (Kant, 1781), kak
«B HacTosimeM paszene» (Kant, 1998, p. 407). Bomee Toro, B 11€-
pesopie I'aviepa u Bypa 3amada cyObeKTMBHOIO BbIBEIEHVIS Bbl-
paXkaeTcs Tak: «3TO Oy[eT coBepIIeHO B HACTOSIIeM pasferie»,
B TO BpeMs Kak KaHT vcriosp3yeT mporiesiiiee Bpemsi, KOrjia -
IIeT ITO-HeMeLIKIL: «...y)Ke OCyIIIeCTBWIN B HaCTOSIIIEeM pasfiee».
B To xe Bpemsa Kemn-CMut niepeBoguT 3Ty dpasy Kak «B HaCTO-
smient Tase» (Kant, 1929, p. 324); oM. Takke m3maHMe TI07, pefl.
M. Bavnresnbra (Kant, 2007, p. 312). Taxov repeBofs, MMeeT IIpen-
MYIIIeCTBO, TaK KaK pasmdaeT, mogooHo Karry, «Hauptstiick» n
«Abschnitt». ITo aTom Ipr4nHe B JajIbHENIIEM aHaJIV3e MBI Oy-
ZIeM VICIIOJIb30BaTh VIMEHHO €ro.

" Bo ¢dparmente A 309 / B 366 Byn mu Tamep mepesopsr
«Hauptstiicke» xak «raBHBIe gacTi» (Kant, 1998, p. 393).

® Bo ¢dparmenTe A 335 / B 392 Byn u I'aviep BHOBB I1epeBOMISAT
TepmuH «Hauptstiick» Kak «pasmgern» («Abschnitt»), Taxvmv o6pa-
30M OIISITh OTKJIOHSSICH OT OpUTMHAIA.
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The problem of the reference “chapter” (“Haupt-
sttick”) is that the “first book” of the “Transcenden-
tal Dialectic”, in which Kant pretends to make a
“subjective introduction” (KrV, A 336 / B 393; Kant,
1998, p. 406) of the ideas, is divided into “sections”,
and not “chapters”, as Kant asserts in this passage.
For this reason, the question is where does the ref-
erence lead?

In order to resolve these interpretational diffi-
culties, three strategies are possible. The aim in this
is to clarify the fact of the impossibility of a tran-
scendental deduction of the principles of reason in
an editorial reflection.

The first possibility (i) to solve these inconsist-
encies is to qualify the term “chapter” (“Haupt-
sttick”) as simply a printing or writing error. Kant
should have written or printed the “present sec-
tion” (“gegenwartiger Abschnitt”) instead of “chap-
ter” (“Hauptstiick”). This solution seems to be the
most common because it demands merely margin-
al corrections. A contrary indication of this hypoth-
esis is the fact that the same misleading reference
occurs several times in this passage, particularly
in A 309 / B 3662 and A 335 / B 392.° However,
this repeated mistake could also be a consequence
of the fact that Kant wrote the Critique of Pure Rea-
son at great speed (see the letter to C. Garve from
7 August 1883, and to M. Mendelssohn from 16 Au-
gust 1783 in: Br, AA 10, pp. 336-347). To sum up,
hypothesis (i) is plausible but some inconsistencies
remain. If, for this reason, hypothesis (i) is not con-
sidered as an ultima ratio, other possible interpreta-

reference. Guyer and Wood translate the German “im gegen-
wiértigen Hauptstiicke” (KrV, A 336 / B 393) from the Akad-
emie-Ausgabe, which corresponds with the original edition
of Hartknoch (Kant, 1781), as “in the present section” (Kant,
1998, p. 407). Moreover, in the Guyer / Wood translation the
task of the subjective introduction is expressed as “this is to be
accomplished in the present section,” whereas Kant uses the
past tense, when he writes in German “die ist im gegenwdrti-
gen Hauptstiicke auch geleistet worden.” In contrast, Kemp Smith
translates this phrase into “in the present chapter” (Kant, 1929,
p. 324; see also the edition of Weigelt: Kant, 2007, p. 312).
This translation has the advantage of emphasising Kant’s dis-
tinction between the German terms “Hauptstiick” and “Ab-
schnitt”. For this reason, the translation of Kemp Smith is used
in the following analysis.

12 In passage A 309 / B 366, Wood and Guyer translate “main
parts” for the German “Hauptstiicke” (Kant, 1998, p. 393).

B In passage A 335 / B 392, Wood and Guyer again translate
the term “Hauptstiick” as “section” (“ Abschnitt”), and thus not
in accordance with the German original.



TOM oueHb ObIcTpo (cM. nmcbMa K K. 'apse ot 7 aBry-
cra 1783 r. m kK M. Menpernbcony ot 16 asrycra 1783 r.,
AA 10, S. 336—347). B nrore rumnoresa (1) mpasmorio-
1106Ha, HO OCTarOTCsl HEKOTOpbIe HecooTBeTCTBY. Ecrm
110 3TOVI HMpvuMHe runoTesa (1) He paccMaTpuUBaeTCs
Kak ultima ratio, To BOSHMKAIOT W JOJDKHBI IPVHVMATh-
Cs1 BO BHMMaHUe IpyTiie BO3MOKHBIe MHTepIIpeTaIii,
KOTOpBIe XOTS U MIMEIOT CBOWM HeJOCTaTKM, HO Bce JKe
ITO3BOJISIOT HaM B3IJIAHYTB Ha 3Ty IIpo0JIeMy MHade.

[pyrasi BO3SMOXXHOCTB (2) 3aK/II0UaeTcsi B TOM, Y4TO
cTpykTypa «TpaHcIieHAeHTaIbHOV IMaIeKTUKI» C ee
IByMsl KHUTaMM, BTOpas M3 KOTOPBIX pasjiesleHa Ha
Tpu «m1aBbl» («Hauptstiicke»), xoppermpyer ¢ mpe-
OBIIYINVM [IeJIeHVIEM BCeVt «TpaHcLIeHIeHTaIIbHO
IVAJIEKTVIKM» Ha JIB€ «IJIaBbl» / «IJIaBHBIE YacTV»
(«Hauptstticke»). DTa rurmoresa nogTeepxaercs «Bse-
IleHVeM B TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHYIO IMaJIeKTUKY», B KO-
TopoM Bonpocel, paccmampubaemvie «TpaHcIieHIeHTAITb-
HOVI [VaJIeKTUKOV», XapaKTepWU3YyIOTCS CIIeyIoM
o0pasoM, paszersiach Ha iBe JacTi: «BoT Borrpocsl, Ko-
TOpPBIe MBI XOTVM paccMaTpuUBaTh B TPaHCIIeH/IeHTasIb-
HOVI IMaJIeKTVKe, CXOMs U3 ee MCTOUHMKOB, IIyboKo
CKPBITBIX B UeJI0OBeUeCKOM pasyMe. MEI pasfgenM 3Ty
IVaJIeKTVIKY Ha JIBa IJIaBHBIX pasfesia'®: B nepbom 3
HVIX MBI VICCITEITyeM MpaHcyeH0eHmHble NOHAMUAL IVCTO-
ro pasyma, a BO 6mopom — TpaHCLIeHleHTHbIe 1 0ua-
AeKxmuteckue YMo3aKAHueHUs YucToro pasymar» (A 309 /
B 366; Kanr, 2006a, c. 473).

B aTom onmcanvm crpykTypel «TpaHcrieHIeHTaIb-
HOVI AvayieKTKi» KaHT mernaeT pasmraue He MeXIy
«IBYMsI KHUTaMW», 13 KOTOPBIX OHa B JeVICTBUTEIbHO-
CTV COCTOUT, HO MeXy «IIByMsI IJIaBHBIMM YaCTSIMI».
Onmako 3To [eleHNe Ha JIBe YacTy COBIIa/iaeT C jesie-
HVeM Ha e KHUT. Takmm obGpasom, «IrepBasi KHUTa»
cootBeTcTByeT «[loHATrsAM uncToro pasymar, a «BTO-
pad KHuUra» — «JlnajekTdeckM yMO3aK/TIOUeHVsIM
YMCTOTO pasyMar. DTUM TIOIAep>XKUBaeTcsl BbICKa3aH-
HOe BBIIIIe ITpeJIIIoJIoKeHe O TOM, YTO B IIO3[IHeN pe-
makmyt KaHT M3MeHWI 3arojloBKU «IIePBOVI» U «BTO-
POV IJIaBHOV YacT» Ha «IIePBYIO» U «BTOPYIO KHUT»,
HO He aJalTHpoBajl OCTaJIbHOV TeKCT K 3TOV ITpaBKe.
@opMynMpoBKa «B HACTOLIIEN IJlaBe» BO (pparMeHTe
A 336 / B 393 TpeTbeit yacTy IepBOVI KHITY BIIOJIHE MO-
JKeT OTHOCUTBCS K 3TOMY, D0Jlee paHHeEMY, [leJIeHIIO".

HasbHeree ITOTBEpXXeHVe TaKOVl ITPaBKM Mbl
MO>KeM HavITU B TpeTheli yacTu nepsot kauru: «Kakmne
BUIbI (modi) YMCTBIX HOHATUN pa3syMa IIpuUHaJIeXarT
K 9TUM TpeM paspsigaM BceX TpaHCIeHeHTaIbHBIX

® Tax B pycckoMm mepesope. TodHee: «Ha [iBe IJIaBHEIE Ya-
ctu». — Ilpumeu. nep.

7 Byap 3TO Ha CaMOM JieJle TaK, IOCIeyIoIe VCITpaBIeH s,
crenanzele Byom u Iaviepom, 6pu1m ObI OITpaBiaHHbL.

15

R. Meer

tions arise and can be taken into account. Although
these alternative solutions involve other difficulties,
they also allow the problem to be seen from a new
perspective.

Another possibility (ii) is that the structure
of the “Transcendental Dialectic” with its two
“books”, of which the second is divided into three
“chapters” (“Hauptstiicke”), correlates with a pre-
vious classification of the entire “Transcenden-
tal Dialectic” into two “chapters” / “main parts”
(“Hauptstticke”). This hypothesis is proven by the
“Introduction” to the “Transcendental Dialectic”,
in which the concern of the “Transcendental Dialec-
tic” is characterised as follows and divided into two
main parts: “All this will be our concern in the tran-
scendental dialectic, which we will now develop
from its sources hidden deep in human reason. We
will divide it into two main parts, the first of which
will treat of the transcendent concepts of pure reason,
and the second of reason’s transcendent and dialecti-
cal inferences of reason” (KrV, A 309 / B 366; Kant,
1998, p. 393).

In this explanation of the structure of the
“Transcendental Dialectic”, Kant does not differen-
tiate between “two books”, of which the “Transcen-
dental Dialectic” is in fact composed, but between
“two main parts”. Nevertheless, these “main parts”
coincide with the division into “two books”. Thus,
the “first book” broaches the issue of the “Concept
of Pure Reason” and the “second book” the “Dia-
lectical Inferences of Pure Reason”, as the headings
express. This strengthens the above-mentioned sus-
picion that in a later revision, Kant transformed
the main headings of the “first” and “second main
part” of the “Transcendental Dialectic” into “first”
and “second book”, but did not adapt the details
of the text to this correction. The formulation “in
the present chapter [Hauptstiicke]” in the text pas-
sage A 336 / B 393 in the “third section” of the
“first book” might therefore refer to this earlier di-
vision.™

Further proof of such a correction can also be
found in the “third section” of the “first book”:
“What modi of pure rational concepts stand under
these three titles of transcendental ideas will be fi-

14 If this were the case, it would also justify the tacit subsequent
correction by Wood and Guyer.
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vzen, o ToM OymeT monpoOHO CKa3aHO B CJIedyIoIeM
pasmerte»'® (A 335 / B 392; Kanr, 20064, c. 503)".

ITpobrnema maBaemor KaHTOM CCBUIKM B TOM, YTO
YIIOMSIHYTBIe 3[IeCh TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHble VIen 00-
CY)XXIIAIOTCs He B CJIeAyIOIell JacTy, a B CJIeIyIOIX
Tpex «IJIaBHBIX YaCTsIx» (MHOXXECTBEHHOE UMCIIO) BTO-
poit kKHurn. EnyHcTBeHHOE unciio B HeMeIkou ¢pop-
MysmpoBKe «in dem folgenden Hauptstticke» (A 335 /
B 392) B Akademie-Ausgabe mofgTBepKIaeT rMIIoTesy
o ToM, uTO KaHT yImie gacTidHo IepecMoTpert CTpyK-
Typy «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV OVaIeKTIKM».

WaTepnperanms (2) mnpeacTaBiseTcss IIeJIMKOM
[IPaBIONO00HOM?!, HO He pelaeT BCe IPOOIEeMbl
dparmenTta A 336 / B 393. B wactHOCTH, 1T07100HOE
IIpe/IIosIoKeHe, COMIacCHO KOTOPOMY [1eJIo JIMIIb B
yTaHWIEe MEXTy «KHUTOVI» U «[JIABHOVI YacThIO» VIV
«TJIaBOVI», HAXOAWTCS B KOH(IIMKTe C TeM (PaKTOM,
YTO 3TO JIVIIIL IPEeIIoJIOKeH e HeBO3MOXKHOCTY, a He
IOKa3aTeJIbCTBO, YTO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHasl eIy KIS
mer HeBO3MOXKHaA.

Bonee Toro, Ha camom fene ¢dpparmeHT A 336 /
B 393 mpepcrasisieT OO0 YTO-TO BpOJie MHOPOTHOTO
TeJla B TeKCTe TPeThero pasziesia IepBoit KHUIM. B mmpe-
oeioymmx absamax KaHT pasBuBajI I'MIIOTETMYECKMTA
Y OU3BIOHKTMBHBIV CWJUIOTM3MBIL, K KOTOPBIM BHOBb
BO3BpalllaeTCs B IIePBOM JKe IIPeIOKeHNUM CIIefyIoIe-
ro abzana: «HeTpymHO 3aMeTnTh, YTO UMCTBIVI pasyM
VIMeeT CBOeI I1eJIbI0 He YTO MHOoe, KaK aOCOIIOTHYIO TO-
TaJIBHOCTB CMHTe3a Ha CTOPOHe yCJI0Buit (Oyap 3T0 OT-
HOIIIeHVe IPVICYIITHOCTY, VJIN 3aBUCVIMOCTH, VIJIVI KOH-
KyperIm)» (A 336 / B 393; Kant, 20064, c. 503 —505).
CootsercTBenHo, pparmenT A 336 / B 393 BBOAMT CO-
BepIIIeHHO HOBYIO TeMY B TeKCT, KOTOPBIVI B OCTaJIbHOM
JIOTMYeCKN TI0CiIefioBaTelIeH, a MIMeHHO — IIpobriemMy
O0O0BEKTMBHOV HeNyKIMM U CyOBeKTVBHOIO BBIBEIle-
Hust. TakmuM oOpasom, MHTepIipeTalivs (2) I03BOJIgeT
perTh drIoorMdecKre u pefaKivoHHbIe Ipobie-
MBI CCBUIKM «B Hactosier riase [Hauptstiicke]» 3
dparmernra A 336 / B 393, HO He KacaeTcs mpodem
cofiep KaHs, TIOCKOJIbKY JT0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO 371eCh He MO-
KeT ObITh HameHo. @parmenT A 663—664 / B 691 —
692 «IlpwioxkeHnst K TpaHCLIeHOeHTaJIbHOV IMalek-

' B Akademie-Ausgabe — «in dem folgenden Hauptstiicke».

¥ Bym u Tanep mepesonsT «Hauptstiicke» B 3ToM dparmen-
Te KaK «pasfielibl», BHOBb OTKJIOHSISICh OT HEMEIIKOT'O OPWUIHA-
j1a. B gomoHeHe K HEIIPaBWIbHOMY TEPMIHY OHM CTaBST €T0
BO MHOYKECTBEHHOE YVICJIO, B TO BpeMs KaK B OpUIMHajle CTOUT
€JIVHCTBEHHOE,

20 Kemn-CMWUT Iepefia 3To JIydille, mepesers «in dem folgenden
Hauptstiicke» DoJiee OCIIOBHO: «B CITETYTOIIIEN TJIaBe» (Kant,
1929; A 335 / B 392).

2 Tloxoxe, uto T'avtep m Bys, MMIUIMIIMTHO HpeIosaraioT Bep-
HBIM VIMEHHO 3TO pellleHue.

nally displayed in the following sections [Akade-
mie-Ausgabe: “in dem folgenden Hauptstiicke”]”
(KrV, A 335 / B 392; Kant, 1998, p. 406).">

The problem of Kant's reference is that the tran-
scendental ideas mentioned here are not treated in
the following main part, but in the next three “main
parts” (plural) of the “second book”. The singular in
the German formulation, “in dem folgenden Haupt-
stiicke” (KrV, A 335 / B 392) of the Akademie-Aus-
gabe strengthens the hypothesis that Kant has only
partially revised the structure of the “Transcenden-
tal Dialectic”.*®

Such an interpretation (ii) appears to be entirely
plausible,'” but does not solve all the problems and
questions of passage A 336 / B 393. In particular,
such an interpretation of a mere confusion between
“book” and “main part” respectively “chapter” is in
conflict with the fact that this is rather an assertion
of impossibility, not a proof that a transcendental
deduction of ideas is not possible.

Furthermore, it is a fact that passage A 336 /
B 393 builds a kind of foreign body in the text of the
“third section” of the “first book”: In the preceding
paragraphs, Kant develops the hypothetical and dis-
junctive syllogism and refers again to this issue in
the first sentence of the following paragraph: “We
easily see that pure reason has no other aim than
the absolute totality of synthesis on the side of con-
ditions (whether they are conditions of inherence,
dependence, or concurrence)” (KrV, A 336 / B 393;
Kant, 1998, p. 407). Accordingly, passage A 336 /
B 393 introduces a completely different topic in an
otherwise coherent text, namely the problem of the
objective deduction and the subjective introduction.
Thus, interpretation (ii) solves the philological and
editorial difficulties of the reference “in the present
chapter [Hauptstiicke]” (KrV, A 336 / B 393; Kant,
1929, p. 324), but does not touch on the content-re-
lated problems, because a proof cannot be found

' Wood and Guyer translate the term “Hauptstiicke” in this
passage as “sections” (“Abschnitte”), independently and
again not according to the German original. In addition to
the wrong term, the Kantian original stands in the singular,
whereas Guyer and Wood use a plural.

16" A better translation is again given by Kemp Smith, who
writes more literally “the following chapter” (Kemp Smith,
1929, A 335 / B 392) for the formulation “in dem folgenden
Hauptstiicke”.

7 Apparently, Guyer and Wood implicitly assume this
solution in their tacit correction.
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TUKe» JIaeT, OJIHAKO, CCBUIKY Ha 3TO [I0Ka3aTeIbCTBO
HEBO3MOXXHOCTM  TPaHCIIeHIEeHTaIbHOW  HAeIyKIINN
HNPVHIOVUIIOB pasyMa IIOCPENCTBOM (pasbl «KaK 3TO
OBpUTO ImOKaszaHo BhIIe» (A 664 / B 692; Kaut, 2006a,
c. 849). Pemenne (2) He crIpaBiIsgeTcs CO CTPYKTyp-
HBIMI ¥ CUCTEMATWYeCKMMM TPYAHOCTSMW, VIV, II0
KparviHell Mepe, ajleKBaTHOe pelleHle 3TUX IIpodiieM
II0Ka He HaWIeHO.

ITo sTov IIpUYVHEe MOXXHO ATk ellle OIHY MHTep-
npertauyio (3) pOpMyIIMPOBKI «B HACTOSIIEV IJIaBe
[Hauptstiicke]» (A 336 / B 393; Kaur, 2006a, c. 503):
BO3MOXHO, KaHT mcrone3yer Takyo ¢opMyIMpoB-
Ky, ITOCKOJIBKY (PparMeHT M3Ha4daJIbHO HAaXOAWICS B
npyrovt yactu «TpaHclieHIeHTaJIbHOV AVMaJIeKTIKI».
C TOUKM 3peHMSI CTPYKTYPHOIO W TeMaTWUIECKOIO
crpoerms «TpaHCIeHIEHTAITPHON MaTIeKTUKIM» Pac-
TIOJIOKeHVe ero B KOHIle MIaBbl «llmean dmcroro pas-
yMa» BBIIJISAIEI0 Obl BIOiHe ybOemmrenbHO (Zocher,
1958, S. 46). Tam KaHT mogBonuT MTOTM, y>XXe CChbUIa-
sch Ha «[IpwitokeHMe K TpaHCIIEH/IeHTAJIBHON J1ya-
JIeKTVIKe»: OH YTBEepXKIaeT, YTO «UI YMCTOIO CIIeKY-
JIATMBHOTO yTOTpeOieHmst pasyma Bvicuiee cyujecnbo
OCTaeTcsI TOJIBKO MfIeasIoM, OIHAKO 0e3yKOpM3HEHHBIM
VleasioM, IIOHSTVIE KOTOPOTO 3aBepIlaeT 1 yBeHUMBa-
€T BCe YeJIoBeuecKoe II03HaHVeE M OOBEKTVBHYIO pe-
@IPHOCTh KOTOPOTO 3TUM ITyTeM, IIpaB/id, HeJIb3S 10-
Kas3aTb, HO ¥ HeJIb3sd TaKKe OIpOBEprHYTH» (A 641 /
B 669; Kanr, 2006a, c. 823). CoriracHO 3TOMY IIPeIIosIo-
JKEHWIO, CChUIKA «B HacrosIen rase [Hauptstiicke]»
(A 336 / B 393; Kant, 2006a, c. 503) oTHOCKTCS K Tpe-
Thent iaBe (Hauptstiick), koTopas HasbiBaercs «Mje-
aJI 9mMCToro pasyMa». Takum oOpasoM (a) MOryT OymyT
HPOSICHEHBI (PVIIOJIOIMYeCcKYIe CJIOKHOCTY, IIOCKOIIBKY
TepMuH «1aBa» («Hauptstiick») oTHOCHMTCS K «Tpe-
Thel JacTu» BTOpom KHuUru. bosee Toro, (6) ccpuika
Ha IJOKa3aTeJIbCTBO B (DOPMYJIMPOBKE «KaK 3TO OBUIO
moKasaHo Bele» (A 664 / B 692; Kanr, 2006a, c. 849)
crasia Obl IIOHSTHEE I10 JIByM IPUYMHAM: BO-IIEPBBIX,
PacCTOsIHIE MEXITy CCBUIKaMVI COKPATUIIOCh OBI € Tpex-
COT CTpPaHWI] JI0 ABa/IIATHM IISITH, a BO-BTOPBIX, OTPMU-
LaHVie OeIyKIOVM IIPUHITAIIOB pa3dyMa n3 pparMeHTa
A 663—664 / B 691—692 MoxHO OBLUTIO OBI OTHECTU
K TPOVIHOMY OIIPOBEP)KEHMIO TPaHCIIEH/eHTaIbHBIX
WUTIO3UI B Tpex «ImaBax» («Hauptstiicke») BTopomn
kHUTY «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHON AMaIeKTKI», IIPeX/ie
BCETO K TpeThell IIaBe. B TakoM ciiydae yTBepkaeHMe
0 JOKa3aTeJIbCTBe OBUIO OBI OIlpaBIaHHbBIM, IIOCKOJIBKY
ITOKa3aTeJIbCTBO 3aK/II0YAeTCs B TOM (paKTe, YTO IIOHS-
TUS pasyMa CYTb JIVIIb MblCAeHHble HOHAMIUA, a CIIeI0-
BaTEJILHO, OHM HE MOTYT OBITh OTPaHMYEHBI B IIPVIMe-
HEeHWU SIBJIEHMSIMM, 1T0/100HO KaTeropusM. Tpu r1asbl
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therein. Passage A 663-664 / B 691-692 of the “Ap-
pendix to the Transcendental Dialectic”, however,
refers with the phrase “as has been proved above”
(KrV, A 664 / B 692; Kant, 1998, p. 602) to such a
proof of the impossibility of a transcendental de-
duction of the principles of reason. Thus, solution
(ii) does not affect the architectural and systematic
difficulties, or at least an adequate solution for these
problems has not yet been found.

For this reason, a further interpretation (iii) of
the formulation “in the present chapter [Haupt-
stticke]” (KrV, A 336 / B 393; Kant, 1929, p. 324) can
be given: Kant possibly uses this formulation be-
cause the passage was originally positioned in a dif-
ferent part of the “Transcendental Dialectic”. With
regard to the structural and thematic construction of
the “Transcendental Dialectic”, a position at the end
of “The Ideal of Pure Reason” would be plausible
(Zocher, 1958, p. 46). There Kant sums up already
referring to the “Appendix to the Transcendental
Dialectic”, that the highest being is for the “specu-
lative use of reason a mere but nevertheless fault-
less ideal, a concept which concludes and crowns
the whole of human cognition, whose objective re-
ality cannot of course be proved on this path, but
also cannot be refuted” (KrV, A 641 / B 669; Kant,
1998, p. 589). According to this assumption, the ref-
erence “in the present chapter [Hauptstiicke]” (KrV,
A 336 / B 393; Kant, 1929, p. 324) would refer to
the third “chapter” (“Hauptstiick”) of “The Ideal of
Pure Reason”. Thereby a) the philological difficul-
ties would be clarified, because the term “chapter”
(“Hauptstiick”) refers to the “third part” of the “sec-
ond book”. Moreover b), the reference to a proof in
the formulation “as has been proved above” (KrV,
A 664 / B 692; Kant, 1998, p. 602), would also be
more comprehensible for two reasons: First, the
spacing between the references would not be 300
pages, but only around 25. Second, the rejection of
a deduction of the principles of reason from passage
A 663-664 / B 691-692 could refer to the threefold
refutation of the transcendental illusion in the three
“chapters” (“Hauptstiicke”) of the “second book” of
the “Transcendental Dialectic”, especially the third.
In this case, the claim of the proof would be justi-
fied because the proof consists in the fact that the
concepts of reason are mere concepts of thought, and
therefore they cannot be restricted to appearances



P. Mep

(Hauptstiicke) «BTopon KHUIM» OpOSICHWIN 3TO B OT-
HoIreHuw roHs U bora, Mupa u mymm?.

Wrax, rumoTesa (1) mpezyiaraer pelieHne, He Tpe-
Oyro11iee Ty 00KOro pVI0JIOITHeCKOro VICCIIeIOBAHI,
VI TIOTOMY ITIpeJiCTaBIIsieT cOOOM IIPaB/IOIIOI00HBIV OT-
BET Ha II0CTaBJIeHHBIN Borlpoc. OmHAKO ecyIv ITOVHTe-
pecoBaTbCs IPYTMMW BO3MOXKHOCTSMM, OTJIVMYHBIMI
ot rurioTess! (1), To rumnoTess! (2) 1 (3) oKasbIBAIOTCS
BITOJIHE JIOIYCTVIMBIMY BapyuaHTaMV, B YaCTHOCTM IT0-
TOMY, 9UTO He Bce (prIoIornyecknie IIpobsieMsl pelra-
I0TCS TIepBOMI TUIIoTe301. ['mmoTessr (2) n (3) mokasbl-
BaIOT, YTO OTPWUIIAHME TPAHCIEHIEHTAILHOM IIeNyK-
OV IIPVHINIIOB pasyMa (POPMyJIMpPYeTCs B CBS3U C
TpaHCHEHIEeHTaIIbHOW eIy KIIVeV IIOHSITIN pacCyaKa.
Haxe ecrt mETepIIpeTanys (3) cormpoBoXkaaeTcs Ooree
11y OOKVIM (PVITOTIOIMYECKVIM MCCIIeJOBaHMeM KOMIIO-
surm Tekcra «TpaHCIeHIeHTaIBHON TVaJIEKTUIK»,
4yeM (2), ee IPeVMYIIECTBO 3aK/TI0YaeTCs B TOM, UTO OHa
SIBHO VIMeeT OTHOIIIeHVEe K TPOVHOMY OIIPOBEPKEHIIO
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaTbHBIX MIDIIO31I1, KOTOpOe MOYKHO pac-
cMaTpuBaTh KakK MCKOMOE JI0KaszaTesIbcTBo®. OOrmi
3HaMeHaTesIb BCeX TpeX MHTepIIpeTallnil CJIeTyOIIIIA:
B CpaBHEHMM C TpaHCLEHIEHTAIIbHOV JeayKIIVe Ka-
TETOPWUIl TpPaHCIEHIeHTAIbHAS JIeAyKIMUS TTOHATUI
pasyMa HeBO3MOXKHa. TeM He MeHee Bce 3TV apTyMeH-
TBI He MCKITI0YAIOT BO3MOXKHOCTE (PyHIaMeHTaIbHOTO
000CHOBaHNS TIOHATUV PasyMa.

YTOOBI TIPOSICHUTH 3Ty OTKPBITYIO BO3MOXKHOCTE,
HeoOxouMoO  1Tpo0sieMaTM3poBaTh apryMeHT U3
dparmenTa A 336 / B 393 B Gostee meTasibHOM M COflep-
JKaTeJIbHOM KJTIoUe. DTO ITO3BOJINT IIOHSTh OTPULIaHe
KaHTOM BO3MOXXHOCTM TpaHCIEeHIEHTAILHON ITeHyK-
OWV IPVHIIAIIOB OZHOPOMHOCTHM, CHenMdUKaIum 7
HeIIPepbIBHOCTY ¥ HAWTV JIOTIOJTHUTEIbHEIE apTyMeH-
THI B TIOJIb3Y MHTepIpeTarun (3).

4. Cy0peKTHMBHOE BhIBeIeHVIe
¥ €ero MHOTO3HAaYHOCTh

®parmenT A 336 / B 393 BrICTyIIaeT MOCpeTHMKOM
MeXIy pasIMYHBIMU MCCIIeOBaTe/IbCKUMM VIHTepe-

2 Bortee TOrO, CIIEllyeT 3aMeTUTh, YTO CTPyKTypa «TpaHcieH-
JIeHTaJIbHOV [IMaJIeKTVIKI» He II03BOJIAeT PpellnTb, K KaKow
VIMEHHO ee yacTy oTHocuTcs «[IpmnoxeHne». OHO MOXeT OBITh
NpwioKeHMeM KO Bcel «IpaHCIleH/JeHTaJIbHOW AMaIeKTIKe»
0o K ToNmbKo K «Vmearry umcroro pasyma». DTO CTaHOBUTCS
OYeBVIHBIM B OIVIaBJIEHUI: B HEMEIIKOM aKaJeMIUecKOM W3/Ia-
Hun «[IpmoxeHne» ykasbiBaeTcs Kak IprlokeHme K «lea-
JIy YMCTOTO pa3yMa», B TO BpeMs KaK B KeMOPVIKCKOM M3[IaHUM
TOT JKe caMbIVl TeKCT yKaszaH Kak IpujIoXeHMe Ko Bcen «TpaHc-
[IeH/IeHTaJIbHOV AVaJIEKTIKE».

% HeBO3MOXHO OIHO3HAYHO IIPVHATh WIN OTBEPIHYTh HI
OJTHY W3 3TUX MHTepIpeTarui. I1o 3Tovt mpranHe octaB/ieHHOe
0e3 KOMMeHTapueB McIpasiieHye B iepesose 'ariepa n Byma He
TOJIBKO MTHOPUPYET IIpo0IIeMy, HO VI COITPOBOXIAETCS TIPUHS-
TVieM Olpe/le/leHHbIX VHTePIIPeTaTUBHBIX IIPey CTaHOBOK.

like the categories. The three “chapters” (“Haupt-
stiicke”) of the “second book” have clarified this
with the concepts of God, world, and soul.'®

To sum up, hypothesis (i) constitutes a solution,
which does not need a deep philological investiga-
tion, and is therefore a plausible answer. However,
if one asks for further possibilities beyond hypoth-
esis (i), then hypotheses (ii) and (iii) prove to be
conceivable varieties, in particular because not all
philological problems are solved with this hypoth-
esis. Hypotheses (ii) and (iii) have shown that the
rejection of the transcendental deduction of the prin-
ciples of reason is formulated in reference to the
transcendental deduction of the concepts of under-
standing. Even if interpretation (iii) is accompanied
by a deeper philological intervention in the textual
design of the “Transcendental Dialectic” than the
second one (ii), its advantage is that it refers ex-
plicitly to the threefold refutation of the transcen-
dental illusion, which can be seen as the argument
that is being sought.” The common denominator
of all three interpretations is the following: A tran-
scendental deduction of the concepts of reason is
not possible compared with the transcendental de-
duction of the categories. Nevertheless, all these
arguments do not exclude the possibility of a funda-
mental justification of the concepts of reason.

To clarify this open possibility, it is necessary
to problematise the argument from A 336 / B 393
in a more detailed content-related way in order to
understand Kant’s rejection of the possibility of a
transcendental deduction of the principles of homo-
geneity, specification, and continuity. In the course
of this, further reasons for interpretation (iii) can be
found.

4. The Subjective Introduction
and its Ambiguous Meanings

Passage A 336 / B 393 builds an interface be-

18 Furthermore, it should be noted that the architectonic
structure does not allow a decision on which part of the
“Transcendental Dialectic” the “Appendix” is related to. It
could be the appendix to the entire “Transcendental Dialectic”,
the “second book”, or merely the “Ideal of Pure Reason”. This
becomes obvious in the table of contents: In the Akademie-
Ausgabe, the “Appendix” is listed as an appendix to the
“Ideal of Pure Reason”, whereas in the Cambridge-Edition,
the same text passage is listed as an appendix to the entire
“Transcendental Dialectic”.

¥ No clear decision for or against any one of these lines of
interpretation can be made. For this reason, the tacit correction
of Guyer and Wood not only ignores the problem but is also
accompanied by an acceptance of interpretive preconditions.
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camu B «Kputnke uncroro pasyma». Takum oopasom,
OH CO3/IaeT TOUYKY HaKOIUIEHWSI OTKPBITBIX BOIIPOCOB
OTHOCUTENIbHO MHTeprpeTanm «Kpurmkm dmcroro
pasyMa».

WccnremoBaTernm ccpptarores Ha Hero (Klemme, 1996,
S.142; Carl, 1992, S. 53 —54, Moledo, 2015, S. 418 —429)
HauMHas C M3y4ueHMs TpaHClIeHAeHTaIbHO HeTyKIn
KaTeTOpUV U pa3IndeHns CyObeKTUBHOM 11 O0BEKTVIB-
Hom nenykumn B «IIpenuciosum». Boree Toro, sTor
dparMeHT BCTPOEH B IIPOCWITIOTVCTIUECKOe BBIBEJIe-
HVIe VIIeV, OCYIIeCTBIIIeMOe BO «BBemeHmI» 11 B IepBo
KHUTe «TpaHCleHIeHTaITbHO JMaIeKTUKI», a CJIeI0-
BaTeJIbHO, HAXOAUTCS ¢ HMM B TecHO cBs311 (Klimmek,
2005, S. 10—12; Pissis, 2012, S. 65— 67; Engelhard, 2005,
S.29—-30; Allison, 2003, p. 320—321). B mommortHeHIIE K
y>Ke IIOKa3aHHOMY BBIIIIE XOPOIIIO M3BECTHO, UTO dpar-
MeHT A 336 / B 393 TecHo cBsa3an ¢ «[Ipwtoxennem
K TPaHCIIeHAeHTAJIbHOV AMAJIeKTVKe». B KOHTeKcTe
IVCKYCCUM O BO3MOXKHOCTM TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHO Jie-
aykumu B «[IprtoxeHNM K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHO M-
aJIeKTVKe» OH IPaKTIYIECKN HeM3BeCTeH — CYIIIeCcTBY-
€T TOJIBKO HEeCKOJIBKO pa3OpocaHHBIX CChUIOK (Zocher,
1958, S. 45—46). HaripoTus, B McciIeIoBaHSIX IEPBOTL
KHUTY VIHTePIIPeTaTOPbl IeVICTBUTEIIPHO CCBUIAIOTCS
Ha ee cBs13b ¢ «[IprtoxeHMeM K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHO
nnantektrke» (Willaschek, 2018, p. 167 —186; Klimmek,
2005, S. 10—12; Engelhard, 2005, S. 29—30).

YToOB!I HPOSCHUTH CBSI3b MEXAYy QparMeHTaMu
A 336 / B393 u A 663—664 / B 691 —692 BHe pamoK
PpasMBILUIEHNT O pefjakType mepsont «KpuTtukn», Ham
HeoOXoIMMO paccMoTpeTh IpoBojumoe KanTOM B
9TOM (pparmMeHTe IIEpPBOVI KHUTYM TPexdacTHOe pasJie-
JleHVe Ha CyOBeKTMBHOE BbIBeleHMe, OOBEeKTVBHYIO
HOemyKOuio 1 CyObeKTMBHYIO IeAyKinio. Bee Tpu mo-
HATVS TIpoOJIeMaTUYHbI M BKJIIOUAIOT B ceOs pasiid-
Hble ITPEeATIOChIIKI.

4.1. Unopoonoe meao 6 nepboii knuee
«Tpancyendenmarvnon ouarexmuri»

Kaxercst oueBumgHbIM, uTo KaHT mcronesyer Tep-
MIH «CyObeKTMBHOe BbIBerieHme» (A 336 / B 393; KanT,
20064, c. 503) xaK ITOHSTHME, OTHOCHIIEECS K IIPOCIII-
JIOTUCTUYECKMM TIPOM3BOIHBIM OT MIEM pasyMa. DTO
TIOITBePKIaeTcs TeM (PaKTOM, UTO B HEMEITKOM aKajie-
MMUUECKOM WM3IaHWM TePMUH «BBeleHme» (Anleitung)
3aMeHeH Ha «BbIBefleHMe» (Ableitung) ciiemys npaske,
BHeceHHOM ['eoprom Camroaniem Assbeprom Merm-
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tween different research interests in the Critique of
Pure Reason. Thus, it constitutes an accumulation
point for open questions in the interpretation of the
Critique of Pure Reason.

Starting from the investigations of the transcen-
dental deduction of the categories and the distinc-
tion between subjective and objective deduction in
the “Preface”, researchers refer to the above-men-
tioned text passage (Klemme, 1996, p. 142; Carl,
1992, pp. 53-54; Moledo, 2015, pp. 418-429). More-
over, the text passage is embedded in the prosyl-
logistic derivation of the ideas introduced in the
“Introduction” and the “first book” of the “Tran-
scendental Dialectic”, and is therefore also close-
ly related to it (Klimmek, 2005, pp. 10-12; Pissis,
2012, pp. 65-67; Engelhard, 2005, pp. 29-30; Allison,
2003, pp. 320-321). In addition and as already shown
above, it is well-established that passage A 336 /
B 393 is closely related to the “Appendix to the Tran-
scendental Dialectic”. In the context of the discus-
sion concerning the possibility of the transcendental
deduction in the “Appendix to the Transcenden-
tal Dialectic”, this connection is almost unknown -
there are only scattered references by some authors
(Zocher, 1958, pp. 45-46). Conversely, in studies on
the “first book”, interpreters do refer to the connec-
tion with the “Appendix to the Transcendental Di-
alectic” (Willaschek, 2018, pp. 167-186; Klimmek,
2005, pp. 10-12; Engelhard, 2005, pp. 29-30).

To clarify the connection of the passage A 336 /
B 393 to passage A 663-664 / B 691-692 beyond
the editorial reflections, it is necessary to examine
Kant’s three-part differentiation between subjective
introduction, objective deduction, and subjective de-
duction in this passage of the “first book”. All three
concepts are highly problematic and include differ-
ent preconditions.

4.1. A Foreign Body in the “First Book”
of the “Transcendental Dialectic”

It seems to be most obvious that Kant uses the
term “subjective introduction” (KrV, A 336 / B 393;
Kant, 1998, p. 406) as a concept, which refers to the
prosyllogistic derivation of the ideas of reason. This
is strengthened by the fact that in the Akademie-Aus-
gabe the term “introduction” (Anleitung) is replaced
by “derivation” (Ableitung) following a correction
introduced by George Samuel Albert Mellin (1794,
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HoM (1794, S. 393)*. «BeiBenieHMe» HaTIOMIIHAET HaM O
MeTOAMYHOM ITpoliecce MeTadpu3MdecKon AeTyKInu
B «O s0ormMuecKkont (PyHKIIUM paccydKa B Cy>KIEeHVISIX».
Cam KaHT noguepkmBaeT 3Ty INapauleib, yKasblBasi,
YTO OH BBIBOAUT IIOHSTHMS pasyMa IO IIpUMepy Io-
HATWI paccyKa M3 VX JIOTUYeCKOV CTPYKTYpPbl — B
«TpaHcIIeHAeHTaTbHOM aHAJIMTUKE» B OTHOIIEHWV
dopm cyxmenn, a B «TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIBHOV IMajIeK-
TUKe» B OTHOIIEHNV TpexX (pUryp crsuiornsma:

TpaHcrieHeHTa/IbHAS AHAIUTIIKA [1ajla HaM IIpUMep
TOrO, KaK OJIHa JIMIIIb JIOTMYecKasi (popMa Hallero mo3Ha-
HVSI MOXKeT OBITh VICTOUHVIKOM YWCTBIX TIOHSITUV a4 priori,
KOTOPBIE /IO BCSIKOTO OITBITA JIAIOT ITPEJICTABIIEHIIS O TIPe/I-
MeTax VI, BepHee, YKa3bIBAIOT CUHTETIYECKOE eI[HCTBO,
[pVyeM MIMEHHO 3TO eMHCTBO JIeJIaeT BO3MOXKHBIM IMIIV-
pudeckoe 1o3HaHMe IIperMeTos. Popma cyxeHumit (1pe-
BpallleHHas B IIOHSTVE O CUHTe3e CO3ePIIaHIVI) JaeT HaM
KaTeropum, HarpasJIsiollne yroTpeOiieHne paccyiaka B
ombiTe. TOYHO Tak >ke MBI MOXKeM OXMIaTh, 94To hopma
YMO3AK/IFOUEeHMIT, €CIIV IIPYIMEHNTD €€ K CMHTeTIYeCKOMY
€IIMHCTBY CO3epPLIAHNII COOOPA3HO KaTEropwisiM, OKaXKeTCs
VICTOYHVIKOM OCOOBIX TIOHSITWVL A priori, KOTOPbIE MBI MO-
JKEM Ha3BaTh YNMCTHIMM IOHSTMSIMU pasyMma, WIM TpaH-
creHeHTaIbHbIMU Maesyvu (A 321 / B 377 —378; Kawr,
20064, c. 487).

bortee Toro, TOoT (pakT, UTO CyOBEKTMBHOE BBIBE-
HeHVe CIIeyeT HpeOnpuHuMams <13 IpPUpPOIbL HaIIIero
pasyma» (A 336 / B 393; Kanr, 2006a, c. 503), orcbuia-
€T Hac K HavdaJly «TPeTbero pasjesia», TO eCcTb K par-
Menty A 333 / B 390, B kotopom KanT pestomupyer
BBIBEZIEHIE CIIEYIOIIIM obpasoM: «VI3 ectecTBeHHOTO
OTHOIIIEHNS, KOTOPOe IOJDKHO CYIIIECTBOBATH MEXITy
TPpaHCIIEH/IeHTAJIbHBIM 1 JIOTMYEeCKUM yHoTpebiie-
HVEM Halllero II03HAaHWMS... Mbl IIOUEPIIHYJIV TO, YTO
VIMeeTCsI TOJIBKO TPY BU/A AMaIeKTIIeCKMX BBIBOIOB»
(A 333 / B 390; Kanr, 2006a, c. 501). Eme ogxo yka-
3aHMe Ha TO, 4TO BO pparMeHTe A 336 / B 393 Kanr
VIMeeT B BUIy BbIBeIIeHVe VIIell, MOXXHO HaWTW CITyCTs
TPW CTPaHWIIBI, I7le OH ImieT: «[loka 9To MBI cBOEN
eIV TOCTUIJIN: TPaHCIleHIeHTaTbHbIe TIOHITYS pas-
yMa... MBI BBIBEJIU 13 3TOTO [IBYCMBICJIEHHOTO ITOJIOXKe-
HVIS; MBI YKa3aJIVl ICTOYHVIK VX VI Ha OCHOBAHWMV 3TOTO
TaKXXe MX oIperiesieHHoe unciio» (A 338 / B 396; Kanr,
20064, c. 507). DTO 03HAYAET, UTO B IIOCIIEIHENI LINTATE
KanT pestomupyet 1enm pparmMeHTa Tak Ke, Kak 1 B
A 336 / B 393 («MOImIM IPENIpPUHATE M yXKe OCylile-

% Ha stom ocHoBaHmm Kemr-CMUT TakKe IIEPEBOIINAT TOT Tep-
MUH KaK «BBIBeJIeHVe» B CBOeM m3fmaHumu «Kpurukm dvcroro
pasyma» (cm. Taxcke Kant, 2007) (CoBpeMeHHBIVI PYyCCKUTI TIepe-
Bo7 (KanT, 2006a) TakKe crefyeT 3TOV KOppeKkType. — [Ipumey.

nep.).

p- 393).%° “Derivation” is reminiscent of the method-
ical process of the metaphysical deduction of “Log-
ical Function of the Understanding in Judgments”.
Kant himself emphasizes this parallel by pointing
out that he derives the concepts of reason according
to the example of the concepts of understanding out
of their logical structure - in the course of the “Tran-
scendental Analytic” in relation to the forms of
judgment, and in the course of the “Transcendental
Dialectic” with respect to the three syllogistic forms:

The transcendental analytic gave us an example
of how the mere logical form of our cognition can
contain the origin of pure concepts a priori, which
represent objects prior to all experience, or rather
which indicate the synthetic unity that alone makes
possible an empirical cognition of objects. The form
of judgments (transformed into a concept of the
synthesis of intuitions) brought forth categories that
direct all use of the understanding in experience.
In the same way, we can expect that the form of
the syllogisms, if applied to the synthetic unity of
intuitions under the authority of the categories, will
contain the origin of special concepts a priori that we
may call pure concepts of reason or transcendental
ideas (KrV, A 321 / B 377-378; Kant, 1998, p. 399).

Furthermore, the fact that a subjective introduc-
tion should be undertaken “from the nature of our
reason” (KrV, A 336 / B 393; Kant, 1998, p. 407) re-
fers to the beginning of “section three”, i.e. pas-
sage A 333 / B 390, in which Kant summarises the
derivation as follows: “We have gathered from the
natural relation that the transcendental use of our
cognition must have [...] that there will be only
three species of dialectical inferences” (KrV, A 333 /
B 390; Kant, 1998, p. 405). A further indicator that
Kant has in passage A 336 / B 393 the derivation
of the ideas in mind can be found three pages lat-
er, when he writes: “We have provisionally reached
our end already, since we have removed from this
ambiguous position the transcendental concepts of
reason, [...] and thereby provided their determinate
number” (KrV, A 338 / B 396; Kant, 1998, p. 408).
That means, Kant summarises in this quotation
the aims of this passage similarly to A 336 / B 393
(“this is to be accomplished in the present section”);
thereby, it is clear that he is referring to the prob-

2 On this textual basis, Kemp Smith also uses the term
“derivation” in his edition of the Critique of Pure Reason (see
also Weigelt, 2007).
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CTBWIV B HACTOSIIIEM pasjielie»); TaKUM 00pas3oM, cTa-
HOBWTCS SICHO, YTO OH CChUIA€TCS Ha IIpo0JIeMy BBIBe-
nenmst vpent (Willaschek, 2018, p. 182 —184).

OpHako B OTHOIIEHUV MIEHTM(UKALINN JIOTIYe-
CcKOVT (POPMBI HAITIero IO3HAHMS W ITPOVICXOXKIEHVIS
YMCTBIX HOHATUN HYXHO HOAYEepPKHYTb, YTO TEPMUH
«MeTadm3MIecKas JeAyKIMsI» TakKe OCTaeTcs OYeHb
HeoIIpeJleJIeHHBIM TIOHSTMEM B «TpaHCIeHeHTaIb-
HOW aHAJIUTUKe». TobKo 1o3aHee KaHT BBOOWT 3TOT
TepMUH B Ilaparpad 26 sroporo msmanus «Kpurukn
YMCTOTO pa3yMa», 9TOObI 0003HaunTh (pparmenT B 159.

Hy>#Ho TakXe MMeTb B BUILy, YTO CyOCTaHIIMAIIb-
HOe pasjiume MeXAy HOHSTUSIMU paccydKa U IOHS-
TUSIMU pasyMa OCTaeTcsl He3aMedeHHBIM B XapaKTepu-
CTVIKe ITPOCUJUIOTUCTUYECKOTO BBbIBeeHUs uaen pas-
yMa KaK MeTapm3M4IecKol JIeAyKIIMM: B OTINYMe OT
IOHATUV PacCyAKa IOHATMS pa3yMa He TOXIEeCTBEH-
HBL JIOTMYeCKMM (PYHKIVSM, HO BBIBOLATCS M3 HUX
(Piché, 1984, S. 26; Klimmek, 2005, S. 10—11). Taxvmm
00pa3oM, IIOHATHS pa3yMa 3aKII0YAIOTCS, a He 0a1omcs,
nomobHo moHaTAM paccyaka (A 310 / B 366; Kanr,
2006a, c. 475). Meradnsndeckasi OemyKIys, OTHaAKO,
MOJKET OBITh JIOCTUTHYTA JIIIb I[TOCPEACTBOM JTaHHBIX
tepmuHoB (Klimmek, 2005, S. 11; Pissis, 2012, S. 63;
Horstmann, 1997, S. 122). 1o sTovi mpu4mHe jIoKasv3a-
1yl MeTadpM3M4ecKo IeAyKINY MOHSTUN pasyMa BO
«BBemmenmu» m «nepsori kHure» «TpaHclleHIeHTaIb-
HOW IVaJIeKTUKM» CITUITIKOM aMOuriosHa (Grier, 2001,
p. 132; Malzkorn, 1999, S. 39 —41; Zocher, 1958, S. 45).

HecmoTps Ha KoHIeNTyaIbHEIE CJIOKHOCTH C TEp-
MMHOM «MeTadpms3ndeckas AelyKINsa», B OpUTMHAaIe
(Kant, 1781) KanTt dopmynupyer He «BBIBEIeHME»
(Ableitung), HO «BBemeHme» (Anleitung)®. Tepmmunu
«BBeIleHVe» Ky[a MeHbIlle HallOM/HAaeT O MeTO[de-
CKOM IIporiecce MeTadmsmdecKoy Aemykomi. boree
TorO, Boripoc n3 dparmenTta A 336 / B 393 He mmeer
HITIero 0o0IIero ¢ MpOCYUIOIMICTUYECKM BbIBEIEHI-
eM 17ieVl pa3yMa B €TO TpeX PasHbIX CUJUIOIMCTIIeCKIIX
dopmax (Zocher, 1958, S. 45—46; Engelhard, 2005,
S.29—30). Takmum 0Opa3zom, IIPOCTOE OTOXK/IECTBIIEHE
TIOHATUS «CYOBEKTVMBHOE BbIBelleHMe»* ¢ MeTadusn-
YeCcKOW MeayKIIVeV VeV pasymMa TepseT CMBICIT. Bri-

» Tavtep u By IpaBWwIbHO BOCIIPOM3BOISAT 3TOT T€PMIUH B CBO-
eM IiepeBoJie; TeM He MeHee «PyKOBOJICTBO» ObIIo GBI Gostee ToU-
HBIM IIEPEBOZIOM. B /IOTTOIHEeH e CTOUT OTMETUTB, YTO 3TOT Tep-
MuH He BnoueH B «Kant-Lexikon» (2015).

% 3pech M Be3le B JAaHHOW CTaThe IIePEBOJ], 3TOTO CJIOBOCOYe-
TaHUs CJIelyeT COBPeMeHHOMY PYCCKOMY ITepeBOfy, B KOTO-
POM BCJIET] 32 HEMEIKMM aKafeMIYecKiM n3gaHmeM «subjektive

Anleitung» = «cyObexTuBHOe #BefieHMe» VICIIpaBJIeHO Ha
«subjektive Ableitung» = «cyObexTuBHOe fviBeneHve». — [Ipu-
Meu. nep.
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lem of the derivation of ideas (Willaschek, 2018,
pp- 182-184).

In the identification of the logical form of our
cognition and the origin of pure concepts, however,
it must be stressed that the term “metaphysical de-
duction” also forms a very undefined concept in the
, Iranscendental Analytic”. Kant only subsequently
introduces this term in Paragraph 26 of the second
edition of the Critique of Pure Reason to designate
passage B 159.

It must also be kept in mind that a substantial
difference between concepts of understanding and
concepts of reason remains unnoticed in the char-
acterisation of the prosyllogistic derivation of the
ideas of reason as a metaphysical deduction: In con-
trast to the concepts of understanding, the concepts
of reason are not identical with the logical functions,
but are inferred from them (Piché, 1984, p. 26; Klim-
mek, 2005, pp. 10-11). Thus, the concepts of reason
are concluded and not given like the concepts of un-
derstanding (KrV, A 310 / B 366; Kant, 1998, p. 394).
A metaphysical deduction, however, can only be
achieved through given terms (Klimmek, 2005,
p- 11; Pissis, 2012, p. 63; Horstmann, 1997, p. 122).
For this reason, it is too ambitious to localize a met-
aphysical deduction of the concepts of reason in the
“Introduction” and the “first book” of the “Tran-
scendental Dialectic” (Grier, 2001, p. 132; Malzkorn,
1999, pp. 39-41; Zocher, 1958, p. 45).

Regardless of these conceptual difficulties in the
term “metaphysical deduction”, Kant formulates in
the original (Kant, 1781) not “derivation” (Ableitung)
but “introduction” (Anleitung).”* The term “intro-
duction” is much less reminiscent of the methodi-
cal process of a metaphysical deduction. Moreover,
the question in passage A 336 / B 393 has nothing
in common with the prosyllogistic derivation of the
ideas of reason in its three different syllogistic forms
(Zocher, 1958, pp. 45-46; Engelhard, 2005, pp. 29-30).
It is therefore not useful to make a simple identifica-
tion of the concept “subjective introduction” with a
metaphysical deduction of the ideas of reason. The
derivation of a concept concerns rather the quid-fac-
ti question, which, according to Kant, deals with the
“the explanation of the possession of a pure cogni-
tion” (KrV, A 87 / B 119; Kant, 1998, p. 221), but not

2 Guyer and Wood express this term correctly in their transla-
tion; nonetheless, “guidance” or “guideline” would be a more
literal translation. Additionally, it should be noted that the
term is not listed in the Kant-Lexikon (2015) edited by Wil-
laschek et al.
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BeJIeHVIe TIOHSTIS OTHOCUTCS CKOpee K BOIIpOCy quid
facti, xoropsIn, corracHo Kanry, 3aHmnMaeTcs «oObsic-
HeHVeM 001a0aH15 9VICTBIM ITo3HaHVeM» (A 87 / B 119;
Kanr, 20063, c. 189), HO He ero 3aKoHOMepHOCTI. CpaBs-
HeHVie OOBbEeKTMBHO JeIyKIINU 7 CyOBeKTUBHOTO BbI-
BeJIeHVIsl, KOTOpOe MBI HaxoayM Bo dpparmenTe A 336 /
B 393, mMeer cMBICII, TOJIBKO €C/IM OHO OTHOCUTCH K
TpaHCLEHIEHTAIILHON JeyKIM, TEMOVI KOTOPOW sIB-
JIIeTCs BOIIPOC quid juris, TO eCTh OIlpaBHaHe TepM-
HOB, paHee OTOXIECTBIIEHHBEIX B paMKaX BoIIpoca quid
facti (A 84 / B 117; Kawnr, 2006a, c. 185—187). JTnms
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHAs AeTyKIIVs O0JIafaeT AByMsI CTO-
pOHaMM, KOTOpBIE MOXKHO Ha3BaTh OOBEKTMBHOW U
CyOBEKTMBHOVA.

Bce 5T0 MOXXHO paccMaTpmBaTh KaK JOBOZ B IIOJIb3Y
Toro (pakTa, uTo pparmeHT A 336 / B 393 He BrIMICHIBa-
€TCsL B IIepBYIO KHUTY « T paHCIieHIeHTaJIbHO IViaJIeK-
TUKI» U, TAKUM 00pa3oM, yCuiIvBaeT HPeIOKeHHYIO
Bhllle MHTepIpeTanyio (3). @parment A 336 / B 393
He CChUIAETCH Ha IIPOCUIUIOTMCTMYECKOEe BbIBEIEHVIe
HOHSITUV pasyMa, XOTSI OHO SIBJISI€TCSL TEMOW 3TOro
paszerta, v IOToMy oOpasyeT CBOETO pofia MHOPOIHOe
TEJIO B 9TOM TeKCTe.

4.2. Kax 80o3MmoxHa cama cnocobHocims MolulieHUuA?

Bo ¢parmenTe A 366 / B 393 KaHT HeraTmBHO BBI-
CKa3bIBaeTcsl 00 0OBEeKTMBHON AeIyKINN I IIPOTUBO-
IocTaB/IsieT ee CyOBeKTMBHOMY BBIBEIEHMIO. TakmMm
00pa3oM, BOIIPOC 3aKJII0YAeTCs B TOM, KaK B 9TOM KOH-
TEKCTe MOXeT (PYHKIIMOHMPOBATh TEPMIHOJIOTMYE-
CKOe pasyidne MeXay CyObeKTMBHOV ¥ 00beKTMBHOV
TemyKIyey KaK IByMsl CTOpOHaMM TpaHCIIeHIeHTasTb-
Hou nepyKimm. KanT BBonmT 310 pasimmdenne B «[Ipe-
IMCIIOBUV» K IIEPBOMY M3HaHMIO «KpuTHKy 9mcToro
pasyMa», Te INIIeT, YTO JaHHOe VCCIIe0BaHue, KO-
TOPOE OH IIPOBEJT «I107, 3ar1aByeM “[IeTyKIIms dmCThIX
noHATUM paccynaka”» (A XVI; Kanr, 20060, c. 19), nme-
eT aBe cTopoHbl. CoOITacHO KaHTOBCKOMY «IOCTaTOY-
HO TJIyOOKO 3a/[yMaHHOMY WCCIIEIOBaHMIO» (TaM JKe),
O0OBeKTMBHAS JIeNYKIINS [IOJDKHA PacKpbITh M OOBsIC-
HUTh OOBEKTMBHYIO 3HAYMMOCTH IIOHSTUII YMCTOrO
paccyiika, B TO BpeMs Kak CyObeKTUBHas IeTyKIINs 3a-
naet Borrpoc: «Kak Bo3MOXKHa cama crnocodHOCI b Mbliii-
aenua?» (A XVIL Karr, 200606, c. 21). Takmum oOpasom,
KOHTEKCT, HeOOXOAVIMBIV 1T O0CY>KIAEHMS IIPeTeH3 I
KaTeropui Ha OObeKTVBHYIO 3HAUMMOCTb, MCCIIeIOBaH
(Carl, 1992, S. 44, 47 —54).

)11 aHasIM3a 3TOro pasjIMueHus] B CTPYKType
«TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIBHO  JIMaJIEKTUKIM» CTOUT 3aMe-
TUTB, 9TO B Hevl KaHT He rtepepalaThiBaeT ero B IBHOM
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its lawfulness. The comparison of objective deduc-
tion and subjective introduction, as found in pas-
sage A 336 / B 393, only makes sense if it refers to
a transcendental deduction, in which the quid-juris
question, i.e. a justification of terms previously iden-
tified in the quid-facti question (KrV, A 84 / B 117;
Kant, 1998, p. 220), is thematic. Only a transcenden-
tal deduction has two sides, which can be addressed
as subjective and objective.

This could be understood as a further reason for
the fact that passage A 336 / B 393 does not fit into
the , first book” of the “Transcendental Dialectic”
and thus strengthens the above mentioned interpre-
tation (iii). Passage A 336 / B 393 does not refer to
the prosyllogistic derivation of the concepts of rea-
son, although it is thematic in this section, and thus
forms a kind of a foreign body in the course of the
text.

4.2. How is the faculty of thinking itself possible?

In passage A 336 / B 393, Kant speaks in a neg-
ative way of an objective deduction and contrasts
this term with subjective introduction. The ques-
tion is therefore, how the terminological distinction
between subjective and objective deduction as two
sides of a transcendental deduction has a function
in this context. Kant introduces this differentiation
in the first edition of the Critiqgue of Pure Reason in
the “Preface”. In this passage he writes that “the in-
vestigations” (KrV, A XVI; Kant, 1998, p. 103), which
he has undertaken “under the title Deduction of the
Pure Concepts of the Understanding” (ibid.), include
two sides: According to Kant’s “inquiry, which goes
rather deep” (ibid.) the objective deduction has to
demonstrate the objective validity of the pure con-
cepts of understanding and make it comprehensible.
Conversely, a subjective deduction asks, “How is
the faculty of thinking itself possible?” (KrV, A XVII;
Kant, 1998, p. 103). Thereby the context, which must
be given when categories claim objective validity, is
investigated (Carl, 1992, pp. 44, 47-54).

For an analysis of this differentiation within the
framework of the “Transcendental Dialectic”, it is
noteworthy that Kant does not explicitly adapt it in
the “Transcendental Dialectic”. Thus, the distinction
concerns the structure of the A-Deduction in the
“Transcendental Analytic”. However, the “Preface”
only arose after Kant had put the A-Deduction on
paper and is therefore not taken as a basis for the
plan of the deduction (Klemme, 1996, pp. 142-143).



Buzle. TakuM oOpa3oM, pasiiueHye KacaeTcs CTPyKTYy-
pol A-Ienyknum B «TpaHCIIeHAeHTAIIBHOVI aHAJIUTH-
ke». OnHako «[Ipenyciiopre» ObUTO HAIIMCAHO TOJIBKO
nocte Toro, Kak KanT nanmcan A-Ilepykmyio, u, cie-
JO0BaTeJIbHO, He MOXXeT CUMTATbCA OCHOBaHVIEM [1JIA
wiaHa 3Ton gepykoum (Klemme, 1996, S. 142 —143).
B mobom cirygae KaHT He BBOAWT 3TO pasiIirdeHve
HoBTOpPHO B «[IpemnciioBunt Ko BTOPOMY WM3HaHVIO».
Y)Ke 0603HaquHbIe ACIIeKTbI BbI3bIBAIOT qpe3BquaT7[HO
CJIOKHYIO VICCIIEIOBATEIILCKYIO CUTYallMIO B OTHOIIIe-
HUIM 3TOTO pasINyueHusi B CTPYKType «1paHclleHIeH-
TaJILHOV aHAJIMTVKM» M YCIIOKHSIOT €0 alalTalliio K
«TpancrieHAeHTaITBHO VaIeKTIKe».

B To >xe Bpemst KaHT aeT sicHble OpMeHTUPBI, IIpe-
JlararoIimnye OHPEJIEJ'IEHHBIQ BO3MOXHOCTW JIA pEH_IEHVIH
yKe pa3paboTaHHBIX Ipo0iIeM 11 Ieatollye pas3BuTIe
9TOr0 pasMdeHNss B paMKax «TpaHcleHIeHTaIbHOM
OVIAJIEKTVIKI» OCTaTOYHO OCMBICJIEHHBIM. TakmmM 00-
pa3oM, BBOZISA pasiiidirie MeXIy CyObeKTUBHON M 00B-
exTMBHOM nenykient B «[IpemyicioBym» K mepBoMy
m3gaHvro, KaHT Bcerja TOBOPUT O pasyMe M pacCyake
BMecTe. Jla)ke ecjiM KaHTOBCKOE VCIIOJIb30BaHME ITUX
MIOHATUI He BCerja CTPOro pasrpaHnyeHo, 3TO MOXKHO
OOBSICHUTB KaK yKa3aHue Ha «1paHCIIeHIeHTaIbHYIO
IIVMAJIEKTUKY» U CIIelITdecKoe MCII0JIb30BaHe B Hel
IIAaHHOTO pasInumsa. DTO yKasaHMe MOATBepXKIaeTcs
crtemyrorrert popMyIMpoBKo 13 «I IpenmcioBus»:

ITocnennee (Bompoc «Kak BO3MOXHa cama CIIOCOD-
HOCTb MBIIITIeHMsA?» — P.M.) ecTh Kak ObI ITOVCKV TTPUU-
HbI K HEKOTOPOMY JIAHHOMY IEVICTBUIO, I B 9TOM CMBbICIIE
OHO 3aKJTI0YaeT B cebe HeuTo Moo0Hoe TUIIoTe3e (XOTS Ha
caMoM JIesie 3TO He TaK, UTO s TOSICHIO B IPYTOM MecCTe).
BoT moueMy MOXXeT TTOKa3aThCsl, UTO B JaHHOM CiIydae s
1103BOJIsII0 ce0e BBICKA3aTh JIVIIL CBOE 1pednoloxere, HO
TOIZja VI YMTaTeIIo T0JDKHA OBITh ITpefjocTaBiieHa cBoboza
mMeTb cBoe muerue (A XVII; Kant, 20060, c. 21).

KanT ymmie moctymmpyeT 000CHOBaHHOCTD CyOb-
eKTMBHON fenykummn B «I[Ipenuciosum». Bosiee Toro,
OH oleriaeT Ipy yA0OHOM CJTydae JOKa3aTh, YTO CyOb-
eKTVMBHasl JIeIyKIVs He eCTb IIPOCTO YTO-TO II0I00HOoe
ITUIIOTe3e, OCHOBAHHOV BCEro JIVIIIbL Ha MHEHWV, HO
Tak Xe yOemuTesTbHa, KaK M OObeKTVMBHAs IeTyKIIVs.
KanT Mor gaTh Takoe obelraHvie, iMesi B BU/IY IIepPBYIO
KHUry «IpaHclieHeHTaIbHOV AuajleKTukm». B Ta-
KOM cJTydae, Kak yTeepxzaeT Kiemme (Klemme, 1994,
S.123; Klemme, 1996, S. 142), dpparment A 336 / B 393
HarvicaH B cBs3u ¢ «[IpemyciiouemM» K IlepBoMy mM3Jia-
Huto. KitlemMMe aprymeHTHpYeT 3TO, ITOIUEPKMBas, YTO
KanT He BO300HOBIISIET passueHne CyObeKTUBHON 1
oObeKTMBHOM JIefnyKumi riae-ymbo emne B «Kpurnke

R. Meer

In any case, Kant does not reintroduce this distinc-
tion in the “B-Preface” of the Critique of Pure Reason.
Even these aspects evoke an enormously complex
research situation with regard to this differentiation
within the framework of the “Transcendental Ana-
lytic” and complicate its adaptation for the “Tran-
scendental Dialectic”.

At the same time, Kant gives unmistakable
clues, which offer a certain potential for solving the
already-developed problem area and make a devel-
opment of this differentiation within the framework
of the “Transcendental Dialectic” quite reasona-
ble. Thus, during the introduction of the distinc-
tion between objective and subjective deduction in
the “Preface” of the A-edition of the Critique of Pure
Reason, Kant always speaks of reason and under-
standing in one breath. Even if the Kantian use of
these concepts is not always sharply distinguished,
this can be understood as an indication toward the
“Transcendental Dialectic” and the specific use
of this distinction therein. This indication is also
strengthened by the following formulation in Kant’s
“Preface”:

Since the latter question [How is the faculty
of thinking itself possible?] is something like the
search for the cause of a given effect, and is therefore
something like a hypothesis (although, as I will
elsewhere take the opportunity to show, this is not in
fact how matters stand), it appears as if I am taking
the liberty in this case of expressing an opinion,
and that the reader might therefore be free to hold
another opinion (KrV, A XVII; Kant, 1998, p. 103).

Kant only postulates the validity of subjective
deduction in the “Preface”. Furthermore, he promis-
es, on another occasion, to prove that subjective de-
duction is not merely similar to a hypothesis, which
is based on a mere opinion, but is as convincing
as objective deduction. Kant could have given this
promise with regard to the “first book” of the “Tran-
scendental Dialectic”. In this sense, the text pas-
sage A 336 / B 393 was written with reference to the
“Preface” of the first edition of the Critique of Pure
Reason, as Klemme (1994, p. 123; 1996, p. 142) claims.
Klemme argues plausibly by emphasising that Kant
does not resume the differentiation between sub-
jective and objective deduction at any point in the
Critique of Pure Reason, but introduces an analogous
distinction with regard to the transcendental ideas
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YMCTOTO pasyMa», HO BBOIUT aHaJIOTVIYHOE pasjIdiie
B OTHOITIEHWN TPAHCIIeHAEHTATIBHBIX Ve BO dpar-
MeHTe A 336 / B 393: «Ecyin BepHo... 9TO pasimdeHve
CyOBEKTMBHOM ¥ OOBEKTVBHOM HAETYKIVIT KaTerOpuit
He BKJIIOYEHO B ITIaBY, IIOCBSIIIEHHYIO AeIyKIINN, II0-
tomy uto KanT pabotarn Han “Ilpenyciosmem” mocrte
TOTr0, KaK OH HaIIVICaJI IJIABY O JAeAYKIIM, TO OH TeM He
MeHee nepxai dpparmenT A 336 / B 393 B morte 3pe-
Hus» (Klemme, 1996, S. 143)7.

Taxrm 0O6pa3oM, CyObeKTUBHOE BBIBEIEHVIE MOXKET
ObITh 0003HAYEHO KaK CyOBeKTMBHAs IeMyKIINs 1 Xa-
paKTepmsyeTcs CIIeOyIoMM obpasoM: oOOCHOBaHIe
HOHATUI pasyMa CyOBEKTMBHO, IIOCKOJIBKY WX 3Ha-
9MMOCTh OOOCHOBBIBAETCSI He CTPOEHVEM OOBEKTOB, a
HIPUpPOAOVI Hallero codcrseHHOro pasyma. Criermosa-
TEJIBHO, CYOBEKTMBHOEe BbIBelleHMe oOO3HadaeT pas-
MBIIIUIEHVIE, VIMEIOIIlee CUCTEMATIYeCKOe OTHOIIIEHE
K CyOBeKTVBHOVI IeyKIINV KaTerOpui®.

OpHako 3TOT aHa/IM3 BHOBb CTaBUT (PparMeHT
A 336 / B 393 B Tecnyio cBsisb ¢ «lIpmioxennem K
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTAJTbHON IMaJIeKTIKe» 11 OCOOBIM CTaTy-
COM IIPVHIIVIIOB OIHOPOIHOCTH, crelnduKanmm mn
HeIIpepbIBHOCTM KaK OOBEKTMBHBIX, HO 00JIamarommx
HeoITpee/IeHHOV 3HaYMMOCTBI0. TakmM o0pasom, Tm-
roTe3a (3) cHOBa ITOITBEPXKIIEHA, XOTS OHA U COIIPOBO-
KaeTcst Oojiee TITyOOKMM HOrpyKeHeM B PuyIoor-
YecKue JIeTasIn.

5. HekoTopasi 00beKTMBHasI 3HAYMMOCTb.
3axsroueHme

Ecmm cy61>eKTMBHaﬂ JeOyKIsl IIOHVIMaeTCsl Kak
IIporiecc 00OCHOBaHMS, M30aBIISIOMINIT HAaC OT Orpa-
HUYeHMs], COIJIaCHO KOTOPOMY MBbIIIUIeHEe O3HavaeT
MBIIIUIEHVIE O YeM-TO, TO CYIIIeCTBYIOT obumpHble cu-
cTeMaTuM4YecKre COBIIAJEHVs B paMKax 3adadu pery-
JIATMBHOTIO VCIIOJIBb30BaHMA pasyMa B «I'paHcIieHIeH-
TaJIbHOW JIVIAJIEKTUKE».

¥ B pomnonHeHne KileMMe OTHOCWUT CKasaHHOe K (PparMeHTy
A 669 / B697 1 K OOBeKTMBHOV, HO HEOIIPeJIeJIeHHOM 3HAYMMO-
cti mnert pasyma. OObeKTMBHAs HeqyKIIMs U3 IIOHSATUN pasy-
Ma HEBO3MOXXHa, Kak yTBepxmaer Kiiemme, HO cyObeKkTMBHAas
HeOyKLNs, WIN «CyOBeKTHBHOE BBIBEI€HVe», He MCKIIIoUeHa. B
HIpMBeIeHHOM (parMeHTe OHa AaKe KJIacCuuIMpoBaHa Kak
Bo3moxkHas (Klemme, 1996, S. 143).

# KilemMMe ycTaHaB/IMBaeT CBsi3b Mexuy «IIpemmciioBrem» m
dparmenTom A 336 / B 393, Ho coxpaHsieT TepMUH «CyOBeKTIB-
HOe BbIBeleHne». KiTnMMeK, HallpoTB, OTpULIaeT MHTepIIpeTa-
Lo CyOBeKTMBHOIO BbIBEIIEHMS KaK MeTadu31IecKo AemyK-
LMV VI TaKXXe TOBOPUT O cyObexTmBHON Aenykuy. OH ITOHN-
MaeT ee, OIJHAKO, He KaK OIHY 13 CTOPOH TPaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOT
IenyKIny, a Kak oco0yro dpopMy MeTadm3myuecKovi TemyKInm
(Klimmek, 2005, S. 10—12).
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in the text passage A 336 / B 393: “If it is correct [...]
that the distinction between subjective and objective
deduction of the categories is not included in the
deduction chapter, because Kant wrote the “Pref-
ace” after he had already put the deduction chap-
ter on paper, then he would nevertheless have kept
A 336 / B 393 in sight” (Klemme, 1996, p. 143; my
translation — R.M.).%

The subjective introduction can therefore be des-
ignated as a subjective deduction and is character-
ised as follows: The justification of the concepts of
reason is subjective, because the validity of the con-
cepts of reason is not justified by the constitution of
objects, but by the nature of our reason. Thus, the
subjective introduction denotes a deliberation which
is systematically related to the subjective deduction
of the categories.”

The analysis, however, once more puts the pas-
sage A336 / B393 in a close relation to the “Appen-
dix to the Transcendental Dialectic”, and the specific
status of the principles of homogeneity, specifica-
tion, and continuity as objective but with indetermi-
nate validity. Thus, hypothesis (iii) is strengthened
again, even though it is accompanied by a deeper
philological intervention.

5. Some Objective Validity — a Conclusion

If the subjective deduction is understood as a
process of justification, in which the restriction is
removed that thinking means thinking something,
then there are enormous systematic overlaps within
the task of the regulative use of reason in the “Tran-
scendental Dialectic”.

2 “Wenn es richtig ist [...], daf8 die Unterscheidung zwi-
schen subjektiver und objektiver Deduktion der Kategorien
im Deduktionskapitel nicht aufgenommen wird, weil Kant
die Vorrede verfafste, nachdem er das Deduktionskapitel be-
reits zu Papier gebracht hatte, dann wird ihm nichtsdestowe-
niger A 336 / B 393 vor Augen gestanden haben.” In addition,
Klemme relates this to A 669 / B697 and the objective but in-
determinate validity of the ideas of reason. An objective de-
duction from the concepts of reason is impossible, as Klemme
argues, but a subjective deduction or subjective introduction is
not excluded. In the mentioned text passage, it is even classi-
fied as possible (Klemme, 1996, p. 143).

# Klemme creates a reference between the “Preface” and pas-
sage A 336 / B 393, but maintains the term “subjective deri-
vation”. In contrast, Klimmek rejects an interpretation of the
subjective derivation as a metaphysical deduction and also
speaks of a subjective deduction. He does not understand this
as one side of the transcendental deduction, however, but as
a particular form of the metaphysical deduction (Klimmek,
2005, pp. 10-12).



CyObexTmBHas memyknus B «IpaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
HOVI aHAJIUTVKE», Hapsly C 00BEKTMBHOI HemyKIu-
e, COCTaBJIsIeT OJIHY CTOPOHY TpaHCHeHIeHTaJIbHOM
nepyximy. Kak KaaT 310 oTdyersiMBO dbopMmyrmpyeT
(A XVII; KarT, 200606, c. 21), yoennTeIsHOCTb 00beK-
TMBHOVI eTyKLIMV He 3aBUCUT OT ycIexa CyOBbeKTB-
HOV menykKumn. V1 Hamportus, B «TpaHclleHIeHTaIb-
HOV [OMaJIeKTuKe», Thae OOBeKTMBHAas 3HAYMMOCTh,
O3HAUAOMIAs TIOCTPOEeHe 00beKTa, He SIBIISIeTCS TJIaB-
HOVI TEMOVI, B LIEHTPe BHVIMAHMS OKa3bIBAETCH cy61,-
eKTVBHas HAefyKOusa. B perynsaTnBHOM IIpMMeHeHWUN
pasyMa, KaK M B CyOBeKTMBHOW HAeIyKIINM, MCCIIeIO0-
BaHe 3TOV CIENMIYIECcKOl CIIOCOOHOCTI ONVIChIBA-
eTCs KaK VCCIIeIOBaHVe «CaMOro YMCTOrO paccyaka B
TOM, UTO KacaeTCs €ro BO3MOXXHOCTM U CIIOCOOHOCTE
TI03HaHMS, Ha KOTOPBIX OH CaM OCHOBEIBaeTcs» (A XVI;
Kant, 20060, c. 19). B nepsomn uactu «[IpmtoxkeHns K
TpaHCIIeHeHTaJIbHO IasieKTrKe» KauT obo3Havaer
3a71avy IPUHILINIIOB OAHOPOIHOCTY, CrIeUKaIIU 1
HeIIPepBIBHOCTY CJIEAYIOMINM 00pa3oM: «...0HU MMEIOT
IIPeBOCXOIHOe ¥ Hem30eXXHO HeoOXOmmMoe perysis-
TUBHOe yrioTpebieHue» (A 644 / B 672; Kant, 20064,
c. 825), TTOCKOJIBKY OHVI BCe elrle CITy>KaT ISl TOTO, YTO-
OBl TTOJTyYNTh «HaAMOOJIbIIIee eAMHCTBO HAPSTy C Hau-
OospIMM pacipenveM» (Tam xe). OHM IIoJIararoT
«HEKOTOpoe oO111ee eMHCTBO 1IeJIbI0 MeVICTBUIL pac-
cyAKa, KOTOpble BOOOIIe-TO 3aHMMAIOTCS TOJIBKO JIVIC-
TpUOYTUBHBEIM €IMHCTBOM» (TaM Xe).

Bomrpoc «Kak Bo3MOXXHa cama CITOCOOGHOCTD MBIIII-
nenms?» (A XVIL Kanr, 20060, c. 21), a Takxe BomIpoc,
KaCaroIIUICS CUCeMamuynocmuy nosHanus (A 645 /
B 673; Kant, 20064, c. 827), He MOT'yT OBITB ITOCTaBJIEHBI
TaKVM Xe 06pa30M, KakK BOIIPOC, KaCaIOIINUVICS Y CIIOBU
00pexToB, Kak dpopmynmpyer Kanr: «[Ipasma, cosep-
IIIEHHO SICHO: TO, UTO ¢ JJOJDKEH IIpe/IIroiaraTs BoooIIe
IS TIO3HAHMS OOBEKTa, S He MOTY II03HATh JIaXKe KaK
obpexT» (A 402; Kanr, 20060, c. 501). Bo dpparmenre
A 663—663 / B 691—692, a Takkxe B KOHTEKCTe CyOb-
€KTVIBHOVI JeAYyKIIUM IJIaBHOVI TEMOW SIBJISIFOTCSI YCJIO-
B TIocTpoeHms 00bekToB (Theis, 2004, S. 108; Hutter,
2009, S. 75). B obomx apryMeHTaTMBHBIX CTPaTeTVIsIX
KanT passBuBaer peltieHus i OAHOV CUCTeMaTUye-
CKOW IIpO0OJIeMBI: ODOCHOBaHME IIOHSTUV, KOTOpPBIE
KaKYTCSl TPaHCIEH/IEHTaJIbHBIMM, HO He MOTYT OBITh
000CHOBaHBI OrpaHNYeHeM OTHOCUTEIIBHO SIBJICHW
(Horstmann, 1997, S. 178; Thole, 2000, S. 119).

ITo sTom mpwumHe HemyKOys IIPUHIUIIOB OIHO-
ponHOCTH, crieldMKalUN 1 HeIIPepbIBHOCTY TJOJDKHA
OT/INYAThCA OT AeIyKIIUM MOHSATUI paccyaka. OnHako
Kant, npeyiaras cyObeKTMBHYIO JIeAyKIINiO, (PopMy-
JIMpyeT NepBYI0 apIryMeHTaTUBHYIO CTpaTeruio, KOTo-

R. Meer

The subjective deduction in the “Transcendental
Analytic” forms, beside the objective deduction, one
side of the transcendental deduction. As Kant ex-
plicitly formulates (KrV, A XVIL; Kant, 1998, p. 103),
the conviction of the objective deduction does not
depend on the success or failure of the subjective
deduction. By contrast, in the “Transcendental Dia-
lectic”, in which the objective validity, meaning the
constitution of the object, is not thematic, the sub-
jective deduction is at the centre of attention. In the
regulative use of reason, as well as in the subjective
deduction, the particular faculty is regarded “con-
cerning its possibility and the powers of cognition
on which it itself rests” (KrV, A XVI; Kant, 1998,
p- 103). In the first part of the “Appendix to the
Transcendental Dialectic”, Kant indicates the task
of the principles of homogeneity, specification, and
continuity as follows: Concepts of reason have “an
excellent and indispensably necessary regulative
use” (KrV, A 644 / B 672; Kant, 1998, p. 591) because
they still serve to obtain “the greatest unity along-
side the greatest extension” (KrV, A 644 / B 672;
Kant, 1998, p. 591) for the concepts of understand-
ing. They posit a “collective unity as the goal of the
understanding’s actions, which are otherwise con-
cerned only with distributive unity” (KrV, A 644 /
B 672; Kant, 1998, p. 591).

The question, “How is the faculty of thinking
itself possible?” (KrV, A XVII) and also the ques-
tion concerning the “systematic in cognition” (KrV,
A 645 / B 673) cannot be posed in the same way as
the question concerning the conditions of objects, as
Kant explicitly formulates: “Now it is indeed very
illuminating that I cannot cognise as an object itself
that which I must presuppose in order to cognise
an object at all” (KrV, A 402; Kant, 1998, p. 442). In
the passage A 663-664 / B 691-692 and also in the
context of subjective deduction, the condition of the
constitution of the objects is thematic (Theis, 2004,
p- 108; Hutter, 2009, p. 75). In both argumentation
strategies, Kant develops solutions for the same sys-
tematic problem: the justification of concepts that
seem to be transcendental but cannot be justified by
restriction to appearances (Horstmann, 1997, p. 178;
Thole, 2000, p. 119).

For this reason, a deduction of the principles
of homogeneity, specification, and continuity must
be distinguished from a deduction of the concepts
of understanding. However, Kant offers with the
subjective deduction a first argumentative strate-
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pas oTyIMYaeTcs OT OOBEKTMBHOV, HO IIPeNOCTaBIIseT
«HEKOTOPYIO OOBeKTMBHYIO 3HauMMOCTb» (A 664 /
B 692; Kanr, 2006a, c. 849) 1 mosToMy cucTeMaTmde-
CKV BayKHa JIJTs IIPVHIIVIIOB OTHOPOITHOCTY, CIIeII-
KaIlny ¥ HelIpepBIBHOCTM. B To e Bpems y Hac ecTb
IIpaBIOIIOI00HOe 00bscHeHMe, TToyeMy KaHT et
BO BTOPOVI "acTu «[IpmitoskeHMS K TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIb-
HOVI AMaJIeKTIKe», YTO TPAHCIIEHIEHTaJIbHOM JIeNyK-
et «3aBepIIaeTrcs KpuTudeckas paboTa dYmcToro
pasyma» (A 670 / B 698; Kanr, 2006a, c. 855). B aTon
YacTy TeKCTa OH BHOBb BbIpa’kaeT HeIyKINIO VeV,
SIBHO OTJIMYast ee OT JAedyKIINV KaTerOPWil: B OTHOIIIe-
HWW VeV pasyMa HeIyKOus «I0JDKHA OBITh BIIOJIHE
BO3MOJXKHA... IIPU YCJIOBUM, YTO OHa JaJeKO OTKJIOHS-
€TCsl OT TOVI AeTyKIINM, KOTOPYIO MOXHO JIOITyCTUTD B
OTHOIIIEHNM KaTeropum» (TaM >Ke). DTOT TEeKCTOBBIV
dparMeHT MOXHO paccMaTpMBaTh KaK JIaJIbHEVIIIee
IloKasaTellbcTBo Toro, uro KaHT HamepeBaeTcs Ipo-
BecTU AemyKuro maent (Morrison, 1989, p. 155—172),
X0Tsl OHa M He oObexTMBHA. Crierndryeckas 3Ha4M-
MOCTB VI/IeVI OCTAeTCsI BaKHOVI TSI KaHTOBCKOVI MBIC-
71 BIUIOTH 10 «KpWTHMKI cIIOCOOHOCTM CY>KIeHMs» 7
naiee (Ginsborg, 2017, p. 77—88; Diuising, 1986, S. 43;
Bartuschat, 1972, S. 39; Mudroch, 1987, S. 30—51). B oT-
HOIIIEH NV BOIIPOCa O BO3MOXKHOCTY TPaHCIIEH/IeHTaIb-
HOV AeNyKIOUM PeryJISTUBHOTO IpVMeHeHNUs pasyMa
178 Cy6’b€KTVIBHOT7[ HemyKIIUM, ITpeJICTaBJIEHHON B «ITpe-
IVCIIOBUV», TIepBOVI KHUTe 1 B «[ IpmtoxeHm K TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHON NMaJleKTVKe», KaHT BBICTyTIaeT 3a
alpMOPHYIO 3HAYMMOCTh TEPMIHOB, He OTHOCSIIIVIXCS
K ITOCTPOEHMIO OOBEKTOB.

Kak ObUIO ITOKa3aHO, IPVHIIMIIBI OTHOPOIHOCTH,
crierpVIKayy ¥ HeIIPepBIBHOCTHM He M30JIMPOBaHEI B
nepsont yactu «I Ipwioxenns». CKopee, MMerOTCs IIepe-
cedeHws ¢ Ipyrvmu pparmeHTaMu «KpuTHKn dmcToro
pasyMma», B 4acTHOCTM C «TpaHcIeHmeHTaIbHOM Avia-
JIEKTVIKOVI», XOTS JUIS TOTO, YTOOBI IIPOCIIENIUTD ST IIe-
pecedeH1st, HY»KHO OBIIO IIPOVITI OKOJIEHBIMU ITy TSIMIA.

Wccaedobarue noddepkaro u3 cpedcm8 cydcuduu, Bvide-
AeHHOU Ha peasusayuto [Tpoepammpl noBbiuieHUs KOHKYpPeHNIO-
cnocobrocmu B@Y um. M. Kanma.

Cnmcok InTepaTypsl

Kanm WM. Kputnka uncroro pasyma (B) // Cou. Ha HeM.
npyc. a3. T. 2, 4. 1. M. : Hayxa, 2006a.

Kanm WM. Kpurnka umcroro pasyma (A) // Cod. Ha HeM.
u pyc. g3. T. 2, 4. 2. M. : Hayka, 20060.

Allison H.E. Kant's Transcendental Idealism. An
Interpretation and Defense. New Haven ; London : Yale
University Press, 2004.

26

gy, which differs from the objective one but pro-
vides “some objective validity” (KrV, A 664 / B 692;
Kant, 1998, p. 602) and has therefore systematic im-
portance for the principles of homogeneity, specifi-
cation, and continuity. At the same time, we have a
plausible explanation why Kant writes in the second
part of the “Appendix to the Transcendental Dia-
lectic” that a transcendental deduction is the “com-
pletion of the critical business of pure reason” (KrV,
A 670 / B 698; Kant, 1998, p. 605). In this part of the
text, Kant again expresses the deduction of the ideas
in explicit distinction to the deduction of the cate-
gories: With regard to the ideas of reason “a deduc-
tion [...] must definitely be possible, granted that it
must also diverge quite far from the deduction one
can carry out in the case of the categories” (KrV,
A 670 / B 698; Kant, 1998, p. 605). This text passage
can be seen as a further proof that Kant intends a
deduction of the ideas (Morrison, 1989, pp. 155-
172), although it is not an objective one. The specif-
ic validity of the ideas remains important for Kant’s
thinking up until the Critique of Judgment and be-
yond (Ginsborg, 2017, pp. 77-88; Diuising, 1986, p. 43;
Bartuschat, 1972, p. 39; Mudroch, 1987, pp. 30-51).
With the question of the possibility of a transcen-
dental deduction of the regulative use of reason and
the subjective deduction introduced in the “Pref-
ace”, the “first book”, and the “Appendix to the
Transcendental Dialectic”, Kant argues for the a pri-
ori validity of non-object-constitutive terms.

As has been demonstrated, the principles of ho-
mogeneity, specification, and continuity are not
isolated in the first part of the “Appendix”. Rather
there are junctions to other passages of the Critique
of Pure Reason, in particular the “Transcendental Di-
alectic”, although retracing these junctions would
mean taking some detours.

This research was supported by the Russian Academic
Excellence Project at the Immanuel Kant Baltic Federal Uni-
versity.
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TUIIbI COOEP>KAHVIA
ITPEACTABJIEHVN Y KAHTA

X. A. Jlaixo?®

B amom scce 5 ymouHsawo munst codepxanis npedcmabe-
HUIL, KOMOPbLe MOXKHO OMHECHU K KAHMOBCKUM 6033peHUsAM HA
npedcmabaerue. bosee cneyuarvhas yeas saxaouaemcs 6 uc-
cae0oBanuy moeo, Kaxue U3 IMUX Munob cooepxranus mMo2ym
cuumamucs. BosMOKHuIMU 0e3 npumenenus nouwsmui. Iaa
omBema Ha smom Bonpoc A deaato caedyroujee. Bo-nepbuix, a
noxkasviBarn, kaxum odpasom cosepyanue (6 kanmobcxom cmuic-
Ae) MOXHO paccmampubams Kax mo, 4mo 0aem UHOeKCAAb-
Hoe codepikanue He3aBUCUMO Ol IMNUPUHECKUX HOHAMULL.
Bo-6mopuix, a nokasvibaio, 6 kaxom cMmoicae nopoxoerue npo-
cmpancmBentoeo co0epxaniis MOXenl CHUMAMbCA He-Karme2o-
puueckum. Katoueboe pazsunue cocmoum 6 mom, umo nepyen-
myaivHoe paccmompenue 00sekma MoxKem NOHUMAMbCA KaK
yeauxom uybemberroe u uacmmoe, 6 mo Bpems kax noHAMUL-
Hoe onpedeaenue Bceeda cxBampibaemn 0bvexm nocpedcmbom eeo
00001aemuix kanvecmb. B-mpemwvux, s Bui06ueato npednosoixe-
Hue, 4mo uybcmBeHHoCHb U paccyook He MoAbko NPUHYUNU-
AAbHO Pas0eAuMbl, HO U UX ka0 6 HaAuUHOe NOSHAHUE MAKIKE,
6 onpedesenHoM cMblcae, pasauten. A SHAUUT, 13 NOHAMUIHO-
20 onpedeserus obvexma He caedyein, uino obsekm nepecmaen
b1 He-NOHAMUTIHO 00CHYNHbIM 044 B0CNpUHLMAIOUe20, U
amo Oasee HABOOUM HA MblcAb 00 aBmoHomuu wybembernocmu
u ee nepyenmyaivtoeo cooepkanus. Haxorey, 2 yxaswiBato Ha
mpyoHocmu 6 npunucelBaniu He-NOHAMULHO0 COOCPIKAHUA
npedcmabBaenuii KaHmoBeKol  CyskOeHue-yeHmpUcmckoi no-
suyuu 6 omnoweHuy npedcmabaeniis u onvima, 1 0eAar Mo
045 moeo, 4mo0dbl NOOUEepKHY MY, KAK MU MPYOHOCTU C Ae2KO-
cmuio Bedym K HenpabuALHOMY NOHUMAHUIO PYHOAMEHMAAb-
HOe0 KaHmoBcko2o pasiutenus uybembennocmu u paccyoxa u
UX YHUKAALHBIX BK1a006 6 nosHanie.

Katouebuvie croBa: xameeopus, nouwsmue, codepkatile,
cosepyanue, Kanm, uybcmbennocmy, npedcmabaerie.

1. BBemenmne

B xanTOBemeHVIM 1 3a €ro IIpereIaMy CyIecTByeT
B3IJIAJI, COIVIACHO KOTOPOMY IlepLenTyajlbHOe IIpef-
CTaBJIeHVe BKJIIOYaeT MCIIOIb30BaHue HoHaTmii. OnyH
VI3 ITOIXOOB K PeIIeHNI0 3TOV IIPO0IIeMBl — CIIPOCUTB,
KaKvie BVIBI COflep KaHIsI IIpefiCTaB/IeH T BOOOIIe BO3-
MOXXHBIL. KOHIIeNTyaJIMCThl CYUTAIOT, UYTO BO3MOXKHO
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TYPES OF REPRESENTATIONAL
CONTENT IN KANT

H.A. Laiho?

In this essay, I specify types of representational content
that can be attributed to Kant’s account of representation.
The more specific aim is to examine which of these types of
content can be regarded as possible without the application
of concepts. In order to answer the question, I proceed as fol-
lows. First, I show how intuition (in Kant’s sense) can be
seen as providing indexical content independently of empir-
ical concepts. Second, I show in what sense the generation
of spatial content can be regarded as non-categorial. A key
distinction is that a perceptual examination of an object can
be understood as thoroughly sensible and particular, where-
as a conceptual determination always grasps the object via
its generalisable features. Third, I propose that the faculties
of sensibility and understanding are not only separable in
principle, but that their contributions remain in a certain
sense separate in actual cognition as well. This is to say that
a conceptual determination of an object does not entail that
the object ceases to be non-conceptually available to the per-
ceiver, which further suggests the autonomy of sensibility
and its perceptual content. Finally, I raise difficulties in at-
tributing non-conceptual representational content to Kant’s
judgment-centered stance on representation and experience,
only to emphasise how these difficulties easily lead to a mis-
appreciation of Kant’s fundamental distinction between sen-
sibility and understanding and their unique cognitive con-
tributions.

Keywords: category, concept, content, intuition, Kant,
perception, representation.

1. Introduction

The view that perceptual representation in-
volves the application of concepts emerges in and
beyond Kant scholarship. A way to approach the
issue is to ask what kinds of representational con-
tent are possible in the first place. Conceptualists
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TOJIBKO IIOHSTUWHOE COJlepKaHMe IIpefiCTaBIIeHNT,
HOHKOHIIEIITYaJIMCTEL 3TO oTpunaioT’. CyImecTBy-
10T pas/IMuHble BapMaHThI B3[JISIIOB, KOTOPbIE MOXHO
ObUTO OBbI OTHECTN K KOHIIENTYaJIM3MY VIV HOHKOHIIEIT-
Tya/IM3My; MHOXKECTBO Pas3/INdmii ObUIO IIPOV3BEIEeHO
B HeIaBHVIX OOCY>KIeHVIsIX . YUUThIBas 3TU pasyIndms,
MBI MOYKEM IIPUIyMaTh MHOTO BUJIOB KOHIIENITyaJIM3Ma
VI HOHKOHIIEIITya/IVi3Ma, BK/IIOYasl CMeIIaHHble IT03V-
LMW, a IIOTOMY HesICHO, HaCKOJIPKO, B KOHIIe KOHIIOB,
TIOJIE3HBI BCE TV pasfiesleHNs], He TOBOPS YKe O caMuX
SIPIIBIKAX «KOHLIEITYaJIN3M» 1 «HOHKOHIIEIITYaJI3M>.

Taxoke MOXeT I0Ka3aTbCsl, YTO HE BeCh TPYH, IPOo-
IeJTaHHBIT B paMKax OSTWX «M3MOB», VIMEeT CBOVIM
IIpeIMeTOM OfHO M TO Xe. Tak, Hampumep, XOTs B
KaHTOBeIUeCcKnX gebaTax Ha 3TOT CueT Bce M HauyHa-
JI0Ch ¢ pobremsl cofepxkanms (cM.: McDowell, 1996;
Hanna, 2005), cjto)xHO cKa3aTb, 9TOOBI coiep KaHue
OCTalIoCh B IleHTpe mx BHMMaHms (cM.: Allais, 2016,
p. 4—5)*. CoBceM HemaBHO COIepPKaTeIbHBIV ACIIEKT
Obul sBHO TIOcTaBiieH 1107 Bompoc (McLear, 2016).
Bo3MOXHO, KaHTOBCKOE yYeHMe O IIepLIeNTyaIbHbBIX
IIpe/iCTaBJIEHNSIX Ha caMOM JieJle JIydllle IIOHVMAaTh B
TepMMHaxX OTHOIIEeHVS 3HaKOMCTBA WUIVI, BO3MOXXHO,
Pas3TOBOPEI O COTep KaHMM VI 3HAKOMCTBE IIPOCTO TIe-
peBonmMel OpyT B gpyra. Kak Oer To Hu OpUIO, ecTb
elrle OjfHa CJIOXKHOCTb, KOTOPYIO HY>KHO VIMETb BBUZLY,
npunvceiBasi KaHTy comeprxaTennbHbIn acriekT. Teopmst
npencrasiiennss KanaTa MoxeT OBITH paccMOTpeHa Kak
BKJTIOYAIOITIasl HECKOJIBKO TUIIOB COfepyKaHms (00 3ToM
nogpobHO Hirke). HeKoTOpsIX 113 3TVIX KaHAMIATOB Ha
POJIb COflepIKaHMSI JIETKO CYeCTh He-TIOHATUHBIMY, B
TO BpeMsI KaK JIPYIMX eCTeCTBeHHO Oy[eT CIMTaTh I10-
HATUVHBIMI. BIo0aBoK K 9TOMY HesICHO, KaKuie 113 HVX
cam KaHT cues1 ObI 1OCTATOUYHBIMM Il [TO-HACTOSIIIIEe-
MY COJIep>KaTeJIbHOTO IIpefiCTaBIIeH IS

2 Kpatkoe M3JI0)KeHVIe ICTOPWUV 3BOJIIOLIMI STVIX CIIOPOB MOX-
Ho Hanty B (Bermuddez, Cahen, 2015).

* HampumMep, ObII0 IIPeIITOI0KeHO, UTO (HOH)KOHIIEIITYasi3M
COCTOSIHMSL ¥ (HOH)KOHIIENTyaIM3M COIep)KaHWsI — pasHbIe
sery (Heck, 2000). Kpwrirdeckit B3IIsi/L Ha 3TO JIeJIEHNE TIpe]l-
crasieH B (Toribio, 2008). ComeprkaHite, B CBOIO O4epelb, MOKET
paccMaTpuBaThCs Kak abCOJIIOTHO VIV OTHOCUTENIBHO (He-)IIo-
asaTuriHoe (Hanna, 2008, p. 47 —49; Speaks, 2005, p. 359 —360).
Kpome Toro, cocras comepkaHMs MOXHO OTIM4YaTh OT 00ja-
maHus UM, a obiagaHve TIOHATUSAMU — OT X VICIIOIb30BaHM
(Crowther 2006, p. 249 —252; Hanna, 2011, p. 336).

* OcHoBomnosiaratorasi pabora XaHHBI MOXET pacCMaTPMBaThCS
KaK peaKLyis Ha IIPeJIITOIOKNTEIbHO KaHTVAHCKIT B3IIs, Mak-
Iay?/Ula Ha OTHOIIEHMe «MUP — CO3HaHWe», HO B TO JKe BpeMs
ona BMecTe co craTheit Berrierrst (Wenzel, 2005) B ievicTBITeIIBHO-
CTV VIHUIMMPOBAJIA 3TOT CIOP B KaHTOBeeHnn. bostee panHme
Ba)KHBIE BKJIa/Ibl BKJIIOYAOT paboTsl Xarus! (Hanna, 2001) n Posa
(Rohs, 2001). Cm. Taxke, Harpumep: (Allais, 2009; Ginsborg, 2008;
Gomes, 2014; Griffith, 2012; Griine, 2009; Hanna, 2008; McDowell,
2009; McLear, 2015; Tolley, 2013; Tomaszewska, 2008).
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hold that only conceptual representational content
is possible. Non-conceptualists deny this.? There are
variants of views that can be called conceptualist or
non-conceptualist; in the recent discussion, plenty of
distinctions have been made.*> With all the distinc-
tions in place, we could come up with many kinds
of conceptualism and non-conceptualism, includ-
ing mixed positions, which is why it is unclear how
helpful all these distinctions are in the end, not to
mention the labels ‘conceptualism” and “non-concep-
tualism” themselves.

It also seems that not all the work done on the
two isms deal with exactly the same subject matter.
In the Kantian debate on the matter, for example,
though it all started with the issue over content (see
esp. McDowell, 1996; Hanna, 2005), content hard-
ly remained a central focus in the debate (see Al-
lais, 2016, pp. 4-5).* More recently, the content view
has been questioned explicitly (McLear, 2016). Per-
haps Kant’s account of perceptual representation
is indeed better understood in terms of acquaint-
ance relation, or perhaps acquaintance- and con-
tent-talk are simply intertranslatable. However that
might be, there is a further complication to be con-
sidered when attributing the content view to Kant.
Kant’s theory of representation can be seen as con-
taining several types of content (to be specified be-
low). Some of these candidates for content are easy
to treat as non-conceptual, while it is natural to treat
others as conceptual. On top of that, it is not clear
which of them Kant himself would count as suffi-
cient for genuinely contentful representation.

2 For a compact story of the evolution of this controversy, see
Bermudez & Cahen, 2015.

3 For example, it has been suggested that it is one thing to
speak of state-(non-)conceptualism, and quite another thing to
speak of content-(non-)conceptualism (Heck, 2000; for a criti-
cal view of this distinction, see Toribio, 2008). Content, in turn,
can be regarded either as absolutely or relatively (non-)con-
ceptual (Hanna, 2008, pp. 47-49; Speaks, 2005, pp. 359-360).
In addition, the composition of content can be distinguished
from the possession of content, and concept-possession from
concept-use (Crowther 2006, pp. 249-252; Hanna, 2011, p. 336).
¢ Hanna’'s seminal paper can be seen as a reaction to
McDowell’s supposedly Kantian view on the mind-world re-
lation, but it also really brought the debate to Kant scholar-
ship, together with Wenzel’s 2005 paper. Earlier important
contributions include Hanna, 2001, and Rohs, 2001. See also
e.g. Allais, 2009; Ginsborg, 2008; Gomes, 2014; Griffith, 2012;
Griine, 2009; Hanna, 2008; McDowell, 2009; McLear, 2015; Tolley,
2013; Tomaszewska, 2008.
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B aToMm 3cce g paccMoTpIO, Kak mpes: He-TIOHATUM-
HOT'O COJlep>KaHMsl COOTHOCUTCS C KaHTOBCKMM yUeHM-
eM O TIepHeNnTyaybHBIX IPeCTaBIeHIX, HeCMOTpS
Ha TOJILKO YTO YTIOMSIHYTBIe ITpoOsiembl. VIsHauaiib-
HOe ITpeJIIIoJIoKeHle 3aK/IIoYaeTcsl B TOM, YTO yueHue
KanTra MOXeT OBITH yCIEIIHO HpOaHAIN3MPOBAaHO B
TepMMHaX CofiepXaHMs MpeacTaBieHun. Hampumep,
CKas3aTh, YTO BBl BOCIIPUHIMAaeTe JepeBo, 3HauNUT CKa-
3aTh, YTO BBl HAXOMTECh B TAKOM IIeplelTyaIbHOM CO-
CTOSIHVM, KOTOpOe IIpefIcTaBIsieT IV JiejlaeT I Bac
BO3MOXXHBIM IIPeICTaBUTh Ballly HeIoCpelICTBEeHHYIO
Cpemy Kak ITOKa3BIBaIOIIYyIO OIpefesleHHBIM 00pa3oM
BBITVISIAIINT OOBEKT, PaCIIOIOXKEHHEI B OIIpefie/IeH-
HoM MecTe. CoflepKaHVe 3TOr0 BOCIIPUATHSL, 10 CYTH,
€CThb CIIOCOD IpeJICcTaB/IeHNs Balllero HelloCpeCTBeH-
HOTO OKPY’KeHVIs 3TVM OIIpefie/leHHbIM 00beKT-CIIel -
dpvraeckrm oOpazoMm. [Ipyroe mpenronoskeHe 3aKIo-
JaeTcs B TOM, UTO JII0OOe IleplenTyaIbHoe ITpescTaB-
JIeHVIe YaCTHOTO 00beKTa ecTh IIprMep Toro, uto Kant
HasblBaeT SMIVPUUYECKVM co3epliaHveM’. [J1aBHBII
BOIIPOC 3aKJIIOYaeTcsl B TOM, BO3MOYKeH JIV TaKOWl BUJL
comepkaHMs IHpencTasieHuy, cornacHo Kaxrty, Oes
PVIJIOXKEHVSI ITOHSI T

2. HPEJICTaBJ'IEHVIe 0e3 MBIIIUIEHMS: IMIITPpUIECKHMe
co3epnaHnmsa Oe3 IMIIMPUIECKMNX IIOHATUN

ITosBorbTe MHe HavaTh C yKazaHIA Ha TO, B KAKOM
CMBICITe TIePIIENTYIIbHOE IIpefiCTaBIIeHyie (TO eCTh SMIIV-
pudeckoe cosepriaHyie) MOXKHO CUUTATh He-TIOHSTWUV-
HBIM cofiep>KaHmeM c Touku 3speHmst KarTa. CaMbIv Bax-
HBIII MOMEHT B 3TOM pasfiefle 3aK/II09aeTcsd B TOM, UTO
IIpeficTaB/IeHVe KaK TaKOBOE€, B TOM CMBICIIE, KOTOPHIN
npumaer emy KaHT, He 00s3aTesTbHO HOJDKHO paccMa-
TPpUBaThC KaK VCIOIb30BaHVe OHATUV, VIV MBbIIIIIe-
Hue. bortee Toro, HaMm cj1elyeT MMeTh B BUITY, UTO TOJIBKO
cosepiiaHme, corsiacHo KaHTy, MOXeT cBs3aTh Hac ¢ MH-
OVBUAYaIbHBIMI ITePIIENTy &JTbHBIMU OObeKTaMA.

B «Kpuruxe uncroro pasyma» KanT yTBepxmaer,
YTO «BO3MOYKHO JIMIIB OIHO YIOTpeOseHMe paccyi-
KOM... TIOHSTHUI: Yepe3 VX IOCPeICTBO OH OCYIIeCT-
BiIsieT cyxxnaeHue» (A 68 / B 93; Kanr, 2006a, c. 157). 1
TeVICTBUTEIILHO, OH OITpefIesIseT pacCyIoK Kak CIIoco0-
HOCTB CyIWUTb U MbiCAUNIb, @ MBIIIUIEHVIE €CTh JeVICTBIIe
yMa ¥ KOHKPeTU3MPYeTCs UM KakK «II03HaBaHIe uepes
nousaTHs» (A 69 / B 94; Kant, 2006a, c. 159). B o0rmiem,

° I He yTBEPIK/IAI0, YTO BOCIIPUSITIS — 3TO IIPOCTO SMIIVIPIIYe-
CKIe CO3epIIaHVs VIV YTO STV TePMWHBI TOX/IeCTBeHHBI. VIHo-
rga Kanrt oTtoxpmectsisieT mx (cMm., Harpumep: AA 04, S. 283;
KanT, 19946, c. 37—38), a nHOrma HeT (cM., HarlpuMep: B 162;
Kamnrt, 20064, c. 239). B o011eM, I0X0XKe, UTO OH MCIIOJIb3YEeT 3T 1
HeKOTOpbIe POFICTBEHHEIE TEPMIHEI ITO-Pa3HOMY B pa3HbBIX KOH-
TeKCTax.
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In this essay, I examine how the idea of
non-conceptual content fits Kant’s account of per-
ceptual representation despite the just-mentioned
worries. The initial assumption is that Kant’s ac-
count can be successfully analysed in terms of rep-
resentational content. For example, to say that you
perceive a tree is to say that you are in such a per-
ceptual state that represents, or makes it possible
for you to represent, your immediate environment
as featuring an object that is located in a certain
place in relation to you, looking a certain way. The
content of your perception is, basically, the way of
representing your immediate environment in this
particular object-specific manner. Another assump-
tion is that any such perceptual representation of a
particular object is an instance of what Kant calls
empirical intuition.’ The main question is whether
the kind of representational content just described
is possible without the application of concepts ac-
cording to Kant.

2. Representing without Thinking: Empirical
Intuitions without Empirical Concepts

Let me start by showing in what sense percep-
tual representation (i.e. empirical intuition) can be
treated as non-conceptual content in Kant’s view.
The most crucial element in this section is that rep-
resenting as such does not need to be regarded as
concept-use or thinking in Kant’s demanding sense
of the term. Moreover, we should keep in mind that
according to Kant only intuition can connect us with
individual perceptual objects.

Kant states in the Critique of Pure Reason that
“understanding [Verstand] can make no other use
of [...] concepts than that of judging by means of
them” (KrV, A 68 / B 93; Kant, 2000a, p. 205). In-
deed, he defines the whole faculty of understand-
ing accordingly as a faculty of judging and thinking
(Denken), which action of the mind he specifies as
“cognition through concepts [Begriffe]” (KrV, A 69 /
B 94; Kant, 2000a, p. 205). In all, Kant can be seen
as tying judgment-making and concept-use togeth-

* 1 am not saying that perceptions are empirical intuitions
tout court or that the two terms are identical. Sometimes Kant
does identify perception with empirical intuition (e.g. Prol,
AA 04, p. 283; Kant, 2002b, p. 79). Sometimes he does not (e.g.
KrV, B 162; Kant 2000a, p. 262). In all, he seems to use the two
terms and a number of related terms slightly differently in dif-
ferent contexts.



MBI MOXKeM cunTaTh, 4To KaHT cBs3bIBaeT CyXxieHue
VI VICTIOTb30BaHMe TIOHSTUI C MBIITUIEHMeM TaK KpeTl-
KO, YTO HW OAVH JIPYTOVl BUJ IT03HABATEJILHOV VI
TIPEJICTABIISIIONIel JIesITeIIBHOCTM He JJOJDKEH OTOX-
IecTBIIAThCS ¢ MbltuieHneM. Cosepyanue s Kanra —
TaKas IIpeJICTaBIIAIONIAs IeATeIbHOCTD, VTV BV ITPerl-
CTaBJIEHVS], KOTOPBIVI MOXeET «CYIecTBOBATb... paHb-
IIre, yeM MBI HeuTo IoMbIcmM» (B 67; Kant, 2006a,
c. 129, cm. Taxke: B 132; KarT, 20064, c. 203). Cozepira-
HIIe KaK TaKOBOE eCTh He-TIOHSATUVIHOE ITpeZICTaBlIeHIe
IO OIIpeeJIeHNIO: 3TO He TIOHSTIE, a HEeTIOCPeICTBeH-
HOe, JTafolllee OOBEKT IIpeficTaB/IeHVe YyBCTBEHHOCTI
(A 15/ B 29; Kart, 20064, c. 83—85; A19 / B 33; Kawr,
20064, c. 89).

TvmvaHBT BBIBOA, KOHIENTYaINCTOB IO 3TOMY
BOIIPOCY COCTOUT B TOM, YTO HVI MBICIIV (TIOHSTVIS), HUA
cosepliaHMs He MOTYT UI'PaTh CBOV POJIM B IIpEICTaB-
sleHvn camu 110 cebe (cm. McDowell, 1996; Gunther,
2003, p. 1). KaaT, Kak M3BeCTHO, CUUTAJI, UTO MBICIIb,
JmIIeHHas cosepuanws, mycra (A 51 / B 75; Kanr,
2006a, c. 139). DTo O3Ha4aeT, IO CyTW, YTO IIOHATHE,
BOBJIEUEHHOE B TaKyIO MBICI/Ib, HE VIMeeT OTHOIIIEHVIS K
4yBCTBEHHOMY O0OBeKTY®. B ToM e yxe cosepiiaHmue
KaK YTO-TO, YTO IIPEITOJIOKUTEIIBHO JOJDKHO obecrie-
4BaTh OTHOIIIEHVE K UYBCTBEHHOMY OOBEKTY, HeJlaTh
MBICITb COTIepKaTeJIFHOVI, CJIETIO, eC/IVI TOJIBKO He TIOA-
BEJIEHO «IIOZ] IIOHATVS» (TaM JXKe).

Ho nevicTBUTENIBHO M CIT€TIOTa CO3ePIIaHMII O3Ha-
4JaeT TO, YTO O Hevl OOBIUHO JIyMalOT, a UMEHHO — YTO
He3aBUCUMOe OT IIOHSATUII IeplenTyaJbHOe Ipef-
CTaBJIeHIe HeBO3MOXKHO? Sl Tak He JIyMalo, 1 5 B 3TOM
OTHOIIIEHM He OOMHOK (cM., Harrpumep: Allais, 2009,
p. 395; Burge, 2010, p. 154 —155; Hanna, 2005, p. 257;
Tolley, 2013, p. 127). Ha Mot B3DJISIII, STUMM CIIEIIbI-
MM CO3epLIaHMSIMM ¥ IyCTBIMU MbIcIIMM KaHT xoder
yKasaTb Ha ciemytorree. C OTHOV CTOPOHBI, pacCyIOK
IIOJDKEH ITOCTOSTHHO O0pallaTbcs K UyBCTBEHHOCTV,
4TOOBI M30€eXKaTh IJITATOHMYECKOTO JIETaHMs «Ha KpPbl-
nesax upev» (A5 / B9; Kant, 20064, c. 59), koTopsle /115
KaHra — moHSATIS, He MIMeOIIe OTHOIIEHNS K 1yB-
CTBEeHHBIM OOBeKTaM (cM., HarrpuMep: A 336 / B 393;
Kant, 2006a, c. 503). C npyrovt CTOpPOHBI, IS MBIIII-
JleHnst 00 oOBeKTaxX OFHOTO JIUIIL CO3epLIaHMS HeJo-

¢ HampnmMep, MOXXHO IIpeCTaBUTh, YTO CyOBEKT [IyMaeT O YeM-
TO B aDCTpaKTHOV MaHepe, 0e3 MUTIOCTPALNIA IV KOHKPETHBIX
IIPVIMEPOB, XOTSI OH MJIVI OHA C TeM XK€ YCIIeXOM MOTJIV ObI feJ1aTh
9TO ¢ HUMM (CM. aHATOMMUYECKIIT ITpuMep B TpeThert «Kputike»:
AA 05, S. 343; KanT, 2001a, c. 495). VI, Hampumep, Koryia Ipo-
CTO HeT JIOCTYIIHOTO CO3€PLIAHNS IS IIOHSTS, BBIPaKEHHOIO
MBICJIBIO, JIOO ITIOTOMY, YTO y HAaC HET CPECTB IS IIPeIOCTaB-
JIEHVIS] ITPOCTPAHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHOTO IIpuMepa [IjIsl Hee, JIbo
IIOTOMY, YTO He MOXXET OBITh COOTBETCTBYIOIIIETO UYBCTBEHHOTO
co3epriaHmsi Taxe B IPUHIIAIIE.
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er with thinking so tightly that any other kind of
cognitive or representational activity should not be
identified with thinking. Intuiting (Anschauung) for
Kant is such a representational activity or a kind
of representing that can “precede any act of think-
ing” (KrV, B 67; Kant, 2000a, p. 189; see also KrV,
B 132; Kant 2000a, p. 246). As such, intuition is a
non-conceptual representation by definition: it is not
a concept, but an immediate object-providing rep-
resentation of sensibility (Sinnlichkeit) (KrV, A 15 /
B 29; Kant, 2000a, p. 135; A 19 / B 33; Kant, 2000a,
p. 155).

A typical conceptualist observation at this point
is that neither thoughts (concepts) nor intuitions can
play their representational roles on their own (see
esp. McDowell, 1996, and Gunther, 2003, p. 1). Kant
famously regards a thought that lacks intuition as
empty (KrV, A 51 / B 75; Kant, 2000a, p. 193). This
means, basically, that the concept involved in such
a thought has no relation to a sensible object.® In the
same vein, intuition, as something that is supposed
to secure the relation to a sensible object, to make
the thought contentful, is blind if it is not brought
“under concepts” (KrV, A 51 / B 75; Kant, 2000a,
p- 194).

But does the blindness of intuitions really mean
what it has been commonly taken to mean, name-
ly that concept-independent perceptual representa-
tion is impossible? I think not, and I am not alone
in this (see also e.g. Allais, 2009, p. 395; Burge,
2010, pp. 154-155; Hanna, 2005, p. 257; Tolley, 2013,
p- 127). Instead, as I see it, with his blind intuitions
and empty thoughts, Kant wants to underline the
following. On the one hand, understanding must
constantly turn to sensibility to avoid Platonic flying
“on the wings of the ideas” (KrV, A5 / B 9; Kant,
2000a, p. 129), which for Kant are concepts that have
no relation to sensible objects (see e.g. KrV, A 336 /
B 393; Kant 2000a, p. 406). On the other hand, more
than mere intuition is required for thinking about
objects. This is because the senses do not judge (see
e.g. Anth, AA 07, p. 146; Kant, 2009, p. 258) and be-
cause any use of understanding that is not support-
ed by intuitions lacks access to worldly objects. So,

¢ For example, it could be the case that the subject thinks of
something in an abstract fashion, without illustration or con-
crete example, although he or she could just as well do so
(see the anatomist example in the third Critique: KU, AA 05,
p- 343; Kant, 2000b, p. 218). Or it could be the case that there
simply is no intuition available for the concept expressed by
the thought, either because we lack the means of providing a
spatiotemporal instance for it or because there could not be a
matching sensible intuition even in principle.
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CTaTOYHO, ITOCKOJIbKY YYBCTBA He BBIHOCAT CYXKIE€HVISI
(cm., Hanipumep: AA 07, S. 146; Kanur, 19948, c. 163 —
164) 11 mocKoJIbKy J1F000€ MCIIoIb30BaHNe paccyiKa, He
HIOIKPEIUIEHHOe CO3epIIaHMAMY, JIVIIEHO JOCTyIa K
oOpexTam Mupa. Taknm o6pasom, korga Kant rosopur
0 paccyqke ¥ YyBCTBEHHOCTV KaK O pas3HBIX, HO B3a-
VIMOZIOIIOJIHSIOIIMX CIIOCOOHOCTSIX, OH YKasbIBaeT Ha
OIIMOKYM NP NPVHSATUN VIV SMIVPU3Ma, VIV pariy-
oHayM3Ma. B To Bpems Kak smrmpuk Bpope JIokka oT-
HaeT CJIMIIIKOM BakKHYIO POjIb YyBCTBAM, pallVIOHAJIVICT
Bpoze JlentOHMITa OIIMOOYHO CUMTaeT OIVH JIVIIE MH-
TEJUIEKT CIIOCOOHBIM K CYXKIEHWSIM, KOTOPBIe MOTYT
YCTaHOBUTB VICTUHBL O MUpe. B o01miem, 11 sMImpukm 1
PpallOHaJIVICTHI HeIPaBIIBHO IOHMMAIOT, YTO 3HAYUT
«IaBaTb OOBEKTMBHO 3HAYMMBIe CYXXIEHVS O Belllax»
(A 271 / B 327; Kanr, 20064, c. 429; cMm. Taxcke: Hanna,
2001, p. 202—203).

Omnako s He Hamren B Tekctax KaHrta Hudero o
TOM, YUTO yKa3ajio Obl Ha paBeHCTBO (YCJIOBUIT) OOBEK-
TMBHOTO CYyXXeHus 1 (yCJIOBMIT) 4yBCTBEHHOIO IIpe/l-
CTaBjIeHMs Kak Takoporo. Hecmorpsi Ha To uTo mpu-
JIOJKeH!e TIOHSATUI HelIpeMeHHO ObUI0 OBl abCoTIoTHO
HeOOXOIVIMBIM YCJIOBVIEM OOBEKTMBHOIO CYXKIEeHMs,
KaHT mipsiMO yTBepiK[IaeT, YTO MBI MOXEM CO3epliaTh
0e3 HpwWIOXKeHMs MOHSATUII K OOBEKTY CO3epIIaHMS.
Crenytormme dpparMeHTHI TOBOPST 00 3TOM 0COOEHHO
SIBHO:

MOKHO HeuTO co3epliaTh, He MBICIISI IIPV 9TOM VI
o, otvM uto-nbo (AA 17, S. 620, Ne4636).

Jlormueckast sICHOCTb, Kak He0O OT 3eMJIM, OT/IMJaeT-
Cs1 OT DCTETUYECKOW, U IOCJICIHSIS IMEeT MECTO, XOTSI MbI
BOBCe He IIpeJICTaBIIsieM IIpeMeT ITOCPEICTBOM ITOHATU
(AA 20, S. 227 Anm.; Kanrr, 20016, c. 901).

[M]BL... MOXXeM... ITO-TO IPEeNCTaBIIsATh cebe Kak JIaH-
HOe€, XOTsI OBl MBI He MMeJT 00 3TOM HMUKAKOTO ITOHSITHUS
(AA 05,S. 402; Kanr, 2001a, c. 629).

V6o cymecTByeT scHocnby B CO3epIIaHMM, TO €CTh B
IIpenCTaBIeHNM OTOEeIBHOIO... KOTOpasl MOXeT OBITh Ha-
3BaHa AC1Memuyeckoll i KOTopasi COBEPIIIEHHO OTIIMYIHA OT
/02uteckoll, TIOHATUIHON (TTOF00HO TOMy, KaK eciay OBl
HOBOTOJUIAHJICKNII AVKaph BIIEpPBBIE YBUIEN OBl AOM U
66T OBI HACTOITBKO OTM30K K HEMY, UTOOBI pa3InMdaTh eTo
4acTy, HO He MMeJI OBbl, OJTHAaKO, HMKAKOTO ITOHSTS O HeM)
(AA 08, S.217 Anm.; KanT, 1993, c. 144).

Ecimi, sHanipumep, avikapb n3gaiv BUAAUT J0M, Ha3Ha-
4JeHMsI KOTOPOro OH He 3HaeT, TO OH, KOHEeYHO, VIMeeT ITe-
per coOovt B TIpeNICTaBIIEHNV TOT YK€ CaMbIVl OOBEKT, UTO
" KTO-HVI6y,ILI) IIpyTOVi, OITpe/IeJIeHHO 3HAOIINI ero Kak
pucrocobeHHoe s Jronert xwmie. Ho mo dpopme
9TO 3HaHVe OJJHOTO U TOTO ke 00beKTa y 000mX pasIiIHO.
Y omHOTrO OHO ecThb Mo4bko cosepyanue, y APYroro cosepya-
Hue v ogHOBpeMeHHO nousamue (AA 09, S. 33; Kart, 1994r,
c. 289).
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when Kant regards understanding and sensibility as
distinct yet complementary faculties, he points out
the mistakes of taking either empiricism or ration-
alism too far. Whereas an empiricist such as Locke
gives too prominent a role to senses, a rationalist
such as Leibniz falsely takes mere intellect as capa-
ble of judgments that can establish truths about the
world. In brief, both empiricists and rationalists mis-
conceive what it takes to “judge about things with
objective validity” (KrV, A 271 / B 327; Kant, 2000a,
p- 372; see also esp. Hanna, 2001, pp. 202-203).

Yet there is nothing I have found in Kant’s texts
that would indicate that (the conditions of) objec-
tive judgment equals (the conditions of) perceptu-
al representation as such. While the application of
concepts would of course be an absolutely necessary
requirement of objective judgment, Kant explicit-
ly holds that it is possible to intuit without apply-
ing concepts to the object of intuition. The following
pieces of text are particularly telling in this respect:

One can intuit something without thinking
something thereby or thereunder (Refl 4636, AA 17,
p. 620; Kant, 2005a, p. 151).

Logical distinctness is also totally different from
aesthetic distinctness, and the latter can obtain even
though we do not represent the object (Gegenstand)
to ourselves by means of concepts at all [...] (EEKU,
AA 20, p. 227n; Kant, 2000c, p. 29).

[W]e can [...] represent something as given even
though we do not have any concept of it (KU, AA 05,
p- 402; Kant, 2000b, p. 272).

For there is also a distinctness in the intuition, and
hence also in the representation of the individual
[...] which may be called aesthetic and is quite
different from logical distinctness through concepts
(supposing an Australian aborigine, for example,
were to see a house for the first time, and was near
enough to distinguish all its parts, though without
having the least concept of it) [..] (UE, AA 08,
p- 217n; Kant, 2002a, p. 308).

If a savage sees a house from a distance, for
example, with whose use he is not acquainted, he
admittedly has before him in his representation
the very same object (Objekt) as someone else who
is acquainted with it determinately as a dwelling
established for men. But as to form, this cognition
of one and the same object (Objekts) is different
in the two. With the one it is mere intuition [blofle
Anschauung], with the other it is intuition and concept
at the same time (Log, AA 09, p. 33; Kant, 2004,
pp- 544-545).



W3 3Tmx maccakeit MBI MOXKeM B3SITh CIIeAyIOIIIee.
CosepriaTb JOM 3HAYUT BUETh [JOM — OOpaTuTe BHU-
MaHue, Kak Bo pparmenTe 3 «Jlorvki» Verre BujieHbe
IIpeIIosIaraeT, 4To HabJIIo/IaTe b IMEeT «IIeper] CO0ov
B IIPEJICTaBIIEHN» OOBEKT, UTO, B CBOIO OUepelb, I1O/I-
pasyMeBaeT, 9YTo HabJIIoaTe Ik IMeeT co3epIiaHie 00b-
ekTta. OnHAKO BUIEHbe JJoMa He 00s3aTe/IbHO BKIII0Ya-
eT BOCIIPUSITHE JIOMa Kak [JOMa, IIOHMaeMoe KakK ITpef-
CTapJIeHVIe BellM Yepe3 MOHATHe JoMa. OueBmIHO, He
3HAKOMBIVI C [JJOMaMI YeJI0BEK He 00JIaaeT IIOHSTIEM
ToMa ¥, CJIeloBaTe/IbHO, He MOXKET BOCHIPVHMMATD IOM
KaK JIOM B 9TOM cMbIciie. Tak ke OUeBUITHO, YTO OH He
MOXeT IIPOaHaIM3MPOBATh COfep’KaHMe CBOEro BOC-
OpUSATHS B COOTBETCTBUIL CO 3HaKaMM JIOMOB (OKHAMWM,
IIBEPBMMU U T. I1.), TO €CTb C/IeJIaTh CBOE IIpeiICTaBIIeHVIe
TioMa OoJTee pazmMaMMBIM B 9TOM cMbIciTe. Ho, Kak 11o71-
TBEPXKIAIOT IUTATHI 113 paboT «O0 OTHOM OTKPBITHIL...»
u «[lepBoe BBeleHMe...», OH BCe ke CMOT OBl CeIaTh
CBOe BOCIIpUATVE Jcmemuyecky Oosiee pasyIMaVIMbIM.
Onmako BaKHee BCETO TO, UTO BBIIIEyTIOMSHYThIE OTpa-
HUYeHMs 03HaBaTe/IbHOV CIIOCOOHOCTM He MeIlaroT
eMy IepLeNTyaIbHO, WM «CO3epLaTesIbHO», OCO3Ha-
BaTh HaJIMUMe TIepefT HM KOHKPeTHOVI BeIll.

Hampotus, omrHOTO CcOo3epriaHmsi, Ka’kKeTcs, IOCTa-
TOYHO [IJI1 pellleHMs (yHOIaAMeHTaJIbHOU II03HaBa-
TeJILHOV 3a7lavull BHEIITHETO BOCIIPVISTIS, @ IMEHHO —
3a7aun IIOMeIleHsT HaOrrogaTesss B OTHOIIEHVE C
o0pexTOM B IpocTpaHcTBe. COOTBETCTBEHHO, MOXKHO
VICIIOJIb30BATh TEPMVH «sIBJIEHVIE» VI [IeJIaTh aKIIeHT Ha
TOM, KaK «gBJIEHVS MOTYT OBITB TaHBI B CO3epIIaHm 0e3
dyuximi paccyaka» (A 90 / B122; Kant, 2006a, c. 191)
Y TI0YeMy «IeVICTBUTEIbHOe TIPUCYTCTBUe IIpeaMeTa»
(A 50 / B 74; Kanr, 20064, c. 137) He 3aBUCKUT OT IIOHS-
Tuir’. @paspl «He MMesl Obl, OJHaKO, HMKAKOTO ITOHS-
TVSI», «BOBCE He TIPeJICTaBIIIeM IIpeIMeT ITOCPEICTBOM
TIOHSITUI», «XOTs ObI MBI HE MMeJI 00 3TOM HUKaKOTO
MOHATMS» B IHPOLIUTUPOBAHHBIX BhIIIE (PparMeHTax
Hanbostee MHAOPMATVBHBI B 9TOM acIIeKTe.

Bce BpIIleckasaHHOe TOIAEPXKMBAETCS eIle WU
B3rggamMu KaHta Ha oOpasoBaHMe 3MIVPUYECKVIX
nougTui. Hanpumep, B «Benckon storuke» KaHT, Kak
cooOIraeTcs, cKasasl cyIeyoniee:

Tor, ko XOTes1 OBl CcIlepBa IOy YUTD IIpe/ICTaB/IeHYIe
0 KpacHOM IiBeTe, JOJDKeH ObUT OBl yBUIETh KpacHBI
nset. OJfHaKO KOIJla OH CpaBHWII ObI KPaCHBIVI IIBET KMHO-
Bapy, KApMYA3UHA VI 1I0HCO, OH TIOHsUI Obl, UTO eCTh HeuTO

7 Cm. takke y bearpuc Jlonruec (Longuenesse, 2000, p. 24)
VIO O TOM, YTO YTO-TO BCE PaBHO VIMEETCsl, a IMEHHO TO, YTO
OHa Ha3kIBaeT 00006eKMHbLM 006eK110M, TTasKe eCIIV TTOJTHOIeHHasT
«O0BEeKTHOCTB» TpebyeT GosIbIIIero.
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From such passages we can gather the follow-
ing. To intuit a house is to see a house — notice how
in the Jische Logic passage seeing implies that the
perceiver has “before him in his representation” an
object, which in turn implies that the perceiver has
an intuition of that object. However, to see a house
does not need to involve perceiving the house as a
house, understood as representing the thing un-
der the concept of house. Obviously, a person un-
familiar with houses does not possess the concept
of house and thus cannot perceive the house as a
house in this sense. Equally obviously, he cannot
analyse the contents of his perception according
to the marks of houses (windows, doors, etc.), that
is, make his representation of the house more dis-
tinct in this sense. But as the quotes from On a Dis-
covery and “First Introduction” verify, he would still
be able to make his perception aesthetically more
distinct. Most importantly, however, the aforesaid
cognitive limitations do not preclude him being per-
ceptually or “intuitively” aware of the particular
thing before him.

On the contrary, mere intuition appears to be
quite sufficient for fulfilling the fundamental cog-
nitive task of outward perception, namely that of
putting the perceiver in relation with a spatially lo-
cated object. Relatedly, one could employ the term
‘appearance’ (Erscheinung) and emphasise how “ap-
pearances can certainly be given in intuition without
functions of the understanding” (KrV, A 90 / B 122;
Kant, 2000a, p. 222) and how “the actual presence of
the object [die wirkliche Gegenwart des Gegenstandes]”
(KrV, A 50 / B 74; Kant, 2000a, p. 193) is not de-
pendent on concepts.” In the above quoted passag-
es, phrases “without having the least concept”, “do
not represent the object (Gegenstand) to ourselves by
means of concepts at all”, and “even though we do
not have any concept of it” are the most telling ones
in this respect.

All of the above is further supported by Kant’s
view of empirical concept formation. For example,
in the Vienna Logic Kant is reported to have said this:

He who wished to have a representation of the
colour red first had to see the colour red. When he
compared the colour red in the red of cinnabar,
carmoisin, and ponceau, however, he became aware
that there is something general in the colour red,

7 See also Longuenesse, 2000, p. 24, for the idea that there is nev-
ertheless something present — what she calls preobjective object —
even if full-blown “objecthood” might require more than that.
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oll1iee B KpaCHOM IIBETe, COfIEPIKallleecs 1 B IPYTVX IIPefi-
CTaBJIEHVISIX O KPACHOM I1IBETe, M OH MBICIIVII ObI KpaCHBIM
TO, YTO €CTh O0lIlee Y MHOTWX IIPEIMETOB, 1 3TO ObUIO ObI
nousTeM (AA 24, S. 904 —905).

3pecy KaHT mMeeT B BUy WMIel0 34paBoro CMbIC-
Jla, COIJIaCHO KOTOPOW IIOHATUS (POPMUPYIOTCS Ha
OCHOBE SMITMPUUIECKMX IIPeCTaBIIeHNII VI He SIBJISIOT-
Cs — ¥ Ha CaMOM Jiejle He MOTYT SIBJISITbCSI — IIOHS-
UMY cammMu 110 ceOe. CHavasa MbI BUAMM KpacHBIe
BeIIV, IIOTOM HavlHaeM y3HaBaThb B HVX eIMHYIO IIBe-
TOBYIO OCOOEHHOCTB M B KOHIIe KOHIIOB IIPUXOAUM K
abCTpaKTHOMY TIOHSTUIO KPaCHOCTY, KOTOPOe MOXKEM
VICIIOIIB30BaTh HE3aBMUCUMO OT HAIMIVS KPACHBIX 00B-
eKTOB. B Oostee ro3nHeM KoHcriekTe ek KaHT oka-
3bIBaeTcs OJIM30K K TOMY, UTOOBI CKa3aTh, YTO 3TO JIeVi-
CTBUTEIIFHO OueBNIHO: «PasymeeTcs, 4To-TO Ipeiiie-
CTByeT TOMY, UTOOBI ITpefiCcTaBsIeH e CTasIo ITIOHSATIeM»
(AA 09, S. 33 —34; KanT, 1994r, c. 289).

BriostHe BeposATHO, UTO TaKMe [IO-TIOHSTUVIHBIE
IIpeNCcTaB/IeHNs BK/IIOYAIOT He TOJIBKO BOCIIPUSTUS
LIBETOB U APYTMX CEHCOPHBIX KadecTB, HO TaKxke U
BOCIIPUSTIS COOCTBEHHO OOBEKTOB, KaK ITOfICKa3bIBa-
et npumep ¢ gomMoM. OcobeHHO BakHO TO, uTo KaHT
He JyMaeT, OyATO HaM HY>KHO B34Thb «TO, UYTO VIMEET-
s OOITETro B Pa3/IMIHBIX OIBITHBIX IIPEICTaBIICHIISIX»
(AA 24, S. 905), 9TOOBI M3HAUYATIBHO MPENCTABIISTh
uro-ymbo. Ha camom perre, Oymp OHO Tak, B3IJISZBL
KanTa Ha mpmnobpeTeHve IIOHATI TOKa3bIBAJIVICH OBI
yepes IIOPOYHBIN KPYT.

Yro BakHO, co3epIlaHVe He ecThb ITpreM UYyBCTBEeH-
HBIX JaHHBIX, Kay3aJIbHBIV TPUITEP VIV BBOJ JaHHBIX
BocrpusaTus (cM.: Falkenstein, 1995, p. 359; McDowell,
1996, p. 4). BmecTo 3TOTO CO3€epIIaHIe — 3TO IIPEICTaB-
JIeHVIe, & IMEHHO TOT BWJI IIPeJICTaB/IeHs, Oarofgaps
KOTOPOMY MBI MOXXeM OBITb B OTHOIIEHUW C MHIVBU-
IyarlbHBIMM OOBeKTaMM. B coBpeMeHHBIX pasroBopax
0 ComepXKaHWMM UHOeKCAAbHOe COOepKaHie, B3STOe IIep-
LeNTyaJIbHO, MOXeT CTaTh IOAXOMSIINM TepPMUHOM
IUISL ONVICAaHWMS TOTO, YTO IIPOVICXOAUT B CyObeKTe Ha
cosepliaTeJIbHOM ypOBHe IIO3HAHMS B KaHTOBCKOM
cmeiciie. ITpogorpkas nmpuMep Kanrta ¢ BocipusaTiieM
ITOMa, MOXXHO CKa3aTb, UTO 00a HalsromaTesis odsiama-
0T OIMHAKOBBIM MHEKCAIBHBIM COepXKaHMeM He3a-
BVICVMO OT TIOHSTUI JIO TeX HOp, TIOKa OHVI BUIST OAVH
¥ TOT Xe ToM®.

8 TloguepKHeM, UTO BBIIIIeCKa3aHHOE VIMeeT MeCTO TOIBKO B TOM
CTyvae, eciivi HaM pasperieHo BOCIIPUHUMATh MH[IeKCaIbHOe CO-
Iep>KaHye CTPOro IleplelTyaibHO. DTO O3HaudaeT 110 KpamHeit
Mepe [iBe Beln. Bo-TlepBhIX, cosepliaHvs He cJIefyeT paccMa-
TpUBaTh KaK eIMHUYHbIe TepMuHbI (cM., Harpumep: Hintikka,
1969). Bo-BTOPBIX, 1 B CBSI3U C 3TUM, «3TOVIHOCTb» CO3epLIaHs
JIOJDKHA paccMaTPUBaTLCs He JIMHIBYUCTYECKN (TO eCTh TaK, Kak
00BIYHO TIOHMMAaeTCsl MHIEKCasl «3TOT»), a IPOCTO KaK yKasblBa-
IoIIasi Ha TO, 9TO CyOBeKT HaXOMMUTCS B TAaKOM IIepIeNTyaTbHOM
COCTOSTHVMM, KOTOPO€ 3aCTaBJIsieT ero IIPEeCTaBIIsATh €ro Hero-
CPeJICTBeHHY O TIPOCTPAaHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHY O Cpejly KakK BKIIO-

that is contained along with other things in other
representations of the colour red, and he thought
by red that which was common to many objects
(Gegenstinde), and this was a concept (V-Lo/Wiener,
AA 24, pp. 904-905; Kant, 2004, pp. 348-349).

What Kant suggests here is the rather common-
sense idea that concepts are formed on the basis of
empirical representations that are not, and indeed
cannot be, concepts by themselves. First we see red
things, then we start to recognise that they all share
the same colour feature, and eventually come up
with the abstract notion of redness that we can also
employ independently of the presence of red ob-
jects. In a later lecture note, Kant comes close to say-
ing that this much is indeed obvious: “Something
precedes, of course, before a representation be-
comes a concept” (Log, AA 09, pp. 33-34; Kant, 2004,
p. 545).

It is plausible to think that such pre-conceptual
representations include not just perceptions of col-
ours and other sensory qualities, but genuine object
perceptions as well, as suggested by the house ex-
ample. Most importantly, Kant hardly thinks that
we would need to “take that which is common to
various empirical representations” (V-Lo/Wiener,
AA 24, p. 905; Kant, 2004, p. 349) in order to rep-
resent in the first place. In fact, were that the case,
Kant’s account of concept-acquisition would become
circular.

Crucially, intuition is not a sensory intake, caus-
al trigger or perceptual input (cf. Falkenstein, 1995,
p- 359; McDowell, 1996, p. 4). Instead, intuition is a
representation: namely, the kind of representation
thanks to which we can be related to individual ob-
jects. In contemporary content-talk, indexical con-
tent, taken perceptually, might be a fitting term to
describe what goes on in the subject at the intuitive
level of cognition in Kant’s sense. To continue with
Kant’s house perception example, both of the per-
ceivers possess the same indexical contents, and this
independently of concepts, as long as they both see
the very same house.®

8 Let it be emphasised that the aforesaid only holds if we are
allowed to take indexical content strictly perceptually. This
means at least two things. Firstly, intuitions should not be
treated as singular terms (cf. e.g. Hintikka, 1969). Secondly,
and relatedly, the “thatness” of intuition should not be treat-
ed linguistically (i.e. the way the indexical “that’ is usually un-
derstood) but as merely indicating that the subject is in such a
perceptual state that makes her represent her immediate spa-
tiotemporal environment as featuring a specific object — some-
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3. IIpeacraBsieHne Oe3 MBIIICHVST:
He-KaTeropmaJbHbIN CMHTEe3

BelmeckazaHHOe THoOApa3syMeBaeT, YTO SMIIMPHU-
JecKye IIOHSATHS, TaKMe KakK ITOHATMe JoMa, He He-
oOxommMel, cormtacHo KaHTy, 1 HepliienTyalbHOroO
IpefCTaBIeHNs], OCOOeHHO ect MBI IIOHVIMaeM CO-
IlepKaHye IIepLeNTyalbHOTO IIpeCTaBIeHVsI TOJIb-
KO VIHJIeKCaJIbHBIM VIV JIEMOHCTPATUBHBIM 0OpasoM.
Ho Bce >ke MOXXHO yTBepXIaTh, UTO YMCThbIe OHATHS
paccyrika, WIn Kame2opuil, JOTDKHBL OBITH TIPJIOKEHBI
ZIaXe B TeX CJIydasx, KOI/ia VCIIOJIb30BaHe TIOHSITU B
BBIITIe0003HAYeHHOM CMEICTIE He MeeT MecTa. [astee s
IoIIpoOyIo OIIPOBEPIHYTE 9TO 3aMedaHue.

ITpeamornoxmmM, 9TO MBI IPUIMCEIBAEM KpacHBIN
IIBET CTOSAIIEMY Ilepel HaMV IOMY. YMEeCTHO CUMTaTh,
YTO 3TOT MBICJIUTEIBHBIN akKT BO3MOXeH Osaromaps
KaTeropumu substantia et accidens’. DTo IIPOVICXOANUT IIO-
TOMY, YTO 3Ty KaTeropuio MOXXHO paccMaTpuBaTh Kak
IpeaBapuTe/IbHOE YCJIOBYME JIOOOTO IIpefCcTaBIeHVIsd
Takov POPMBI, a IMEHHO aKTa MBIIIUIEHVIS, B KOTOPOM
HeUTO MpeAVLPYyeTCcs CaMOCTOSATeIbHO CYIIeCTBY-
IOIIeVl BelI KaK OfHO 13 ee Oojlee WIM MeHee CIIy-
JarfHBIX KadecTB. Ta >ke caMasl KaTeropusl B KadecTse
KpariHe aOCTpaKTHOIO IMOHATM IIPOCTO BEIpaKaeT TO
o0I1iee, UYTO eCTh B KaXK[OM OT/IeJIbHOM CJIydae TaKoro
OpeauIypoBaHus. [Ipyrumu ciioBaMy, KaTeropus Bbl-
pakaeT 37IeMeHT ITO3HaHWsI, KOTOPBIVI OCTaeTCs Hems-
MEeHHBIM, HECMOTPs Ha pa3jIindis B SMIIVIPUTIECKIX 00-
CTOSITeIILCTBAX, BKJIIOUasl SMIIVIPUYecKyie ITOHST, KO-
TOPBIMI MBI O0JIafiaeM 1 KOTOpbIe McIosib3yeM. Takue
CTPYKTYPHBI€, IV IIOCTOSIHHBIE, OCOOEHHOCTVI HaIIIVIX
MBICJIeVI MOXKHO ObUTO OBI Ha3BaThb VX KaAMe2opuasbHbIMu
codepxanuemu, TIpeArionarasi, 9YTo Mbl OrpaHMYMBaeM
3HaueHue TepMMHa [0 CofiepKaHUM, OTHOCSIIIVIXCS K
KaTeropwsiM, ¥ MCKITII09aeM 13 Hero To, uro KaHT Ha-
3bIBaeT «MOJyCaMW YVCTOV YyBCTBeHHOCTM» (A 81 /
B 107; Kawnr, 20064, c. 175).

O3Hauyaer JIv 3TO, UYTO [JISI TOrO, YTOOBI M3HAYa/Ib-
HO TIPeCTaBUTL [IOM, MBI IEVICTBUTEIHFHO IOJDKHEI
IIPeACTaBUTD ero Kak IpumMep cybcranimm? Ensa .

Yamwiyio B cebst OHpe,ILEHEHHLIVI OG‘LGKT, TO eCTb YTO-TO, UYTO OH
MOXeT OTC/IEANTDH ¥ Ha YTO MOXET yKa3aTb. Eme OIVIH BOIIPOC:
Kak crieyeT IIOHMMaTh KaHTOBCKOe co3eplLiaHve HGPCHEKTVIBI)I?
MO)KHO, HaripriMep, yTBep XXaaThb, UTO eCJI BOCIIpMHVMaroniye
CMOTPAT Ha 00BEKT C Pa3HbIX TOYEK, TO VX OTHOIIEHNEe K 00B-
€KTYy Pas3jIn4IHO TOJIBKO B CVITY Pa3/IMYAOMINXCsS TOYEK 3PpEeHIIA
1, cJ1egoBaTeJIbHO, MHAEKCaJIbHbIE COOEPXXKaHA X BOCIIPVSTUN
TaKKe 6y,ZLyT Pa3jIMYHbIMMN. OILHaKO s1 He 1yMatlo, 4YTO 3TO OCHOB-
Hasd maes co3epraHms. CKopee 9TO TOT cnyqaﬁ, KOI/Ta Ha co3ep-
ITaHMM OCHOBBIBA€TCS CChbUIKa, B JTaHHOM CJIydae Ha TO, K UeMy
MOJXXHO IIPVIJIOXUTD IIOHATVIE TOMa, VUIN JIMHIBUCTNYECKOe VH-
JEeKCaJIbHOE «23TOT».

¢ TIpMCyILIHOCTD ¥ CAMOCTOSTEIIbHOE CYIIleCTBOBaHMe (JIaT.).
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3. Representing without Thinking;:
Non-Categorial Synthesis

What has been said thus far implies that empir-
ical concepts, such as the concept of house, are not
necessary for perceptual representation according to
Kant, especially if we understand the content of per-
ceptual representation in a purely indexical or de-
monstrative manner. Still, it can be argued that the
pure concepts of understanding or categories have to
be applied even in such cases where concept-use in
the aforementioned sense does not take place. Next,
I will try to undermine this objection.

Suppose we attribute red colour to the house be-
fore us. It is plausible to hold that the category of
substantia et accidens makes this thought-act possible.
This is because the category can be seen as the pre-
condition of every representation of the same form:
namely, the act of thinking in which something is
predicated of a subsisting thing as one its more or
less accidental properties. The very same category,
as a highly abstract concept, simply expresses what
is common to every instance of such predication. To
put it differently, the category expresses the cogni-
tive element that stays the same regardless of the
differences in empirical circumstances, including the
empirical concepts we happen to possess and use.
Such structural or constant features of our thoughts
might be called their categorial contents, assuming
one limits the term to category-related contents and
excludes what Kant calls “modi of pure sensibility”
(KrV, A 81 / B107; Kant, 2000a, p. 213).

Does this mean that in order to represent the
house in the first place, we must actually represent it
as an instance of Substance? Hardly. In fact, it seems
that Kant’s way of approaching the matter is quite
the opposite: in order to really apply Substance to
anything, we must be able to intuit particular things,
the sensible conditions of which also provide the

thing she can track and point to, basically. A further question
is how perspectively Kantian intuitions should be understood.
One could argue, for instance, that given that different per-
ceivers look at the object from different locations, their relation
to the object is different simply due to their differing points
of view, and hence, perceptually speaking, their indexical
contents must also be different. I do not think this is the core
idea of intuition, however. It is rather the case that intuition
grounds reference — in this case, that to which the linguistic
indexical ‘that” and the concept of house can be applied.
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B mevicTBuTeIBHOCTM IIpefCTaBiIsieTcsl, YTO KaHTOB-
CKUV TIOAXOZ, K 3TOM BOIIPOCY KaK pa3 IPOTUBOIIO-
JIOXKHBIV: UISL TOTO, YTOOBI IIPVJIOKWUTH KaTETOPWUIO
CaMOCTOSITEJIFHOIO CYIIIeCTBOBAHNA K UeMy-JIM00, Mbl
IOJDKHBI OBITH CIIOCOOHBI CO3epIIaTh OTIe/IbHBIE Bellll,
YYBCTBEHHBIE YCJIOBMSI KOTOPBIX TakKe ITpe/locTaBIIs-
IOT YCJIOBUS, HeOOXOmyMble IS IIPWIIOKEHMS KaTe-
TOPUM CaMOCTOSITEJIBHOTO CYIIeCTBOBAHNI U IPYITIX
HIOHATUM a priori. KaHT yKa3bIBaeT B YepHOBVIKE CBOETO
mcbMa K Moraany ['enpuxy TudTpyHKy, maTuposas-
Horo 13 okta0ps 1797 1., B KOTOpOM, Ha MOV B3IJISAL, B
3HAYUTEIILHOVI CTEIIEHN OIpPeJIeIIIeTCs er0 MeTOIO0IIO-
rrgecKkas O3NS II0 9TOMY BOIIPOCY:

SI xoTes1 OBI JIVIITh 3aMeTUTB TI0 3TOMY TTOBOJLY, UTO KOT-
na oH [bek] mcxoguT 13 KaTeropumii, OH 3aHVMAeTCs JINIIb
dopMOVT MBIIIUTEHVIS, IIOHATVSIMI Oe3 IIpeiMeTa, KOTOpble
TOKa JIVIIIIeHBI BCSIKOrO 3HaudeHus. EcTecTBeHHee Hauui-
HaTBb C 0aHH020, C CO3ePLIAHNIL, TIOCKOJIBKY OHM BO3MOYKHBI 1
priori VI B CMHTETUYECKMX allPUOPHBIX ITOJIOXKEHNISIX TIepe-
JIAIOT He UTO MHOe, KaK siBJIeHns 00beKToB (AA 13, S. 463).

Crienyrommmit BOIIPOC 3aK/TIOYAeTCs B TOM, MOXKEM
71 MBI 0OJIa/IaTh KaTeropMaJIbHBIMM ITOHATUSIMM Oe3
ITOCpeTHMYECTBA SMIIVIPUYIECKIIX TIOHATUIL. YUNThIBasT
TO, UTO HaM TPeOYIOTCS SMIMPUYeCKUe TOHSITVS IS
TOTO, UTOOBI CYAUTH 00 SMIMPUIECKMX OOBEKTaX VI VX
CBOVICTBAaX, HallpalllnBaeTcs HeraTvBHbI oTBeT. Ha ca-
MOM JieJIe, eCJIV IyMaTh 3HaUNT COCTaBIISITh CY>KIEeHVIS,
a COCTaBJIATD CY)XXHEHVISI 3HAUNUT IIPVIMEHSTh SMIIVIPU-
yecKme IOHSATUS, TO KaTeropmu B KOHEYHOM WTOTe
HOOJDKHBI OBITH IIpefBapWUTeIbHBIM YCIIOBUEM IIPWIIO-
JKEHUS SMITMPUYECKMX TIOHSATUA K SMIMPUYECKUM
CO3epLaHVsIM, a He K IIepIlelTyaIbHbIM IIpeJICTaBIle-
HMSM Kak TakoBbIM. OTciofa cilefiyer, KaK KakeTcs,
YTO [0 TeX MOp, MOKa KaTeropmu MPUKIIabIBAIOTCS
K 00BeKTaM, SMIIMPUYECK/e TIOHSITUS TakKe {OJDKHBI
OpUKITaAEBaTECS (M Ha0OOPOT), HO eCiIM SMITMpIIde-
CKVie TIOHATUS He HeOOXOMVIMBL IJIS ITePLIelTyaIbHbIX
HpeNICTaBIeHNVI, TO VI KaTerOpUy He MOTYT OBITh I
HVX HeOOXOIMIMBIMIA.

Tyt uurarommin KaHra KOHLENTyalIucT, cKopee
BCcero, Oy/leT HacTaMBaTh Ha TOM, YTO IS IIepIIeITy-
aJIBHOTO IIPEJICTaBIIEHMsI HeoOXoMa caMa KaTero-
puasibHas crpykrypa. Harpumep, oH v oHa MoXer
yKasaTb Ha TO, YTO JIOM IOJDKeH OBITh IIOHVMAaeM B
TEPMIMHAX CaMOCTOSITEJIBHOTO CYIIIeCTBOBAHMS, YTO-
ObI BOOOIIE OBITH I HAC OOBEKTOM. DTO, OIHAKO,
He OIIpPOBEPTaeT yTBEp KIeHNe O BO3MOXKHOCTM CaMO-
CTOSITEJIBHOTO IIepLIENTyaIbHOTO IIpefcTaBieHus Oe3
HNPWIOXKEHWS KaTeropuil. Bcé, o 4eM roBopUT KOHITeTI-
TYJIVICTCKVVI KOHTPapryMeHT, CBOIMUTCS K HeoOXomm-
MOCTM CYIIeCTBOBAHVS COOTBETCTBIISI MEXIy HalllVIMI
BOCIIPUATVISIMU (CO3EPLIAHMAMM) U CY>KIEHVSIMM (MBIC-

conditions for applying Substance and other a priori
concepts. As he points out in the draft of his letter to
Johann Heinrich Tieftrunk, dated 13 October 1797,
which I believe pretty much defines Kant’s method-
ological stance regarding the matter at hand:

Let me only remark on this point that when he
[i.e. Beck] proposes to start out with the categories he
is busying himself with the mere form of thinking,
that is, concepts without objects (Gegenstand),
concepts that as yet are without any meaning. It is
more natural to begin with the given, that is, with
intuitions insofar as these are possible a priori,
furnishing us with synthetic a priori propositions
that disclose nothing but the appearances of objects
(Objekte) (Br, AA 13, p. 463; Kant, 1999, p. 527).

A further question is whether we can be in pos-
session of categorial contents without the mediation
of empirical concepts. Given that we need empirical
concepts in order to judge about empirical objects
and their properties, the answer seems negative.
Indeed, if to think is to judge, and if to judge is to
apply empirical concepts, the categories must ulti-
mately precondition the application of empirical
concepts to empirical intuitions, not perceptual rep-
resentation as such. Hence, as long as the categories
are applied to objects, it seems that empirical con-
cepts must be applied as well (and vice versa), but if
empirical concepts are not necessary for perceptual
representation, neither can categories then be neces-
sary for perceptual representation.

At this point, a conceptualist reader of Kant
tends to insist that the categorial framework it-
self is nevertheless necessary for perceptual rep-
resentation. For example, he or she might point out
that the house must be understandable in terms of
Substance in order to be an object for us at all. This,
however, would not refute the claim that there can
be self-standing perceptual representation without
the application of the categories. All the conceptual-
ist counterargument really claims is that there must
be a fit between our perceptions (intuitions) and
judgments (thoughts), otherwise appearances could
be such that they could not be thought and judged
about, whereby the objectivity of the categories
would be lost (e.g. Griffith, 2012, pp. 7-8). Howev-
er, even if appearances were necessarily subsum-
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JIIMI), B IIPOTVBHOM CJIy4ae MBI He CMOIJIV OBI lyMaTh
VI CYIUTB O SIBJIEHNISIX, a V3-3a 3TOT0 OObeKTMBHOCTD Ka-
Teropuii OpUIa ObI oTepsiHa (cM., HarmpuMep: Griffith,
2012, p. 7—8). OgHaxo maxe eciyt ObI ABJIeHMS OBUIN
C HeOOXOIIMIMOCTBIO OTHeCeHbI K KaTerOpusaM — W 3TO
KaKeTCs OYeBVMIHBIM He3aBMCUMO OT TOrO, YCIIell-
HO KaHTOBCKOEe [O0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO 3TOr0 BOIIpOca VUIN
HeT, — 3TO HUKOMM 00pa3oM He MCKIIOYAeT BO3MOX-
HOCTW U151 CyObeKTa OBITh B TAKOM pellpe3eHTaTUBHOM
COCTOSTHWV, B KOTOPOM SIBJIEHNSI He OTHOCSITCS K KaTe-
ropusimM. [lporiie roBops, M3 IPWIOKMMOCTV KaTero-
Py HUKOVIM 00pa3oM He CIlefTyeT VX AeVICTBUTeIbHOe
HIPVJIOXKEHe.

VI3BecTHO, UTO IBEHAMIIATh KaTETOPMIL IIOHMMAIOT-
¢ Kak moHsaTHs cuHTe3a (A 80 / B 106; Kant, 2006a,
c. 173). Boree Toro, KaxeTcs, UTO MHepIENTyasIbHOe
IIpencraBiieHne, Oyoydn 3aBUCUMBIM OT BOOOpaxe-
HVS, JOJDKHO BKJIIOYATh B ceDs CMHTe3 B OIlpelelIeH-
HOoM cMbIciTe (A 120 Anm.; KarT, 20060, c. 173 cn.). Crie-
IIOBATEJILHO, MOXKET II0Ka3aThCs, YTO IIepLenTyaIbHOe
IIpeJicTaB/IeHie KPeIKO CB3aHO C KaTeropusiMy, KaK U
moboe [evicTBMe crHTe3a. MOXHO JlaXke yTBEp>XIaTb,
uTO camo noHsATHe y KaHTa IBOsIKO: IOHATUITHOE IIpefI-
CTaBJIeHe MOXKHO paccMaTpUBaTh VIV KaK COCTaBHYIO
4acThb CYXXIEHVIs, CBS3aHHYIO C OTHeCeHVeM [K KaTero-
puvM], WM Kak HeuTO OTBedalolllee 3a YIOPsI0YMBa-
HIIe 9yBCTBEHHBIX IIpeICTaB/IEHNI ellle [0 CYXKIeHV
(cm., mantpmmep: Allison, 1973, p. 64— 65; Longuenesse,
2000, p. 61—64, 86—90)!°. DTOT MHTepIIPETATUBHBIN
MaHeBp KaKeTCs HeCOBMECTVIMBIM C BBIIIIE IIPOLITIPO-
BaHHOV VJIeell O TOM, 9TO PacCyIOK MOXKET VICIIOIb30-
BaTh IIOHATIS TOJIBKO B CY)KIEHVSIX, HO IIPEIIOIOKVIM
pazyL criopa, 4To 371eck 3T0 He mpobirema. Ecim a0 Tak,
TOIJA TO, YTO MBI TOJIKO UTO IIPeNIIOJIOKIUIN, OymeT
VICTIHHBIM TOJIBKO JUIS OTHOCSIIETO0 K KaTeropusaM
VICIIOJIb30BAHWSL IIOHSTUVL: JaKe eCiIV He-TIOHSATUITHOe
VIHJIeKCa/IbJIbHOEe cofiepyKaHve ObUIO ObI BO3MOXKHBIM
IO TeX IIOp, IIOKa Pedb MIeT O AeVICTBUTEIbHOM OTHe-
CeHVM O00BeKTa K SMIVPUYECKNM IIOHATHSM, BCe paB-
HO I NIpydaHns 00beKTy KaKoro-1Imdo CMbICiIa HaM
MOIyT IOHaJo0WUThCca KaTeropwm. Hampumep, xorma
HaOJrofaTeNIb, He 3HAKOMBIVI C JIOMaMM, 3a/JaeTcs BO-
npocoM «YTo 3TO 3a Bellpb Iepeo MHOVI?», OH WIIET
CBOVICTBA OOBEKTa ¥, 3aHMMAsICh 3TMUM, OH TaKKe pac-
CcMaTpuBaeT OOBEKT KaK O0JIaJaioIIuil CTPYKTYpPOW
uacmu-yesoe. ITogoOHBIe ITO3HABATEIBHBIE HEVICTBIIL
BITOJIHE OOOCHOBAHHO CUNTATH CIIyYasiMy IIPVUIOKEHVIS
TaKMX KaTeropuii, Kak CyOcTaHIIs 1 I1eJIOKyITHOCTb.

10 AsTbTepHATVMBHAsI KOHIIENITYaJICTCKasl B IIMPOKOM CMEBICTIe
CTpaTerms COCTOsUTa OBl B TOM, UTOOBI yTBEPXKIaTh, UTO, XOTS
repIienTyabHOe CoflepXaHue He 00s3aHO BKIIIOYATh KaTero-
UV B SICHOM VIV IBHOM BUiZle, OHV TeM He MeHee IIPUCYTCTBYIOT
B JTIOOOM BO3MOXXHOM ITepIIeNTyaTbHOM COfIePKaHMI HesICHBIM
VIIVI HeSTBHBIM 00pa3oM, PyKOBOZS KayKIBIM BO3MOYKHBIM CVHTe-
30M (cM. ocoberHo: Griine, 2009, S. 27 u 11p.).
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able under the categories — and this much seems
obvious, whether Kant’s argumentation to that end
is thoroughly successful or not — this would not in
any way rule out the possibility that the subject can
be in such a representational state in which the ap-
pearances are not subsumed under the categories.
Simply put, in no way does the applicability of the
categories entail their actual application.

Now, the twelve categories are also known as
the concepts of synthesis (KrV, A 80 / B 106; Kant,
2000a, p. 213). It moreover seems that even percep-
tual representation, being dependent on imagina-
tion, must involve synthesis in some relevant sense
(KrV, A 120n; Kant, 2000a, p. 239n). Therefore, it
may seem that perceptual representation is intimate-
ly bound to the categories just like any act of syn-
thesis. What is more, it can be argued that Kant's
notion of concept is twofold. Conceptual representa-
tion can be seen either as a constituent of judgment,
having to do with subsumption, or as something
that answers for the ordering of sensible representa-
tions already at pre-judgmental level (e.g. Allison,
1973, pp. 64-65; Longuenesse, 2000, pp. 61-64, 86-90).°
This interpretative move does not seem to be com-
patible with the above-cited idea that understanding
can only use concepts in judging, but let's assume
for argument’s sake that here there is not a prob-
lem. If this is so, then what we have suggested thus
far seems to hold true only for subsumptive con-
cept-use: even if non-conceptual indexical content
were possible in so far as the actual subsumption
of the object under empirical concepts is concerned,
it could still be the case that in order to make any
sense of the object, one needs the categories. For ex-
ample, when the perceiver not familiar with houses
wonders What is this thing before me? he looks for the
properties of the object, and when he does that, he
also regards the object as possessing a parts-whole
structure. Such cognitive undertakings can be plau-
sibly regarded as instances of the application of cat-
egories such as Substance and Totality.

I cannot go into all the issues that come up at
this juncture in a single article. So, let me just ex-

? An alternative broadly conceptualist strategy would be to argue
that even though perceptual content does not need to involve
the categories in a clear or explicit fashion, the categories are
nevertheless present in any possible perceptual content in an
obscure or implicit fashion, guiding every possible synthesis
(see esp. Griine 2009, p. 27 and passim).
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S He MMe0 BO3MOXKHOCTV WVCC/IEIOBATh B OIHO
cTaTbe Bce IIpo0IeMbl, BO3HMKAIOIVe B 3Tov ¢Bsi3n. Io-
3TOMy II03BOJIbTE MHE IIPOCTO OOBSCHWUTH, KaK MOXXHO
IIOHMMATh He-TIOHSATUITHOe IepleNTyaIbHOe IIpefiCTaB-
JIeHMe B TepMIHAaX CMHTe3a, HeCMOTPs Ha TO, UTO HeKO-
Topble paborel KaHTa, Kasaiock Obl, ITOApasyMeBarOT
HEBO3MOYKHOCTB TaKVIX ITpeZICTaBJIeH I, Sl HauHY C TOro,
YTO MOMYEepKHY pasidie, KOTOpoe, II0 MOeMY MHe-
HWVIO, He TIOJIYYWIO JOCTaTOYHOTO BHIUMAHNS B JITepa-
Type, a IMEHHO — YTO VCCIIeOBaHVE TOrO, KaK OOBEKT
BBIIJISIUT (eCIIV TOBOPUTD O 3PEeHMM), M TOTO, KaKMMU
00001TIaeMBIMIL CBOVICTBAMM 00JIa/TaeT, — pasHbIe BEIIIIL.

Ha xakoM ocHOBaHMV KaHT roBOpUT B IIepPBBIX Ya-
cTsx «TpaHCIeHTeHTaTbHO JIOTHKI», HallpUMep, ITO
CUHTE3 KaK TaKOBOVI — 3TO «VCK/TIOUNTEIFHO JeVICTBIIE
criocobHOCTM BoOoOpaxkeHms» (A 78 / B103; Kawt, 2006a,
c. 171), xoropasi «HIpUHAIEXNUT K UyBCTBEHHOCTVI»
(B 151; Kagt, 2006a, c. 225), B TO BpeMs KaK IpUBee-
HVe 3TOTrO CMHTe3a K IOHSATISAM eCTh «(PyHKIVI, IpU-
cymrast paccyaky» (A 78 / B 103; Kaur, 2006a, c. 171)?
Kaxercs, uto Teopmst Kanra /oryckaeT He-TIOHATUV-
HBIVI CUHTe3, WIM CJIoXeHMe (CM. TakXke, Harpumep:
Hanna, 2008, p. 62; Rohs, 2001, S. 215, 220; Waxman,
1991, p. 150, n. 28). Takoe ocHOBaHHOe Ha BOOOpaxe-
HUM «CJIOXKeHVIe-BMecTe» MOXeT ObITh IPOVIUIIOCTPU-
poBaHO ciiemyomyM obpasoM. Ilpenmonoxmm, 9TO
Iepert HaMV PUCYHOK, M300pakatoInil TPeyTOIbHYIK.
PaccmaTtpwuBasi ero, Mbl MgeM IO OHOV JIMHUM, TIepe-
XOOVIM K IPYTOVI, a ITIOTOM ellle K OHOV, COeIVHEeHHO
¢ nepson1. Tak MbI IIoJTy9aeM rpy0yIo IepIienTyaIbHYIo
vaeio pUTyphl, M3BECTHOV KaK TPeyTOJIbHVIK.

YToOBI TOHSTH, YeM MOXeT OBbITh (VI UTO He eCTb)
He-TIOHSTUHBIVI CMHTEe3, BAXKHO OTMETUTD, UTO Cceryac
MBI TOBOPVM He O IIpeJiCTaBIeHNUN TPeyroJIbHUKa KaK
TpeyTOoJIbHIKa, HallpUMe]p, IIOCPECTBOM TOHVMaHS
TOTO, 4TO cymMMa ero ymios pasHa 180 rpagycam, uro,
KaK M3BeCTHO, HeOOXOAVIMO 17151 KaXKIOTO TPeyToIbHI-
Ka (cp.: AA 11, S. 51; Kant, 1994r, c. 528 —529). M5l He
VIIIIeM OOIIIVIe VTV YHVIBEPCAIbHBIE CBOVICTBA TPEYTOITb-
HUKOB. MBI He usMmepsieM ux. I'lo cyTu mesa, Mbl HUKO-
M oOpasoM He kameeopusupyem mx. MblI IpocTo pac-
cMaTpvBaeM 3Ty MHAVBUIYaIbHYIO (PUTYPY C ee YHU-
KaJIbHBIM TPeyTOJIbHBIM CIIOCOOOM OBITHSI, TyBCTBEHHO
HasmmuHoro g Hac. Kak ato o0bgacamt 661 Kanrt, Ta-
KOVI BUI CMHTETIYeCKMX IeVICTBUI OTHOCUTCS K BOOD-
PaXXeHMIO, a 3HAYNT, «BCeTa YyYBCTBEHHBIN»: «/1060 cam
110 ceOe CUHTE3 CIIOCOOHOCTY BOOOPa’keHMS. .. TeEM He
MeHee Bcerfa SIBJIsIeTCsl 4yBCTBeHHBIM, IIOTOMY YTO OH
CBSI3bIBaeT MHOTOOOpasvie JIMIIb TaK, KaK OHO SIBJISIET-
csl B cosepliaHVM (IpuMep — obOpa3 [remrranbT] Tpey-
roipHMKa)» (A 124; Kanr, 20060, c. 177).
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plicate how one might understand non-conceptu-
al perceptual representation in terms of synthesis,
despite the fact that some of the Kant texts seem to
imply the impossibility of such a thing. Let me start
by highlighting a distinction that I do not think has
been stressed enough in the literature: namely, that
it is one thing to examine an object in so far as its
looks (to stick to vision) are concerned, and another
thing to examine an object in so far as its generalisa-
ble features are concerned.

On the basis of what Kant says in the early
parts of the “Transcendental Logic” — he for in-
stance says that synthesis as such is “the mere ef-
fect of the imagination” (KrV, A 78 / B 103; Kant,
2000a, p. 211), which “belongs to sensibility” (KrV,
B 151; Kant, 2000a, p. 257), though bringing the syn-
thesis to concepts “pertains to the understanding”
(KrV, A 78 / 104; Kant, 2000a, p. 211) — it seems that
Kant’s theory does allow for non-conceptual synthe-
sis or composition (Zusammensetzung) (see also e.g.
Hanna, 2008, p. 62; Rohs, 2001, pp. 215, 220; Waxman,
1991, p. 150, n. 28). Such an imagination-based “put-
ting-together” can be illustrated as follows. Suppose
we have in front of us a drawing that depicts a trian-
gle. As we examine it, first we follow one line, then
another line, and then yet another line that connects
with the first one. What we get is a rough perceptual
idea of a figure known as a triangle.

In order to understand what a non-conceptual
synthesis might be (and what it is not) it is crucial
to notice that now we are not speaking of repre-
senting the triangle as a triangle, say, by recognis-
ing that it has an angle-sum of 180 degrees, as every
triangle necessarily does (cf. Br, AA 11, p. 51; Kant,
1999, p. 313). We are not figuring out general or uni-
versal properties of triangles. We are not measuring
it. As a matter of fact, we are not categorising it in
any way. We are simply examining this individual
figure with its unique triangular way of being sen-
sibly present to us. As Kant would explain it, this
kind of synthetic activity is up to imagination and
hence “always sensible”: “For in itself the synthesis
of imagination [...] is nevertheless always sensible,
for it combines the manifold only as it appears in in-
tuition, e.g., the shape of the triangle” (KrV, A 124;
Kant, 2000a, p. 240).

The phrase “only as it appears in intuition” con-
tains an equally crucial point, since it underscores



®Ppasa «mMIIb TaK, KaK OHO SBJISIETCS B CO3eplia-
HWUW» COIEpPXWUT B cebe He MeHee BakKHBIVI MOMEHT,
TIOCKOJIPKY OHa IIOMYepKMBaeT CII0co0 paboThl UyB-
CTBEHHOCTV B II€JIOM: He CXBaTbIBaHVeEM OObeKTa IIO-
CPeICTBOM ero OOIMX I 0000IIaeMbIX KadecTs, a
paccMOTpeHVeM YacTHOTO SABJIAIOIIETrocs OOBeKTa.
«PasyMHas ITO3HaBaTeJIbHAs CIIOCOOHOCT — 3TO CIIO-
COOHOCTB MBICIIVITh VIV CO3[IaBaTh IS ceOsl ITOHSTS.
OHa 1peficTaBiIgeT TOJIBKO OOBEKT BOOOIIIe, He TS
Ha crtocob ero sBiieHMs» (AA 29, S. 888). OgHako B
HallleM IpyMepe MbI CMOTPVM TOJIBKO Ha TO, KaK/M
VIMEHHO CITOCOOOM YacTHasl TpeyrojibHas dpurypa sis-
JIeTCsd HaM, TO eCTh Ha TO, KaK OHa YyBCTBEHHO IIperl-
CTaBJIeHa B CO3epLIaHMIA

HecomHeHHO, ecyii TOBOPUTH O II03HAHWM, TaKoe
IeplLenTyaJbHOe IIpefCcTaBIeHe TOIBKO (POPMEI
MaJI0 YTO HaM fdaeT. B 3ToM IIpuiMepe OTCYTCTBYeT
IIOHVIMaHVe KaKMX-JIM00 acIleKTOB «TpeyroJIbHOCTII».
B 3TOM CMBICIIE TIpeIMeT MOXXET OCTaBaThCs IIOJTHO-
CTBIO HeollpererleHHBIM (cM.: A 20 / B 34; Kant, 2006a,
c. 89—91). Ham He HYXHO gaXke 3HATh, YTO MBI CMO-
TPMM VIMEHHO Ha TpeyrojbHMK. Kak rosopur cam
KanT, «1103HaHMe B COOCTBEHHOM CMBICIIE 3TOTO CJIIOBa»
(A 78 / B 103; Kant, 20064, c. 171) TpebyeT npmsecTu
CMHTe3 K IOHATUSAM, U IIOXOXe, 9YTO 3TO VIMEHHO TO,
Yero He IIPOVICXOANT B HallleM IpuMepe. OmHAKO 3TO
He BayKHO, eCJIV MBI XOTVM Y3HaTh, BO3MOYKHO JIV IIperl-
CTaBUTh OTHEIBHYIO0 (POPMY WIVM 4yBCTBEHHYIO KOH-
duryparmo o0beKxTa, He IIpeJICTaBIsas ero MOHSTU-
HO. YunTHIBas, UTO 3a IIpefielaMi UyBCTBEHHOTO IIperl-
CTaBJIEHVS OTHEIHBIX OOBEKTOB MOTYT CYIIIeCTBOBATh
HeprienTyajibHble  IpeNCTaBlIeHns,  IMOCPeICTBOM
KOTOPBIX OTIEIbHBIE BeIlly ITO3HAIOTCS, JINIIh KOIZa
OHMU SIBJISIIOTCS, a TaKXXe TO, YTO KaTerOpUM ecThb CIIO-
cob mpericTaBeHMs «00beKTa BOOOIIe», OTBET Oyrier
TIOJIOXKMTEIIBbHBIM: /1a, OTAeIIbHEIe POPMBI M ITPOCTpaH-
CTBEeHHBIE KOHPUTYpalVV MOTYT OBITh IIpeCTaBIeHbI
0e3 IpwWIOXKeHVIs IOHSTI, B TOM 4MCITe KaTeropui'.

l'oBopst TipsiMo, B cBeTe IpOOJIEMBI COfIepP>KaHMIsd,
TIOCKOJIBKY MH/IeKCaJIbHOe Cofiep KaHIe He HeceT B cebe
HMKAaKOV 0053aTeJIbHOV CBA3M C AMIIVIPUYECKVIMIU TO-
HATUSM, B OIIpefieJIeHHOM CMBICIIe COleprKaHVie CUH-
Te3a MOXeT OBITh He-KaTeropwasIbHBIM, IIO KpaviHell
Mepe II0Ka pedb UIET O AeVICTBUTEIIbHOM ITPUIIOKEeHN
KaTeropuii K 3TOMY cofep kaHuio. JleiIcTBUTeIIbHO, CO-
TlepkaHye JyBCTBEHHOTO CUHTe3a MOXKET OBITh OIV-

' Dro paymume Takke IIOMOraeT HaM COXPaHWUTH B3IV, CO-
[JIaCHO KOTOPOMY Kayk[oe IIPOCTpaHCTBeHHOE OIIpefiesieH e SB-
JISIeTCs OlIpefie/ieHieM MaTeMaTYeCK OIlperle/IeHHOVI BeJIVUN-
HbL B Tpetpeit «Kpurnke» KaHT IpoBOANUT eliie 0/1HO pasiindrie
MEXK/Ty JIOTMYECKMM VI 3CTETMYECKVM OIlperieIeHVieM BeJIMUHEI
(AA 05, S. 251; Kanr, 2001a, c. 269 —271; cm. Takxe: Golob, 2014).
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the way the faculty of sensibility as a whole oper-
ates: not by grasping the object via its general or
generalisable features, but by having the particular
appearing object under inspection. Understanding,
or the intellect, on the other hand, does not repre-
sent in this manner: “The intellectual cognitive
faculty is the faculty for thinking or for making con-
cepts for ourselves. It represents only the object (Ob-
jekt) in general, without looking to the manner of its
appearance” (V-Met/Mron, AA 29, p. 888; Kant, 2001,
p- 256). In our example, however, we are only con-
sidering the peculiar manner the particular triangu-
lar figure appears to us, that is, how it is represented
sensibly in intuition.

Certainly, cognitively speaking, such a perceptu-
al representation of a mere shape is not much. In the
example, none of the aspects of “trianglehood” are
understood. To this extent, the object (Gegenstand)
may remain totally undetermined (see KrV, A 20 /
B 34; Kant, 2000a, p. 172). We do not even need to
know that it is a triangle we are gazing at. As Kant
himself puts it, “cognition in the proper sense” (KrV,
A 78 / B 103; Kant, 2000a, p. 211) requires bringing
synthesis to concepts, and it seems that this is exact-
ly what does not happen in our example. This, how-
ever, is irrelevant if we want to know whether it is
possible to represent a particular shape or the sensi-
ble configuration of an object without representing
it conceptually. Given that there can be perceptual
representations through which particular things are
cognised merely as they appear, and given that the
categories are ways of representing “the object in
general” beyond the ways particular objects happen
to be present to our senses, the answer appears posi-
tive: yes, it is possible to represent particular shapes
and spatial configurations without the application of
concepts, including the categories.'

Put explicitly in terms of content, just as indexi-
cal content bears no necessary connection to empir-
ical concepts, there is a sense in which the content
of synthesis can be non-categorial, at least as far as
the actual application of the categories with respect

1 This distinction also helps us retain the view that not every
spatial determination is a determination of a mathematically
specified magnitude. In the third Critigue, Kant makes a fur-
ther distinction between logical and aesthetic determination
of magnitude (KU, AA 05, p. 251; Kant, 2000b, pp. 134-135; see
also Golob, 2014).
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CaHO KaK npocmpancmbentoe colepikarie, KOTOPOe I10-
BOOMT 110 HabJIromaTesist Takye Bely, KaK MeCTOIIOIO-
xenme n Gestalt oobekTa. IToHSITHS 9TOrO He HesIaoT,
TaK KaK He IIPeOCTaBIISIOT HaM YacTHBIe Berut. [y
TaKOTo BUJa MpercTaBjIeHVss HaM HY>XHbI MHIeKCcalb-
HBle COIepXKaHWs, MPeIOCTaBIIIeMble CO3epIlaHVEM.
B TakoM ciryuae rosHaBaTesIbHas POJIb KaTETOPUIL 3a-
KITIOYAeTCs B IIPeNOCTaBIeHM CIIOCOOOB MOHSTUIHO-
TO OIIpefeIIeHIs TOTO, YTO B IIPOTUBHOM CIIydae ObUIO
OBl IIPOCTO MHEKCAJIBHBIM VIV IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIM
copepxanmeM. Kak roopur cam Kant B «demykmym
KaTeropuit» BTOPOro wusgaHus «KpuUTUKM dYMCTOrO
pasyMa», KaTeTOpMi — 3TO «IIOHSTHS O IIpelIMeTe BO-
o0rrie, Onarozapsi KOTOPBIM CO3€pliaHNe ero paccMa-
TpMBaeTcs KakK OIpefesleHHOe C TOUKYM 3PeHVST OHOM
M3 JIormdecknx PyHKumM B cyxueHusx» (B 128; Kanrr,
2006a, c. 199; cm. Taxxke: B 143; Kant, 2006a, c. 215—
217). s Hammmix 1iejevt BaKHO OTMEeTUTh, UTO TaKoe
IpWIOXeHMe KaTeropuil He 00s3aHO MMeTh MeCTO B
OTHOIIIEHNN JIIO0Or0 BO3MOXKHOTO COflepKaHWUs, U B
ZIeVICTBETEJIBHOCTY He IIPOVICXOAMIIO B HaIlleM IIprMe-
pe ¢ TPeyroJIbHMKOM, CYyTh KOTOPOTO 3aK/Tovaach Kak
pas B TOM, UTO IIpeJCTaBJIeHle TPeyrojIbHOM (POPMBI
HEe3aBVICVIMO OT ee OIpeJieJIeHHOCTM KaTeropmsimi ',

4. YyBCTBEHHOCTB M PacCyIoK
Kak (pyHIaMeHTaIbHO pa3sHbIe BUAbI BOSMOXKHOCTE
npencTaBIeHNs ¢ pa3HBIMM BKJIaJlaMi1 B II03HaHe

HoroxHO OBITE sicHO, uTo M1 KaHTa mpmiokeHmne
HOHATU €CTh PYHKIVS MBIIIUIeHVs. fIcHO TakXe, 4TO
eCJIV CYIIEeCTBYIOT IIpe/ICTaBJIeHNs], He ABJIAIOIIMecs
MBICJISIMM B KQaHTOBCKOM CMBICJIe — IIpeXKie BCero Mc-
CJIeMOBaHHOE BBIIIe He-TIOHSITUMHOE WHIEKCAITbHOe
coziepkaHMe U cojepykaHue, oOpa3oBaHHOE VCKIIIO-
YUTEIbHO ITyTeM ITPOCTPAaHCTBEHHOTO CUHTe3a, — TO
CTAaHOBUTCSI CJIOKHO IIOHSITH, KaK KakKye-jInbo ITOHSI-
TUS MOTYT C HEOOXOIVMOCTBIO OBITh BKJIIOYEHBI B CO-
JlepXaHue IIpeJiCTaB/IeHls, He dBJIAIOIIerocs cydaeM
MbIwleHns . bosee Toro, Kak fgasee OymeT moKasaHoO,

2 AslpTepHaTVBHAsI apTyMeHTATMBHAsI CTpaTerus IS aHajo-
TYYHOV LIeJIN 3aKJII0YasIach ObI B TOM, YTOOBI IIOTYE€PKHYTh, YTO
KaHTOBCKOe ITOHSITVE eIVHCTBA MMeeT JIBa acleKTa M 9To IIPo-
CTPaHCTBEHHO-BpeMeHHOe eIMHCTBO CjleflyeT YeTKO OT/INYaTh
or auckypcusHoro eauHcrBa (McLear, 2015; cm. Taxcke: Onof,
Schulting, 2015).

3 TlomoOHBIM 00pa3oM cXeMbl MOTYT OBITh VICKIIIOYEHBI 13 He-
0OXOIMMBIX KOMITOHEHTOB TepIIeNTyaTbHOTO ITpeJICTaBIeHVIs:
CXeMBbI He TOJIBKO OOBACHSIOT BO3MOXKHOCTb CHTETHYECKOTO Cy-
xaenns (A 148 / B 187; Kant, 20060, c. 267) 1 n3o0pakeHwms 110-
matun (AA 05, S. 351—352; Kanr, 2001a, c. 513 —515), Ho cxema
«He MOXXET CYIIeCTBOBaTbh HUIE, KpOMe KaK B MbICiI» (A 141 /
B 180; Kawnr, 20064, c. 259).

to that content is concerned. Indeed, the content of
sensible synthesis can be described as purely spatial
content that conveys things like location and the ob-
ject’s Gestalt to the perceiver. Concepts do not con-
vey such things, just as they do not provide us with
particulars. For that kind of representation we need
indexical contents provided by intuition. The cogni-
tive role of the categories, then, is to provide ways
to conceptually determine the otherwise merely in-
dexical or spatial content. As Kant puts it in the so-
called B-Deduction, the categories “are concepts of
an object (Gegenstand) in general, by means of which
its intuition is regarded as determined with regard
to one of the logical functions for judgments” (KrV,
B 128; Kant, 2000a, p. 226; see also KrV, B 143; Kant,
2000a, p. 252). The crucial thing for the current pur-
poses is that this kind of application of the catego-
ries does not need to take place with regard to every
possible content, and indeed did not take place in
our triangle example, where the point was precisely
that representing the triangular shape as such was
independent of the categorial determination of it."

4. Sensibility and Understanding
as Fundamentally Different Kinds
of Representational Capacities
with Separable Contributions

It should be clear that for Kant the application
of concepts is a function of thinking. It should be
equally clear that if there are representations that
do not count as thoughts in Kant’s demanding
sense — the above-examined non-conceptual index-
ical content and content generated through merely
spatial synthesis being the best candidates — then
it becomes difficult to see how any concepts could
be necessarily featured in a representational content
that is not an instance of thinking.'”> Moreover, as

" An alternative argumentative strategy to a similar end
would be to emphasise that Kant’s notion of unity is twofold,
and that spatiotemporal unity is to be starkly distinguished from
discursive unity (McLear, 2015; see also esp. Onof and Schulting,
2015).

12 In a similar fashion, schemata could be excluded from the
necessary ingredients of perceptual representation: not only
do schemata explain the possibility of synthetic judgment
(KrV, A 148 / B 187; Kant, 2000a, p. 278) and the exhibition of
concepts (KU, AA 05, pp. 351-352; Kant, 2000b, pp. 225-226)
but a schema “can never exist anywhere except in thought”
(KrV, A 141 / B 180; Kant, 2000a, p. 273).
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Zlaxke Korrga oOBeKT oIpefiesieH IIOHATUAMY, OH B He-
KOTOPOM CMBICJIe IIPOIOJDKAET OBITh He-IIOHSTWUIIHO
IIOCTYIIHBIM He3aBVCVMO OT TOT0, KaKMM 00pa3oM MBI
0 HeM JTlyMaeM.

Hns KaaTa ecth QyHIaMeHTaJIbHOE pasydvie
MeXXJTy 4yBCTBEHHOCTBIO V1 PacCyIIKOM, pasjiesieHne Ko-
TOPBIX eCTh He TOJIBKO TpeOoBaHIe pa3BUTOV TEOPUN
1eJI0BeYeCKOro II03HAHVI, HO 11 HEUTO, K UeMy CyObeKT
VIMeeT AOCTYII HocpeacTBoM pedrekcum (A 260 —261 /
B 316 —317; Kaur, 2006a, c. 417; cM. TaxKe, HallpyIMep:
AA 16, S. 494—495, No2743). B ipuMepe ¢ Tpeyroib-
HVIKOM MBI C JIETKOCTBIO MOIIM oTaenuTh Gestalt Tpe-
YTOJIPHMKA OT TeOMeTPUYeCKOro OIIpelelIeHMs Tpe-
YTOJIbHMKA KaK IUIOCKOV (PUIYpBI C CYyMMOW YIJIOB,
pasHOMI 180 rpamycam. YTOOHI jIydllle IPOVIITIOCTPU-
PpOBaTh 3TOT B CIIOCOOHOCTH IIPeCTaBIIeH s, IIpef-
IIOJIOXKVM, YTO MBI (POPMYJIMIPYeM Cy>KieHVe Ha OCHO-
BaHUV BV3YaJIbHOTO BOCIIPYATHS TOTO, YTO BOJA THET
BeCJI0, KOTOpOe MBI TOJIBKO 4TO B Hee omycTin. Ecim
MBI 3TO cliejlaeM, TO JaayM YyBCTBEHHOCTM BeCTVI Hac.
Tem He MeHee MCTOYHMK 3TOTrO 3abIyXmeHMS — Cy-
XeHme, a He sBiteHme (cp.: AA 04, S. 290; KanT, 19946,
c. 46; cMm. Takxe: A 376; Kanr, 20060, c. 471 —473). Uro
HaM He y[ajIoch czielaTh, TaK 3TO JO/DKHBIM 00pa3oM
OCMBICIIVITH TIOJIOXKEHVIE [IeJ1, IIOCPEIICTBOM Uero MbI OBl
IIOHSUIV, YTO BCe TOJIBKO BBINVISINT TakyM obpasom. Ho
co cmoponbt Bocnpusmus Bce OBUIO B TIOPSIIKe: B HaIIeM
JIAIIIEHHOM CYXKIEHV BU3yaJIbHOM BOCIIPVSITIN BecsIa
He OBbUIO OIMOKM, OIIMOOYHBIM ObLUIO OBI 3aKJIIOUNTS,
YTO BOfla MOXKET MTHOBEHHO COTHYTH Jepepo. Eme B
MeHBIIIeVI CTeIIeHN CYXXIeHNS M3MEHSIOT nepyeninyais-
Hoe codepikaHUe, TO eCTh TOT caMbIl 00pa3, KOTOPBIM MBI
IIpefICTaB/IsIeM BeCJIO ITOCPeICTBOM YYBCTBEHHOTO CO-
3epraHmst. Kak Mbl yBumenm, dpaxT sBjeHVs 9eTo-1mdo
Y TO, KaKMM 00pa3oM Belly SBJISTIOTCH, CileflyeT Pe3Ko
OTINYATh OT IIpeJiCTaB/IeHsl OObeKTOB 3a IIpeJieIaMit
criocoba, KOTOPBIM OHU SBJISIOTCS. DTO pasindne —
VIMEHHO TO, YTO HaIllM IIPVIMEPEI C TPEYTOJIbHVKOM U
BeCJIOM CTPEMSITCS IIPOTIUTIOCTPYIPOBATh.

B xoHe4YHOM cdeTe Bce 3TO yKas3blBaeT Ha TO, YTO
UYBCTBEHHOCTh M PACCy/I0K COOTHOCATCS JPYT C ApPY-
roM He KaK BXOZHBIe JTaHHbIe 11 IIPOIleccop, HO CKopee
KaK 1300pakeHne 11 ero MHTepIIpeTaTop. DTO, B CBOIO
oueperb, CBUIETEIILCTBYET, YTO CIIOCOOHOCTh MHTEp-
IpeTUpOBaTh JAHHBII 00BEKT, TO ecTh (POPMIUPOBATDH
MBICJIVI O HEM, IIPUXOANT CO CIIOCOOHOCTBIO K pedpirek-
CUM HaJl, coflep’kaHneM cBOMX IIpercTasiieHmin. Kak
IIOKa3bIBaeT IPVIMEP C COTHYTBIM BECJIOM, VIS 3TOTO
HeOOXOAVIMO YYWUTHIBATh Pa3IMYHbBIN BKJIall, BHOCHU-
MBIVI 9yBCTBEHHOCTBIO V1 pacCyAKOM B HAIIIM IIPeICTaB-
merms. OmmbKa 371eck O3HadaeT, YTO MBI POpMUpPyeM

H.A. Laiho

will be elaborated shortly, even when an object gets
determined conceptually, there is a sense in which
the object continues to be non-conceptually availa-
ble to us independently of the manner we happen to
think about it.

For Kant, there is a fundamental difference be-
tween sensibility and understanding, the separation
of which is not only something a well-developed ac-
count of human cognition demands, but something
to which the subject must have access through re-
flection (KrV, A 260-261 / B 316-317; Kant, 2000a,
p. 366; see also e.g. Refl 2743, AA 16, pp. 494-495;
Kant, 2005a, p. 49). In the triangle example, we
could easily separate the Gestalt of the triangle from
the determination of the triangle as a plane figure
the angle sum of which has to be 180 degrees for it
to count as a triangle in the geometrical sense. To il-
lustrate this kind of reflective capacity further, sup-
pose we judge on the basis of visual perception that
water has the capacity to bend the oar we have just
put under water. If we do so we let sensibility lead
the way. The confusion itself is nevertheless in our
judgment, not in the appearance (cf. Prol, AA 04,
p- 290; Kant, 2002b, p. 85; see also e.g. KrV, A 376;
Kant, 2000a, p. 429). What we have failed to do is
properly reflect on the state of affairs, whereby we
would have realised that things only look that way.
But perceptually we got it all right from the start:
there is nothing wrong in our non-judgmental visual
perception of the oar — the mistake would be to
jump to the conclusion that water has the capacity
to instantly bend wood. Even less so does the judg-
ment alter perceptual content, that is, the very way
we represent the oar through sensible intuition. As
we have seen, the fact of something appearing and
the way things appear is to be sharply distinguished
from representing objects beyond their manner of
appearance, and this distinction is exactly what our
triangle and oar examples aim to illustrate.

Ultimately, all of this suggests that sensibility
and understanding do not relate to one another as
input and its processor, but rather as an image and
its interpreter. This in turn suggests that the ability
to interpret a given object — to form thoughts about
it, basically — comes with the ability to reflect on
one’s representational contents. As the bent oar case
shows, doing so involves taking notice of the differ-
ent representational contributions of sensibility and
understanding. An error here means that we pass
judgment on wrong grounds. For example, when
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X. A. Jlaiixo

Cy)KIIeHVe Ha HeBEPHOM OCHOBAaHWM, HAIIpUIMep KOrza
MBI CJIMIIIKOM ITOJIaraeMcsl Ha BKJIa[l YyBCTBEHHOCTV,
HeITPaBWIBHO MHTEPIIPETUPY S ITePLIENTYaJIbHbIV 00b-
exT. OmHAKO Takas BO3MOXKHOCTb TpeOyeT aBTOHOMHO-
T'O IIEPILIENTYaJIbHOTO COepKaHsL. DTO 3HA4YNT, UTO B
OIIpezIeJIEeHHOM CMBICIIE COfIepIKaHMe IIPeCTaBIeHN ],
JaBaeMOe YyBCTBEHHOCTBIO, JOJDKHO OBITH JIOCTYIIHO
He3aBVICVIMO OT €TI0 MHTepPIIPeTaLVV PacCyaKOM.
Bamigner Kanra Ha XXMBOTHOe II03HAHVE 1I€JIMKOM
HOJIZIEP>KMBAIOT TE3VIC 00 aBTOHOMMM HE-ITOHSATUITHOTO
comepykaHMs percTasiednin'!. Tak Kak JKMBOTHBIE, He
SIBJISFOIIIVIECS] JIFO[IbMIM, MOTYT HalJIo/iaTh, HO He 00-
JIaJafoT PacCyIKOM, a CJIefoBaTeJIbHO, He II0JIyJaloT,
COXPaHSIOT VIV VICIIOJIB3YIOT ITOHSTHS, JKMBOTHOE BOC-
IpUSTVIe HeOOXOAMMO He-TIOHSTUVIHO, C TOUKM 3peHVIS
KanTa. [Joryckasi, uTo y Hac HeT JIOCTaTOYHBIX OCHO-
BaHWI, YTOOBI canTaTth, OyaTo KauT momaraer socrpn-
STVISL )KMBOTHBIX IIPUHINIINAIBHO OTIIMYHBIMY OT de-
JIOBEUeCKMX BOCIPUSITUM, UeJI0BeUeCKOe BOCIIPUISTIE
TaK)XKe MOXKHO MBICJIUTH KaK BHYTPeHHe He-TIOHSTUVI-
Hoe'">. KpoMe TOro, yumThIBasi, UTO IlepIienTyabHOe
IIpeficTaBJIeHVe MOXXET ObITh HE3aBUCHMBIM OT MBIIII-
JIEHVSI — a BOCIIPUSITIE XVBOTHOTO 00s13aTe/IbHO TaKo-
BO, B TO BpeM:I KaK BOCIIPVISITIIE YeIoBeKa TaKOBO CITy-
4JarHBIM 00pa3oM, — MBI MOXKEM CEJIaTh TO XK€ CaMoe
3aKJIIOYeHMe He3aBVCHMO OT TOTO, IIOJIep’KMBaeTCs
JIVI 9TO 3aK/II0YeHNe B3mismaMy KaHTa Ha XXMBOTHBIX.

4 HecMOTps Ha TO YTO y XXMBOTHBIX, B OTJIYME OT JIIOZIEVI, OT-
cyTcTBytoT noHsATHs (AA 28, S. 594) 11 crtocoOHOCTB CTaBUTB 11711
st cebst (AA 05, S. 431; Kant, 2001a, c. 699—701; AA 06, S. 392;
Kamnr, 2018, c. 51—53), oHn 110X0X1 Ha 4esioBeKa B TOM, YTO Y
HUX ecTh gyBcTBa (AA 05, S. 210; KanT, 2001a, c. 167 —169), co-
sepuanms (AA 28, S. 594) 1 BooOpaxenme (AA 28, S.277; AA 29,
S. 884). JKuBoTHEIE TaKke JIEVICTBYIOT B COOTBETCTBUM C ITpeTI-
crasiervsiMu (AA 05, S. 464 Anm.; Kant, 2001a, c. 781 cH.) 1 Mo-
ryT cpaBHMBATb X (AA 29, S. 888). B Gostee ob1riem cMBICIe IO
TOJKe SIBJISTIOTCS )KMBOTHBIMM V1 Pa3fIeIsiioT CIIOCOOHOCTD BOCITPY-
SITVISL VUV HU3IIYIO ITO3HABATEIIbHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTD C )KMBOTHBI-
mu (ibid.). Cm. Taxcke: (AA 02, S. 59—60; KanT, 199%4a, c. 38 —40;
AA 09, S. 64—65; Karr, 1994r, c. 321 —322; AA 20, S. 211; KanrT,
20016, c. 865—867; AA 24, S. 236; AA 24, S. 846). B coBokymHO-
CTV IMEIOIIIVIECS [TaHHbIe yOeIUTeIbHO IO TBEPKIAIOT IIPOYTe-
HWe, corylacHO Kotopomy KaHT paccMaTpwBail XMBOTHBIX Kak
CyIIIeCTB, OOJIQZIAOIIIX CO3HAHVEM ¥ CIIOCOOHBIX K BCEBO3MOXK-
HBIM He-TIOHSITUVHBIM SMIIMPUYECKM IIPeICTaBIIeHVsIM, OCO-
0eHHO K BOCIIPVATHIO (B IIMPOKOM cMEIciie). Cm. Takke: (Burge,
2009, p. 295, n. 18; McLear, 2011; Naragon, 1990).

> MOXXHO IIOVITH JIaJIbIlle U 3asiBUTb, YTO CaM PacCyIOK He Tpe-
OyeTcs yIst TIeplIenTyaIbHOTO IIpeJICTaB/IeH s YaCTHBIX Bellev.
DTO Ha caMoM JieJie 00bsCHSeT, ToueMy KaHT cumTaer cyIiecTs,
KOTOpbIe He HafleJIeHbl MHTEJIJIEKTOM, CIIOCOOHBIMM K IIPeJICTaB-
sieHvito. B Gosiee 0OIIIeM CMBICTIE MOXKHO YTBEPIK/IATh, UTO YM B
11eJIOM SIBJISIETCS pellpe3eHTaTUBHOV CIIOCOOHOCTHIO, OJTHVIM M3
aCITeKTOB KOTOPOVI BBICTYIIAeT PACCYHOK, TaK CKa3aTh, HMCKYp-
cuBHag cTopoHa yma (cm.: AA 09, S. 58; Kanr, 1994r, c. 314 —316).
B kavecTBe aJIbTEPHATMBBI MOXKHO Pas3/inyaTh AVCKYPCUBHBIN 1
IIPeJINCKY PCUBHBIVI PacCy/I0K VIV CIIOHTAaHHOCTB OoJlee HMU3KO-
ro u Gosee BricOKOrO ypoBH: (Waxman, 1991, p. 34, 80; Hanna,
2008, p. 62).
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we make our judgment too focused on the contribu-
tion of sensibility, interpreting the perceptual object
in a wrong way. But this kind of possibility requires
autonomous perceptual content. This is to say that
there must be a sense in which the representation-
al content provided by sensibility is available inde-
pendently of its interpretation by understanding.

Kant’s views on animal cognition give full sup-
port to this kind of autonomy of non-conceptu-
al representational content.”® Since non-human
animals are perceivers, but do not have under-
standing, and thus do not acquire, possess, or use
concepts, animal perception is necessarily non-con-
ceptual in Kant’s view. Assuming that there are no
good grounds for interpreting Kant as regarding
animal perception as fundamentally different from
human perception, human perception too can then
be understood as intrinsically non-conceptual.* Be-
sides, given that perceptual representation can be
independent of thinking — animal perception be-
ing necessarily so, human perception contingently
so — we can draw the same conclusion also inde-
pendently of this further support from Kant’s views
on non-human animals.

3 Even though non-human animals lack concepts (V-Met-L2/
Politz, AA 28, p. 594; Kant, 2001, p. 354) and the capacity to set
ends for themselves (KU, AA 05, p. 431; Kant, 2000b, p. 298;
MS, AA 06, p. 392; Kant, 2005b, p. 522), they are similar to hu-
man animals in that they do have feelings (KU, AA 05, p. 210;
Kant, 2000b, p. 95), intuitions (V-Met-L2/Politz, AA 28, p. 594;
Kant, 2001, p. 354), and imagination (V-Met-L1/Pélitz, AA 28,
p- 277; Kant, 2001, p. 88; V-Met/Mron, AA 29, p. 884; Kant, 2001,
p- 253). Animals also act in accordance with representations
(KU, AA 05, p. 464n; Kant, 2000b, p. 328) and can compare
them (V-Met/Mron, AA 29, p. 888; Kant, 2001, p. 257). More
generally, human beings are animals, too, and share the facul-
ty of sensibility, or the lower cognitive faculty, with non-hu-
man animals (ibid.). See also DfS, AA 02, pp. 59-60; Kant, 2007,
pp- 103-104; Log, AA 09, p. 64-65; Kant, 2004, p. 569-570; EEKU,
AA 20, p. 211; Kant, 2000c, p. 15; V-Lo/Blomberg, AA 24, p. 236;
Kant, 2004, p. 188; and V-Lo/Wiener, AA 24, p. 846; Kant, 2004,
p- 299. Taken together, the evidence strongly supports a read-
ing according to which Kant regarded non-human animals as
minded creatures capable of all sorts of non-conceptual em-
pirical representation, most notably perception (broadly con-
strued). See also Burge, 2009, p. 295n18; McLear, 2011; Naragon,
1990.

 One could go further and claim that the faculty of under-
standing itself is not required for perceptual representation of
particular things. This would actually explain why Kant re-
gards creatures that are not endowed with the intellect as capa-
ble of representation. More generally, it could be claimed that
the mind as a whole is the representational faculty, one aspect
of which is the understanding — the mind’s discursive side, as
it were (see Kant, 2004, p. 564; Log, AA 09, p. 58). Alternatively,
one could distinguish between discursive and prediscursive
understanding or between lower-level and higher-level spon-
taneity (Waxman, 1991; pp. 34, 80; Hanna, 2008, p. 62).



B ymoboMm cryvae ommOOYHO CYMTAaTh KAHTOBCKOM
VIeI0 O TOM, UTO YyBCTBEHHOCTb He BHOCUT «HaXke
YCIJIOBHO OTHEIBHOTO BKIafla B COBMECTHYIO paboTy»
(McDowell, 1996, p. 9) nByx criocoOHOCTeVI IIpecTaB-
nenns'C. boree Toro, paccymok He m30aBiIsgeT Hac OT
myTanuipsl (cp.: A 270—271 / B 326 —327; Kant, 2006a,
c. 427 —429). OgHako MHe KaKeTcsl, UTO 10 KpavHen
Mepe HEKOTOpPbIe 13 KOHIIETITYIMCTCKMX B3ITISIIOB OC-
HOBaHBI Ha MjIee O TOM, YTO pacCy IOK MCIIOIb3yeT KaTe-
TOPWM C 11eJIbIO HaBSA3bIBAHNSA CTPYKTYPbI BHEIITHe Oec-
CTPYKTYPHBIM sIBJIeHUsM (cM., HanpuMep: Ginsborg,
2006; McDowell, 2009, p. 127). VIupiMu cji0BaMM, Of-
HOVI M3 MIeVL, JIeKaIIVIX B OCHOBE KOHIIEIITY aJIVICTCKIIX
TIPEe/ITIOIOKEHNI, SBJISIETCS HACTOVYMBA IfIes O TOM,
YTO TIOHSTUS KaKMM-TO O0pa3soM IIpeBpallaioT To,
YTO B IIPOTMBHOM CJIy4ae ObUIO OBl HMYeM MHBIM, KaK
JyBCTBEeHHBIMY JaHHBIMV, B COleprKaHVe IIpefiCcTaBIIe-
Hut. TeM He MeHee, KaK $ y>ke TOBOPWJI, CKOpee BCero,
UyBCTBEHHOCTH JIOJDKHA 00JIafiaTh CTPYKTYpPOVI Iper-
CTaBJICHMVI He3aBUCVIMO OT TIOHSATUI pacCyaKa.

CBs3aHHOE € 3TVIM KOHIIEIITYaJINCTCKOE IIPEeIIIOIIo-
JKeHVe CoCTOUT B ToM, 4To KaHT Taxke 00ecItokoeH yc-
JIOBVISIMY TOJIBKO JIVIIITH SIBJIEHVS U TOJIBKO JIVIIITE yB-
CTEHHOTO CMHTe3a B « 1 paHCIIeHIeHTalIbHOVI aHAJIUT-
Ke», TOTJja KaK HOHKOHIIEIITYyJIVCTBI OoJlee CKJIIOHHBI
IlyMaTh, UTO HocjIe «2DcTeTnkm» KanT o3aboueH Tosb-
KO OOBSICHEHVIEM YCJIOBUMS NIPVBEAEHNS CO3epIlaeMBbIX
0OBEKTOB M CMHTe3a depe3 BOOOpakeHNe K KaTeropu-
sam. Ceridyac He BpeMs 11 HE MECTO [IJISI IIPeIbsIBIIeHNS
BCeX TeKCTOBBIX TOKa3aTeJIbCTB B IOMIEP’KKY HOHKOH-
LENTYJIMCTCKIX B3VIANOB. [lo3BosibTe MHe BMeCTO
3TOTrO IIOCTaBUTH JBe OOIIMe YIS 9TOro KOHIIENTya-
JIMCTCKOTO TIPEATIONIOKeHMsI IIpo0iieMbl. Bo-iepBrIX,
TPYIHO IIOHSTB, YTO MMEHHO O3HadaeT MMeTb Habop
ANPUOPHBLX TIOHSATHUV, IIPEACTaBIIEHHBIX B YYBCTBEHHOM
BOCHPUSTUM VIV B CaMOM SIBJIEHUN. BOo-BTOPBIX, IpH-
TTaHMe KaTerOpMsIM TaKOV OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOIIElI POJIN
MOXeT (PaKTUIeCKV IIPeBPaTUTh VX B HEUTO TOpPasio
Oosiee ciioxHOe, yeMm mpennosnarain Kanr. Ha camom
Ziesie BO3MOXKHO, 9To KaHT make He gyMail o HeobXo-
TIIVIMOCTM VICYEePIIBIBAOIIEro OOBSCHEHVS OUYeBVIHO-

16 Ecyit OBITH TOYHBIM, B TeKCTe TOBOPUTCS O «BOCIIPUVIMYMBO-
CTU» U «CIIOHTAaHHOCTM», @ He O «UyBCTBEHHOCTU» M «paccy/-
Ke». OgHAKO MOXKHO CKa3aTb, UTO 3TO eIlle Xy>Ke [Is IPUHSTIS
MperosiaraeMoro KaHTuaHcTea Makjayaiia, TIOCKOJIbKY OH,
KakeTCs, OTPUIIAET BCe, UTO CBS3aHO TOJIBKO C UyBCTBEHHOCTEIO,
KpOMe 4110l BOCIPUVMYMBOCTY, KOTOPast BPsI, JI1 COBMeCTH-
Ma co B3rsimamy KaHTa, KOTOPEIVT cUMTaeT, 9To BOOOpakeHe
Taxke IpuHaiexut uyscrsenHocty (B 151; Kanr, 2006a, c. 225;
AA24,S.701—702) 1 9To cozepIiaHIe — 3TO He ITPOCTO MOJTyde-
HIe 4yBCTBEHHBIX JJaHHBIX WU UTO-TO rofobHoe. [TompobHyto
KPUTUKY B3IIA00B Makgayaiuia B ToM oTHomreHmm cM.: (Allais,
2009, p. 387 —392).
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In any case, it is a mistake to take it to be a Kan-
tian idea that sensibility does not make “an even
notionally separable contribution to the co-opera-
tion” (McDowell, 1996, p. 9) between the two rep-
resentational capacities.”” Moreover, understanding
is not a rectifier of confusion (cf. Kant, 2000a, p. 372;
KrV, A 270-271 / B 326-327). It seems to me, how-
ever, that at least some of the conceptualist lines
of thought build on the idea that the understand-
ing uses the categories for the purpose of imposing
a structure on otherwise structureless appearances
(see e.g. Ginsborg, 2006; McDowell, 2009, p. 127). Put
differently, one of the underlying conceptualist as-
sumptions appears to be the stubborn idea that con-
cepts somehow make what would otherwise be
nothing but sensory intake into representational
content. Yet, as | have been suggesting, it is rather
the case that sensibility must have a representation-
al structure independently of the concepts of under-
standing.

A related conceptualist supposition seems to
be that Kant is also concerned about the conditions of
mere appearing and merely sensible synthesis in the
“Transcendental Analytic”, whereas the non-concep-
tualists are more inclined to think that, after the Aes-
thetic, Kant is only concerned about explaining the
conditions of bringing intuited objects and imagina-
tion-based synthesis under the categories. This is not
the time and place to bring in all the textual evidence
for the non-conceptualist view. Let me instead bring
up two general worries for the conceptualist suppo-
sition. First, it is difficult to see what exactly it would
mean to have a set of a priori concepts featured in sense
perception or appearing itself. Second, to give the cate-
gories such a foundational role might in fact turn them
into something far more complex than Kant intended.
As a matter of fact, it may even be that Kant did not
think that the apparent gap between the conceptu-
al and non-conceptual is in need of an exhaustive
explanation. The so-called schematism, for exam-

> To be precise, the text reads ‘receptivity” and ‘spontaneity” in-
stead of “sensibility” and ‘understanding’. However, this could
be said to be all the worse for McDowell’s supposed Kantian-
ism, since he seems to deny everything from mere sensibility ex-
cept for sheer receptivity, which is hardly compatible with Kant
who thinks that imagination too belongs to sensibility (Kant,
2000a, p. 257; KrV, B 151; Kant, 2004, p. 440; V-Lo/Dohna-Wund-
lacken, AA 24, pp. 701-702) and that intuitions are not mere in-
puts or the like. For a detailed criticism of McDowell’s account
in this respect, see Allais, 2009, pp. 387-392.
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rO paspbiBa MEX/y IOHSTUHBIM Y He-IIOHSATUVIHBIM.
Tax Ha3BIBaeMBIVI CXeMaTW3M, HaIIpUMep, XOTS U SBHO
IIbITAaeTCs B HEKOTOPOV CTeIeHM BOCIIOJIHUTH 3TOT
I1po0eJ1, OIpeelIeHHO He SBJISETCS TaKUM OOBSCHe-
HueMm'’. B miceme Mapkycy Tepity ot 26 mag 1789 r.
Kanur npusHaer cienyrorree: «Kaxk, omHako, caMo Bo3-
MOXXHO (KaK IIPOCTPAHCTBO VI BpeMs) TaKOe UyBCTBEH-
HOe cosepliaHue Kak popMa Halleyl JyBCTBeHHOCTV
VI Takne PYHKIIMM paccyfika, KaK Te, KOTOpbIe BBI-
BOZT V3 HETO JIOTMKA, WIN KaK I10JIy9aeTcs, YTO OIHa
dopma comracyeTcsi ¢ Ipyrom B OJHOM BO3MOXKHOM
IIO3HAHWM, — 3TO HaM COBEPIIIEHHO HEBO3MOXKHO 00'b-
scHUTE» (AA 11, S. 51; KarT, 19941, . 528 —529). D10
Bpsi/T, JIVI MOJKHO Ha3BaTh KOMMEHTapueM, cleJlaHHbIM
MBICIIUTETIEM, KOTOPBIV SIKOOBI HacTavBasI Ha TOM, 4TO
sIBJIeHVIe KaK TaKOBOe JOJDKHO OBITh OCHOBAHO Ha KaTe-
ropusix. B camom fieste, ecsivt ObI MBI MOIJIV OOOCHOBaH-
HO cfieJIaTh I0IOOHOe 3asBileHlie, pa3Be MbI He IOJDK-
HBI ObUIV OBI OBITH B COCTOSTHMY OOBSICHUTE TY CaMyIO
BeIllb, BO3MOXKHOCTh KOTOPOVI OTPULIAETCS B MVICBME, a
VIMEHHO — KaK TUIV ITo9eMy (POPMBI 4yBCTBEHHOCTM
v POpMBI paccy/iKa coryacyroTcsi Apyr ¢ gpyrom? Mo-
JKeT TaKXKe CJIy9UTBCS, YTO IIOIBITKA TAaKOIO OOBbsCHe-
HVSL HeM30eXXHO IIpMBeneT K HeIlpaBIJIBHOW OIleHKe
MO3UTUBHOIO B3rVIsAfa KaHTa Ha 4yBCTBEHHOCTP U ee
YHUKAJIBHBIV BUJI M130JIMPYeMOro BKIaza B IIO3HAHE,
UTO HOHKOHIIeNTyasmcTckye unraTtenin Kanra ocoben-
HO CTapaloTcsl IPVHSATH BO BHUMaHMe '™,

5. C/J10>KHOCTHM ¥ 3aK/TIOUEeHWMS

KaHT mpsiMo 3asiBiIsieT, 4To co3epliaHye IIPUBHO-
cut codepxanue B MeIciib (A 51 / B 75; Kant, 2006a,
c. 137 —139). Taxmm 06pa3oM, MOXKHO yTBEpKIaTh, UTO
BOITPOC O He-ITOHATUITHOM COfiepKaHMY B KaHTOBCKOM
KOHTEKCTe He JIOJDKEH Jiake BO3HMKATB: CO3epliaHue
He TOJIbKO KOHCTUTYMPYET COofiepKaHue, HO, YIUTbI-
Basl, 4TO CO3epliaHNs He eCTb IIOHATNS, OHM II0 OIIpe-
HeJIEHUIO CYTh He-IIOHSTWUVIHbIe (PaKTOPBI CO3IAHVIL
collepKaHMs B KAHTOBCKOVI T€OPWVI TIPEJICTaBIIEHNATL.

ITomMuMO mpoOIIEMBI CIIEHOTHI TUIIMYHBIM KOH-
TpPapryMeHTOM 3[1ech OyIeT TO, 4YTO TeM He MeHee B
KAHTOBCKOM KOHTEKCTe CYIIIeCTBYEeT TOJIbKO OfVIH BV
«IIOJIHOLIEHHOTO IIPENICTABJIeHVs», M 9TO IIPeNCTaB-
sleHe — (OOBEKTMBHOE) CyX[eHMe (CM., HalpuMmep:
Allison, 1985, p. 26). AHaJIOTMYHBIM 00pa30M MOXXHO

7 TlonpoGree o ToM, uTo KaHT cTpeMuTCs 11 He CTpeMUTCS 00b-
sicHUTb, cM.: (Marshall, 2014, ocobenso p. 560).

¥ Omnmcanne xak «OesHamexxHOV» monbeTky Kanta msompo-
BaTh BKJ1aJ1 uysctseHHocTH (Falkenstein, 1995, p. 56) nanboiee
II0Ka3aTeJIbHO B 3TOM oTHoIeHnn. Ho Bee ke 3T0 Oe3Hame)xHO
TOJIBKO IIPV KOHIIEITYJIMCTCKVX IIPEIIIOIOKEHVSIX.

ple, though clearly an attempt to fill the gap to some
extent, is definitely not such an explanation.'’® In
a letter to Marcus Herz on 26 May 1789, Kant ad-
mits this much: “But we are absolutely unable to
explain further how it is that a sensible intuition
(such as space and time), the form of our sensibili-
ty, or such functions of the understanding as those
out of which logic develops are possible; nor can we
explain why it is that one form agrees with another
in forming a possible cognition” (Br, AA 11, p. 51;
Kant, 1999, p. 313).

This is hardly a comment made by a thinker
who would insist that appearing as such must be
categorially grounded. Indeed, if we could legit-
imately make such a claim, would we not have to
be able to explain the very thing the possibility of
which is denied in the letter — namely, how or why
the form of sensibility and the form of understand-
ing agree with each other? It may also be that taking
steps towards such an explanation inevitably leads
to a misappreciation of Kant’s positive outlook on
sensibility and its unique kind of isolatable cogni-
tive contribution, the latter being something espe-
cially the non-conceptualist readers of Kant have
tried to appreciate."”

5. Complications and Conclusions

Kant states it explicitly that intuition brings
content (Inhalt) to thought (KrV, A 51 / B 75; Kant
2000a, pp. 193-194). Thus, it might be argued that
there should not even be an issue about non-con-
ceptual content in the Kantian context: not only does
intuition constitute the content, but given that intu-
itions are not concepts, they are, basically by defi-
nition, the non-conceptual content-making factors in
Kant’s theory of representation.

Besides the blindness issue, a typical counter-
claim at this point is that there is nevertheless only
one kind of “full-fledged representation” in the Kan-
tian context, and that representation is (objective)
judgment (see e.g. Allison, 1985, p. 26). In a simi-
lar vein, it can be claimed that for Kant “minimum
content” equals judgment (Dickerson, 2004, p. 133).

6 For more on what Kant does and does not aim to explain,
see Marshall, 2014, esp. p. 560.

7 Describing Kant’s attempt at isolating the contribution of
sensibility as “hopeless” (Falkenstein, 1995, p. 56) is most tell-
ing in this respect. Yet it is hopeless only under conceptualist
assumptions.
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yTBepXKaarh, uro i KaHra «MuHMMabHOE comep-
XaHMe» paBHO cyxaeHuto (Dickerson, 2004, p. 133).
Ecsii 310 107DKHO 03HAYATh, YTO TOJIBKO ITOCPEICTBOM
CYy’KIeHVsI MBI BOOOIIe MOYKeM VIMETh IIpeICTaBIeH s,
3TO Bpsi, T OyZeT BepHO, YUUTHIBAs TO, YTO MBI yCTa-
HOBWUIV BBIIIIE, HE TOBOPS YoKe O pacTyIreM oobeme Jim-
TepaTypsbl 0 Kanre co cxoxmmu pesyspratamm. Tem He
MeHee 3TOT KOHTPapIryMeHT COIJIACyeTCs C IIO3MIIMEN
KanTa, opmeHTMpOBaHHOV Ha CyXKIeHIe: HeCMOTps Ha
TO uTO yueHme KaHTa 1oryckaeT 1 Apyriie BUIEL IIperl-
CTaBJIEHWV, OCHOBHOVI OOBEKT TeOpWV IT03HABATETLHO
Y 3IMCTEMMYECK! 3HAaYMMBIX IIpefcTaBieHmit Kaxra,
0e3yCII0OBHO, CyXXIIEHNe.

Ha sToM ocHOBaHMY MOXKHO CKa3aTh, YTO IO-HACTO-
AIIeMy COfIep KaTeIbHBIM IIpefiCTaBIeHneM CjleflyeT
Has3BaTh IIpefICTaBJIeHNe, ITofIepKaHHOe UYeM-TO JacT-
HBIM (TI0 KpaViHer Mepe KOCBEHHO) VI HallpaBJIIoIee-
Cs1 TEM, YTO OTpakaeT BBIXOZISAIIIee 3a ITperlelIbl YaCTHO-
ro. O4eBMIHO, YTO 3TN (PAKTOPBI CO3MAHMS COflepIKa-
HVISI, BBIBOZIAIIINE HAOJIIOaTes s 3a IIpeielIbl YaCTHOTO,
BKJTIOYAIOT B ce0s ITOHSTIS, TO €CTh BCE, UTO HeCy T B cebe
KaTeropuy M eIMHCTBO armepliermi. B camoM rerte,
BO3MOJKHO, uTO make caM KaHT 3arresr ObI HaCTOJIIBKO
TTaJIeKo, UTO MOTpeboBal Obl Haymums pedIeKCUBHO
CaMO-CO3HATEJIHHOVI ITO3VILIM B IIPEJICTABIIEHSIX, YTO-
Obl OHVM CUMTAIVCH ITOJIHOCTBIO COJIepIKaTeIbHBIMIAL
BcriomHmTe TIpUIMEp C BeCJIOM: YTOORI ITO-HACTOSIIEMY
OIIeHWTH, KaK 0OCTOAT 1eJ1a, Hy>KHO OBITh CIIOCOOHBIM
K pedrrekcuM Hajl IMeplenTyaIbHBIM CcopepKaHVeM
CBOEro BOCIIPUIATMS W IIOAHATBCS HaJl TeM, KaK Belu
HEITOCPEJICTBEHHO SIBJISIFOTCS B UyBCTBAX.

KaHT Taxke yTBep)KHaeT, 4YTO COjepKaHMe II0-
poxmaercst cuHTe30M. OH ONIIIET: «...MMEHHO CUHTe3
€CTh TO, YTO, COOCTBEHHO, V3 3/JIEMEHTOB COCTABIISIET
TI03HAHMS ¥ O0BEIMHSET VX B OIpele/leHHOe Cofep-
xaume» (A 77 / B 103; Kaur, 2006a, c. 169—171). On-
HAKO, YYMUTBIBAsl, YTO ITO yTBEPIKIIEHVIE IIOSBIISIETCS B
TEKCTe paHblile, yeM (dparMeHTBl, [I03BOJIVBIIIVE HAM
BBIWIEHNTDb B Teopun KaHTa He-TIOHATUITHBEIN COCTaB
BOCIIPUSITUVL, OHO MOXKET CUMUTATHCS COBMECTVIMBIM ¥ C
VICKITFOUMTEITEHO MHIEKCAITBHBIM COlepyKaHMeM IIpefi-
CTaBJIeHUV, M C IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHBIM COIEP’KaHMEM,
KOTOPOe IIOPO>K/IaeTCsl YyBCTBEHHBIM CHHTe30M. [Tpas-
I1a, B 000X CIyyasix Mbl He TIOHVMMAeMCsl Hall Hello-
CPeICTBeHHO IIeplLeNTyasIbHBIM COfepKaHMeM, ecin
He OIIpee/IVIM eroO B IIOHATVAX. B To ke BpeMs Hy»XHO
3aMeTUTh, UTO JIVIIIE ITOCPEICTBOM IIPVBEIeHNSI CIH-
Te3a K HOHATUSAM BO3MOXHO «IIO3HaHMe B COOCTBEeH-
HOM CMBICIIe Toro ciioa» (A 78 / B 103; Kanr, 2006a,
c. 171), xoTopoe Taxke MOXeT ObITh OTOXIECTBIJIEHO C
TIOJTHOIIEHHBIM COlep KaHVeM IIpeCTaBIIeH .
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If this is taken to mean that it is only through judg-
ment that we can represent in the first place, this is
hardly true, given what we have established above,
not to mention the growing Kant literature with
similar results. Still, the counterclaim is in line with
Kant’s judgment-oriented standpoint: despite the
fact that Kant’s account allows for other kind of rep-
resentations as well, the main item in Kant’s account
of cognitively and epistemically significant rep-
resentation is definitely judgment (Urteil).

On this construal, a genuinely contentful rep-
resentation could be said to be a representation aid-
ed by something particular (at least indirectly) and
guided by something that reflects that which goes
beyond the particular. Obviously, these other con-
tent-generating factors that take the perceiver be-
yond the particular involve concepts — basically,
everything the categories and the unity of apper-
ception bring along. Indeed, it might even be that
Kant himself would go as far as to require a reflec-
tive self-conscious stance on a representation in or-
der to have it count as fully contentful. Recall the
oar case: to really appreciate how things stand, one
must be able to reflect on one’s perceptual content
and rise above the way things appear immediately
to the senses.

Kant also claims that content originates from
synthesis. He writes: “the synthesis alone is that
which properly collects the elements for cognitions
and unifies them into a certain content” (KrV, A 77 /
B 103; Kant, 2000a, p. 211). However, given that this
claim precedes some of the passages that allowed us
to extract the notion of non-conceptual composition
from Kant’s theory, the claim can be regarded as
compatible with both merely indexical representa-
tional content and spatial content generated through
sensible synthesis. It is just that in both of these cas-
es we do not rise above the immediate perceptual
content unless we determine it conceptually. At the
same time, it must be admitted that only by bring-
ing synthesis to concepts can there be “cognition in
the proper sense” (KrV, A 78 / B 103; Kant, 2000a,
p- 211), which could just as well be identified with
full-fledged representational content.

If we do require this much from contentful rep-
resentation, then we mean by content judgmental
content, or more specifically, the kind of judgmental
content that is constituted by intuition-based refer-
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Ecim MBI [IeVICTBUTEIIBHO XOTVIM OT COHep KaHWs
HpeICTaBIIEHNIT BCETO 3TOT0, TO 0T, COIepKaHMeM MbI
VIMeeM B BV COOep)KaHue CYykO0eHus VUIVI, TOUYHee, TOT
BIJI, COIIeP>XKaHMs CY>KIIeHUV, KOTOPBIVI KOHCTUTYPY-
eTCsl OCHOBAHHOVI Ha CO3epIlaHMM OTCBUIKOV K HeKO-
TOPOMY HEVICTBUTEJIbHOMY OOBEKTY VIV IIOJIOKEHWIO
mert. Takoe TOJIKOBaHMe copepyKaTeIbHBIX IIperCcTaB-
JIEHVIVI MOXeT OBITh JJOITYCTMMO C IIeJIbI0 OOBSCHEHVIS
PasJIMUHBIX BellleVl, HO BCe e HeXeJlaTeIbHO. [TpuHu-
Masi ero, Mbl yTBep KlaeM YCJIOBHOe TI0JIOJKeHMe, 3a KO-
TOPBIM MOKHO He 3aMeTWUTh TOHKOCTU ydeHws KaHTa o
HepLeNTyIbHBIX IIPeCTaBIeHnsX. [IoM1MO BEICOKOVL
OLIEHKVI KAHTOBCKOVI CY KI€HVIe-LIEHTPUYHOVI ITO3VLIVVA,
MBI TaKXe XOTeJIM ObI COXPaHWUTD B LIEJIOCTY MIEI0 Ha-
JIVTYVSE TOJIBKO JIMIITh Y CO3epLIaHls CBOeTl COOCTBEHHO
CIIOCOOHOCTY K CO3IAHNIO COfepyKaHs ITO3HaHV, YTO
HIOATBEPIKIAeT IIPUMeP C JOMOM. BbUT OBl BepeH Takov
aHaym3 B3Dsinos KaHra, corylacHO KOTOpOMY, ¢ OHOV
CTOPOHBI, €CTb YNMCTOe UyBCTBEHHOE He-IIOHSTUIHOEe
corlepkaHye, IOpOKIaeMoe OfHVM JIVIIE IepIenTy-
JIbHBIM pacCMOTpeHMeM OOBeKTa, a ¢ APyrom — Ka-
TEropraIbHO-IIOHATUIIHOE COflepyKaHle, HaKIablBae-
Moe Ha 1iepsoe? Takov aHaIM3 IIOgpasyMeBasl Obl, UTO
corlepkaHue CyX/IeH!II Ha JieJle eCTb HeKoe 2udpuoHoe
codepikaxue, 9aCTUYHO — KOHCTUTYVPOBaHHOE IIOH:-
TUWHBIM, YaCTUYHO HE-IIOHSTUIHBIM COOEePKaHEM.

OmnpenerierHas npoOjleMa ¢ TaKOro pora IIOIXO-
IIOM 3aKJIIOYaeTCsl B TOM, uTo ydeHue KaHrta mevicteu-
TeJILHO He MOYKeT BMEeCTUTh CaMOCTOsITeIbHOe KOHIIell-
TyaJIbHOe colleprKaHue. BmecTo 3Toro, ecim ecTh Takoe
comeprkaHuie, OHO IOJDKHO OBITh OCHOBAHO Ha co3eplia-
HWW, 9TO BO3BpalllaeT Hac 00paTHO K Cy>XIeHe-IIeH-
TPUCTCKOMY B3IJISILY, COIVIACHO KOTOPOMY KOHEYHast
po0sieMa 3aK/IIouaeTcs B TOM, o0JIajiaeT JIv Cy KiaeHme
corep)kaHeM, TO eCTh KOHCTUTYWMPYeTCs JIV CBs3aH-
HOe C IIOHSTVEM CYXXeHVe OTCBUIKON K KaKoMy-I10o
HeVICTBUTEIIEHOMY OOBeKTY VIV IIOJIOXKEHVIIO JIeJT. AJlb-
TEePHATUBHBIM CIIOCOOOM OBUIO OBI IIPOCTO CMVIPUTHCS
VI IPU3HATh, YTO He-TIOHATUVIHBIE VI IIOHSATUVIHBIE 3J1e-
MeHTbI HauMHAOT ITOJIHOCTHIO OTHOCUTBCS K IIPefiCTaB-
JIeHVISIM ¥ OBITH IT03HABaTeIbHO 3HAUMMBIMIL IIPY 00B-
eIVHEHW, HO IIPV 9TOM IIOUepKHYTh, YTO 3TO He VC-
KJIIOYaeT BO3MOYXHOCTVI TOJIBKO JIVIIIIb VIH/IEKCAIBHOIO I
YVICTO YyBCTBEHHOTO IPOCTPaHCTBEHHOI'O COfIepyKaHVIsI
(uTO 1TOIIPOOHO ONVICAaHO BHBIIIIE, B pasyieriax 2 n 3), XoTs
HaM, BO3MOXKHO, BCe ellle Hy>XXHO OyJIeT OIpeleInTs,
KakKyie VIMEHHO 9TO BUIBI COIEPXKaHNS B CPaBHEHWUI C
ITOJTHOIIEHHBIM pellpe3eHTaTUBHBIM COflepyKaHVeM.

B ro6om cityuae, kKakumM 06 00pa3oM MBI HU VCTOJI-
KOBBIBAJIN «cofepXaHue» y KaHTa, BepHas ero Oyk-
Be VI IIyXy IIO3WIVS JOJDKHA COXPaHUTh B ceDe IIaB-
HBIVI JIEMEHT KaHTOBCKOVI TEOPWM IIPeICTaBIIeHN ], a

ence to some actual or possible object or state of af-
fairs. Such a construal of contentful representation
may be acceptable for various explanatory purpos-
es but also unwanted. By doing so we are basically
making a stipulation whereby the subtlety of Kant’s
account of perceptual representation gets easily
overlooked. In addition to appreciating Kant’s judg-
ment-centered stance, we would also like to keep
intact the idea that mere intuition has some cogni-
tive content-generating power even on its own, as
evidenced by the house example above. Would the
correct analysis of Kant’s view then perhaps be that
there is purely sensible non-conceptual content, gen-
erated in the merely perceptual examination of an
object, on the one hand, and categorial-conceptual
content imposed on the former kind of content, on
the other? Such an analysis would suggest that judg-
mental contents are in fact some kind of hybrid con-
tents partially constituted by conceptual, partially by
non-conceptual contents.

A definite problem with this kind of approach
is that Kant’s account cannot really accommodate
self-standing conceptual contents. Instead, if there
are such contents, they must be intuition-based,
which brings us right back to the judgment-centered
view where the ultimate issue is whether or not a
judgment possesses content, that is, whether or not
the concept-bound judgment is constituted by refer-
ence to some actual or possible object or state of af-
fairs. An alternative way would be to simply bite the
bullet and admit that the non-conceptual and con-
ceptual elements become fully representational and
cognitively significant when unified, yet emphasise
that this does not rule out the possibility of mere-
ly indexical and purely sensible spatial contents
(elaborated above in Sections 2 and 3), although we
might still need to qualify what kinds of contents
they precisely are compared to full-fledged rep-
resentational contents.

In any case, whichever way we construe ‘con-
tent’” with respect to Kant, a faithful view must
retain a most crucial element in Kant’s theory of rep-
resentation: namely, the fact (elaborated in Section
4) that intuitions, even if brought under the catego-
ries, do not thereby become conceptual, just as in-
tuition-based thinking does not make thinking itself
intuitive — according to Kant, human thinking is al-
ways discursive, not intuitive, whereas human in-
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VIMEHHO TOT (pakT (paspaboTaHHBIN B pasyesie 4), 4YTO
cosepIiaHMs, JaXe eC/I OHM IIO/IBeeHbl IO KaTero-
UM, He CTAaHOBSTCS OT 9TOTO IOHSTUIIHBIMM, II0100-
HO TOMY KaK MBIITUIeHVe, OCHOBaHHOe Ha CO3epIlaHuU,
He /ieJIaeT MBIIIUIeHe CaMo 10 cebe co3epIiaTeTbHBIM.
CornacHo KaHTy, uerioBeueckoe MBIIIUIEHVE BCeTza
IIVICKY PCUBHO, a He CO3epIiaTeIIbHO, B TO BpeMs Kak Je-
JI0BedeCcKoe co3epIiaHyie BCerzia UyBCTBEHHO, a He JIVIC-
KypPCMBHO. B IIpoTmBHOM Cily4ae Takout B3IJIAH, Oojiee
WIN MeHee oOpedeH Ha pasMbITHe (DyHIaMeHTaIbHO-
rO KaHTOBCKOTO Pas/IM4Msg MeXIy UyBCTBEHHOCTBIO U
PacCcyIKOM M VX YHMKaJIBHBIMU ¥ OTHENIVIMBIMU IPYyT
OT IpyTa BKIalaM B TIO3HAHIIE.

ITomoGHeIe pe3ysIbTaThl MOTYT OBITH JOCTUTHYTEI
Iy TeM aHaJIV3a IPyToro, Kasaiock Obl, OecrrpobrreMHO-
O TOHATHS, a IMEHHO — 0nuliimd. B oiHO MHTepIIpe-
TallM 3TOTO MOHATUS KaHT cumTaeT, 4To OIbIT Tpedy-
eT (OIIpeesIeHHOTO Pofia) CyXXIeHMs (CM., HallpuMep:
AA 04, S. 300; Kart, 19946, c. 57 —58). Do cHOBa IIe-
peBopauMBaeT BCe C HOT Ha FOJIOBY, IIOTOMY YTO TaKoe
TpeboBaHMe [IeIaeT OIBIT caM II0 cebe 3aBUCVIMBIM
OT CyXmeHMs. [leViCTBUTEIbHO, OMHMM U3 CIIEICTBUN
3TOrO, HO-BUAMMOMY, OyIIeT TO, UTO OIIBIT B CTPOrOM
CMBICIIE 3aBVICUT OT CIIOCOOHOCTV ONVCHIBaTh COMIEp-
JKaHVe CBOVX ITpelCTaBIeHWUN WV, KaK IepefaroTcs
crroBa KaHTa B KOHCIIEKTe K OIHOV M3 €ro JIEKIIUI 110
JorvKe: «BesiKimy, KTO MOXKET OIMCcaTh IIPeIMeTHI CBOe-
TO OIIBITA, OOIaaeT ombITOM» (AA 24, S. 236). OmHaKO
KaHT Taxcke IIpOBOANT CTPOTVIE Pa3INIVIsL MEXKITY OITbI-
TOM-CO3epIIaHVEM ¥ OIBITOM-BOCIIPUSATIIEM, KOTOPBIE
He TOJIBKO ITPEeJIIIOJIaraloT, YTO OIIBIT SBJISIETCS YeM-TO
0o1vuiUM, UeM IIPOCTO co3epliaHle VI BOCIIPUSATIHE,
HO V1 TIO3BOJISIIOT HaM PasfielIsaTh OIIBITHOE CoflepyKaHme
OT MHIIEKCAIbHOTO VI IePIIeNTyaIbHOTO COepIKaHVIsL.
KaHT pasBuBaet 3111 pasimams cieqyomym oopasoM:

...KaTeropmm IOCPeAICTBOM CO3epLIaHMs JOCTaB/IAI0T HaM
II03HaHMe Belllell TOJIbKO Yepe3 MX BO3MOXKHOe IIprMeHe-
HVIe 10 OTHOIIEHWIO K IMNUPUHECKOMY CO3ePYan1Ui0, TO eCTh
CJIy’KaT TOJIBKO I BO3MOXKHOCTM 3MIIMPUYECKOro Io-
3HaHMA. A mocsieqHee HasbiBaeTcs onvumom (B 147; Kawnr,
2006a, c. 221).

...OIIBIT BO3MOJKEH HE€ TOJIBKO ITOCPEOCTBOM BOCIIPVIATVIA,
HO IIOHATWMA TOJIKHBI ObITH )IOGaBJ'IeHBI K HEMY, II03TOMY
B OCHOBe JOJDKHBI JIeXKaTh alIpVIOPHbIE ITIOHATII, ITIOCpe-
CTBOM KOTOPBIX 51 MOI'y ITOABECTV BOCIIPVIATVA I1O/T TTIOHS~
ns (AA 29, S.798).

Cosepuath He 03HadaeT oOagaTh OnEITOM. OIBIT —
9TO IIO3HaHWe, KOTOpoe MBI MMeeM 00 oObekTe cosep-
manms. CrieqoBaTe/IbHO, CIOa OTHOCUTCS MBbIIIIIEHNE,
KOTOpOe MOXHO PacCMOTpeTb ocobeHHO. MeIUTeHMe
COCTaBJIsIeT OJIHY YacThb OIIbITa, [IOCKOJIBKY pacCy 10K IIpu-
HUMaeT B HeM y4acTire. Co3epliaHye — 3TO YacThb OIIBITa,
IIOCKOJIBKY B HeM IIpVHMMaeT ydacTue 4YyBCTBEHHOCTb

(AA 29, S.800).
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tuition is always sensible, not discursive. Otherwise
the view is more or less doomed to blur Kant’s fun-
damental distinction between sensibility and under-
standing and their unique and separable cognitive
contributions.

Similar results can be achieved by analysing an-
other seemingly unproblematic notion, namely expe-
rience (Erfahrung). On one construal of “experience’,
Kant thinks that experience requires (a certain kind
of) judgment (e.g. Prol, AA 04, p. 300; Kant, 2002b,
p- 94). This again turns things upside down, because
such a requirement makes experience itself judg-
mental. Indeed, one consequence of this appears
to be that experience in the strict sense depends on
the capacity to describe the contents of one’s rep-
resentations, or as Kant has been reported to have
said in one of his lectures on logic: “Anyone who
can describe the objects (Gegenstinde) of his experi-
ence has experience” (V-Lo/Blomberg, AA 24, p. 236;
Kant, 2004, p. 188). However, Kant also makes strict
intuition-experience and perception-experience dis-
tinctions, which not only suggest that experience is
something more than mere intuition or perception,
but allow us to separate experiential content from in-
dexical and perceptual contents. Kant elaborates
these distinctions as follows:

[T]he categories do not afford us cognition of
things by means of intuition except through their
possible application to empirical intuition, i.e., they
serve only for the possibility of empirical cognition.
This, however, is called experience (KrV, B 147; Kant,
2000a, p. 255).

[E]xperience is not possible through perception
alone, but rather concepts must be added to it, so
there must be underlying a priori concepts through
which I can bring perceptions under concepts
(V-Met/Mron, AA 29, p. 798; Kant, 2001, p. 154).

To intuit does not mean to have experience.
Experience is a cognition that we have of an object
(Objekt) of intuition. Thus that requires thinking,
which can be considered separately. Thinking
constitutes one part of experience, [i.e.,] insofar
as the understanding plays a part in it. Intuiting
[is] a part of experience insofar as sensibility
participates in it (V-Met/Mron, AA 29, p. 800;
Kant, 2001, p. 154).
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YuwursiBast 3TV JayIbHeIIIVIE PA3IIMYS, MBI MOXKEM
IIpeXkIie BCEro OTIINYNTB OIIBIT, Kak ero rnoHnMast Kasr,
TO €CTb KaK CBSI3aHHBIVI C CY>XKIEHVSAMM V1 KATETOPUSIMIA,
OT MeHee TpeOOBaTEJIBHBIX BUJIOB IIE€PILIEIITYaIbHBIX
HIpe/icTaBIeHNIT. BO-BTOPBIX, MBI MOXKEM JIETKO JIOITy-
CTWUTb, YTO OIIBITHOE COJIepIKaHVEe B KAHTOBCKOM CMBIC-
JIe TOJILKO TOIJIa CTAHOBUTCSI BO3MOKHBIM, KOI'Tla KaTe-
TOPUM IPUMEHSIOTCS K SMIIMPUYECKOMY CO3€PIIaHIIO
VIV KOTJIa BOCIIPUISITHSL TTOJIBEIEHBI TI0/], IIOHATUS, HO
B TO )K€ BpeMs COXPaHSIETCS BO3MOXXHOCTD TOJIBKO VH-
IIeKCAJIBHOTO ¥ YyBCTBEHHOI'O COIEP KaHMS IIpeICTaB-
stleHum1. VIHTepecHO He TOJIBKO TO, YTO MHOIVE Hallll
COBpEMEHHVKI ObUM OBl CKJIIOHHBI OTOXIIECTBUTH
ITOCJIeITHVIE BUIBI IEePIEeNTYaIbHOTO COEPIKaHMs KakK
IIOCTaTOYHBIE JUIS IIEPIIENTYaIbHOIO OIIbITa (CM., Ha-
npumep: Dretske, 2002; Martin, 2003, p. 239 —242), HO
VI TO, 4TO IIOHSTVE oIbITa Y KaHTa MOXeT JIerKo TOJIKO-
BaTBCS U TEM, VI IPYIVIM CIIOCOOOM HE3aBMUCHMO OT €ro
TEPMIHOJIOTYECKOTr0 BBIOOPa.

6. Emmie ogHO nipuMedaHme o pa3aesIeHUN
co3epuaHMA M MbpInUIeHnsA y Kanra

Yryckate u3 Bujly OCHOBOIIOJIATAIOIIYIO perpe-
3eHTaTVBHYIO (DYHKIVIO CO3epIiaHNs O3HadaeT VCKa-
KaTb Kak yueHne KaHTa o Ho3HaHMM, TaK 1 ero B3IJIA-
OBl Ha 4YeJIOBeYecKMl yM B IiejioM. BooOiie rosops,
CyIIecTByeT TeH/eHIMsl BTUCHYTh ydeHme KanTa o
HepIeNTyaIbHbIX IPe/ICTaBIeHVIsIX B [IBYXYPOBHEBYIO
Kaptmay". ITox 3TvM g IogpasyMeBaio TaKOV B3IV,
HpY KOTOPOM, C OIHOW CTOPOHBI, CYIIECTBYIOT UyB-
CTBEHHBIe JJaHHBIE 0e3 IIpeJCTaBIeHnlI, a C IpPYyTrou
— TIOJIVHHOE IIpeJCTaBjIeHye, IIPeIIoIOKUTeIbHO
BBEI3bIBa€MOe CIIOCOOHOCTBIO Ha OCHOBE 3TUX HaHHBIX
oIeprpoBaTh HOHATMAMI. TeM He MeHee IS TOTO,
9TOOBI OmcaTh peasibHBIe B3IIsabl KaHTa, sBHO 110-
Hao0sTCS TpY YPOBHS: IleplienTyaJbHOe IHpeJICTaB-
JIeHVie He MOXET OBITh IIPaBWIBHO OOBSICHEHO ITyTeM
HpsIMOTO TIepexofia OT OIIyIIeHWs WIN BIledaT/IeHVs
K ITOHSTUITHOMY MBIIIIIEHVIO; TaKke HeoOXOIMMO 3M-
HMpUYecKoe co3epraHyie ¢ ero YHUKaJIbHON (PYHKIIN-
ent nipercrasienns. Kak KaHT siBHO xodeT I10Kasars,
cosepIaHyie — 3TO CIIO0COD IIpesCcTaBIeHNs: He MBbIII-
JIeHVie 1 He IIPOCTO TI0JIyYeHyie UyBCTBEHHBIX [JaHHBIX.
Korpma BeI cosepiiaete, BBl ycTaHaBIIMBaeTe OTHOIIEHVIS
Me>K]Ty BeIllaMI ¥ caMVM cO00v1. DTO To, IS 4ero B KO-
HEYHOM CYeTe HY)XHO «BHEIITHee 4yBCTBO» (cM.: A 22 /

¥ Cp. ¢ xpurukon bépmxem B3rmsios Ceyurapca Ha BOCIIPYS-
THe U B3IVIIOB [I9BUICOHA Ha OOBEKTMBHOE IIpefiCTaBJIeHe
(Burge, 2010, p. 139, n. 4, 270, 433 —436). Cm. Taxoke: (Allais, 2009,
p. 397 —398).
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Given these further distinctions, we may, first of
all, distinguish experience as Kant saw it, as judg-
mental and categorial, from less-demanding kinds
of perceptual representation. Secondly, we may eas-
ily admit that experiential content in Kant’s sense
only becomes possible when the categories are ap-
plied to empirical intuitions, or when perceptions
are brought under concepts, yet maintain the pos-
sibility of merely indexical and sensible representa-
tional contents at the same time. The interesting
thing is that not only would many of our contem-
poraries be inclined to identify the latter kinds of
perceptual content as sufficient for perceptual expe-
rience (see e.g. Dretske, 2002; Martin, 2003, pp. 239-
242) but that Kant’s account can easily accommodate
both notions of experience regardless of his termino-
logical choices.

6. A Further Note on Kant’s
Intuiting-Thinking Distinction

To overlook the fundamental representation-
al function of intuition is to distort both Kant’s ac-
count of cognition and his view of the human mind
in general. Broadly speaking, there is a tendency to
squeeze Kant’s account of perceptual representa-
tion into a two-level picture.’® By this I mean the
kind of view in which there is non-representational
sensory intake, on the one hand, and genuine rep-
resentation, presumably effected by the conceptual
capacities on the basis of the former, on the other.
Yet depicting Kant’s real view clearly requires three
levels: perceptual representation cannot be prop-
erly explained by going directly from sensation or
impression to conceptual thought; what one also
needs is empirical intuition with its unique kind
of representational function. As Kant clearly wants
to have it, intuition is a way of representing — not
thinking but not mere sensory input either. When
you intuit, you establish relations between things
and yourself. This is what “outer sense” is ultimate-
ly for (see KrV, A 22 / B 37; Kant, 2000a, p. 157;
Refl 6315, AA 18, p. 619; Kant, 2005a, p. 361). More-
over, it is hardly the case that Kant thinks that we
need to use concepts or make judgments in order

8 Cf. Burge’s criticisms of Sellars’ view of perception and
Davidson’s view of objective representation (Burge, 2010,
pp- 139n4, 270, 433-436). See also Allais, 2009, pp. 397-398.



B 37; Kanr, 2006a, c. 93; AA 18, S. 619, Ne 6315; Kanr,
2000, c. 290). Bostee Toro, Bpsx n KauT cunraet, yto
HaM HY>KHO VICIIOJIb30BaTh IIOHSTVS WIM COCTaBIISATh
Cy>KfIeHmsl, 9TOOBI Hallli IIepILeNTyaIbHble IIpeICTaB-
JIeHVSI COOTBETCTBOBIV MUHVMAIBHBIM KPUTEPUSIM
ycIenHocT. B 11esiom AByxypoBHeBad KapTwHa He
B COCTOSIHUM OILIEHMTh TOHKOCTH mo3uimm Kaxrta. B
YaCTHOCTW, OHA YIIyCKaeT BO3MOXKHOCTH, MOXXET OBITb,
BEpHO paclleHMBaTh YyBCTBEHHOCTb KaK IIpefCTaB-
JIAIONIYIO caMy IO ceDe, yKasbIBasl Ha TO, YTO MOXKHO
Has3BaTh IeplenTyaIpHo obbekTmBamyer. ITpocto
STOT TWUII MUHVMAaJIBHOV OOBEKTMBHOCTY He CIIeyeT
OTOXKIECTBIIATH C yPOBHEM OOBEKTMBHOCTV, KOTOPBIN
MOXKEeT OBITh JOCTUTHYT IIyTeM pediIeKCuut 1 CyXKie-
guin. HampoTtws, meprienTyaiabHas OOBEKTMBAIIVA
IIOJDKHA ITPOTVBOIIOCTABIISATECA OOBEKTMBHOW IIpell-
CTaBJIAIONIEN CVJle YyBCTBa, KOTOpas, II0 MHEHVIO
Kanta, Opu1a OBI HyTIEBOW (CM., HaripMep: B 66; KaHT,
2006a, c. 127—129). KTo-TO MOXeT IIO-IIpeXHEMY XO-
TeTh yTBEPXKIATh, UYTO TOT BUI OOBEKTVMBHOCTVI BBIC-
IIIEeT0 TIOPSI/IKa, KOTOPBIVI ITI03HABATeILHO BBIBOAWT HAC
3a IpeJiesIbl HeTIOCPEeICTBEHHOI'O BOCIIPUATHS, TeM He
MeHee eCTh HajyIeXalllnii B, OObeKTMBHOCTY U IS
Kanra, eciii He OTOX/IECTBIISTh He-TIOHATUIIHBIE IIep-
LleITyaIbHble IPefiCTaBJIeHNsl B KAHTOBCKOM CMBICIe
VICKJTFOUMTEIIFHO C BOCIIPUIMMYVMBOCTBIO IV TOJIBKO
JIVIIB Cy OBeKTMBHOCTBIO.

Bbaaeodapnocinu. Cnacubo Oaau Koicmumneny, Apmo
Peno, Koauny Mapwasry u Mamuacy Bupepy 3a ux noaesnvie
KOMMEHMApU K pannum Bepcuam 31moeo 5cce, a maxxke ano-
HUMHOMY PeyeH3eHIny 311020 JKYpHAAA.
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to meet the minimum success criteria for perceptu-
al representation. In all, the two-level picture fails
to appreciate the subtlety of Kant’s position. In par-
ticular, the two-level picture overlooks the possibil-
ity that sensibility might be correctly regarded as
representational in itself, indicating what might be
called perceptual objectification.” It is just that this
kind of minimal objectivity should not be identified
with the level of objectivity that can be achieved
through reflection and judgment. Instead, percep-
tual objectification should be contrasted with the
objective representational power of feeling, which
on Kant’s view would be zero (see e.g. KrV, B 66;
Kant, 2000a, pp. 188-189). One might still want to
hold that the kind of higher-order objectivity that
takes us cognitively beyond immediate perception
is nevertheless the proper kind of objectivity for
Kant too, as long as one does not identify non-con-
ceptual perceptual representation in Kant’s sense
with sheer receptivity or mere subjectivity.
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OEAYKIM CBOBOADbI VS AEOAYVKIIVA OITbITA
B METAD®U3UKE . KAHTA

B.E. Cemeno8?

Mos yeav — npodemorcmpupobams cneyugpuxy u pasiu-
YU MpaHCUeHOeHMabHO 0edyKyuu NOHAMUL 1 OedyKyuu
0CHOB0MOA0NEHUI HUCHI020 NPAKIMUYECK020 pasyma 6 mema-
¢usuxe U. Kanma. B nepByio ouepeds 1Heobxo0umo uccaedo-
Bamv omrowenue Kanma x coBpementotl emy memagusuke u
npobaemy Hoboeo ee obocHoBanusa. B cboeit hurocogpuu Kanm
IKCNAUYUPOBAL He 00UH AU Meopemuteckutl MUp nosHa-
HUA, HO U npakmuveckuti mup c6o600st. CoomBemcmberto,
hyrOamernmarvbiMu Budamu Ookasamesbcmba NpUMAAHUNL
Memacpusuxu cmasy 0eOyKyUus HUCHIBIX NOHAMULL pacCyOKa
(Oedyxyua onvima) u 0edykyus 0CHOBONOAOKEHUU UUCTHO20
npakmuueckoeo pasyma (0edykyus c60600bt). McxooHvie npeo-
nocviaxu Kanmoba npoexma 6o3poxoenus memagpusuxu, a
UMEHHO «KONEPHUKAHCKUTL N0BOpoI», KpUumuueckutl Memoo
u 0a30Bvle ycmanoBku MpancyeHOeHMaIbHo20 ((hopMasbHoeo)
udeasrusma, npedcmabaaiom cobor Bmeche ¢ mem maxxe me-
1M000102UtecKY10 0CHOBY MpaHCyeHOeHMAAbHOU 0e0yKyUU —
HOB020 cnocoba doxasamenvcmba npumAAHUL Memagpusuxu 6
pasAudHbLX chepax uesoBeueckoeo bvimus. Vicxods us moeo,
A AHAAUSUPYIO CYWHOCHTb, CIPYKIMYPY, cheyududeckue uep-
mel, 4 maioke pasiuuusa 0edykyuu onvima u O0edykyuu cbo-
00061, S Bvideasto caedyroujue ocobennocmu 06yx Oedykyutl.
Bo-nepBoix, meopemuueckoe npumeHexue pasyma Hanpabiero
Ha npeomentb, a 6 c6oem npaxmuueckom UcnoAb30BaHuL pasym
obpaujen Ha HoyMeHbL: ocHoBanus 6oau u c60000y. Bo-6mopuix,
mpancyeHoenmaibHoil dedykyuu npocmparcmba u bpemen, a
maroke 0eOykyuu Kameeopuil npeduiecrnByem mpancyeHoeH-
masvHasa pedykyus, komopas omcymcmByem 6 dedyxyuu cbo-
00061, B-mpemvux, memodosoeuueckoe «0Buxerue» 0edyriyui
opuenmupoBano Kanmom 6 npomubonosoxHsix HanpabieHusx.
Teopemuueckas 0e0ykyus uoem om uucmvix popm uybemben-
HO020 CO3ePUAHUSA K PACCYOOUHBIM NOHAMUAM, 4 0N HUX — K
0CHOB0NOAONEHUAM, NPAKIMULECKAS. — O ANPUOPHBIX 0CHOBO-
1040KeHUTE K NOHAMUAM Memagusuku Hpabob, a om Hux — K
MopansHbiM uybembam. B-uemBepmuix, dedyxyus 6 meopenu-
weckoil cihepe 3anpeuyaent cnekyAAmMuBHoMY pasymy 6bixoouns
3a npedeast onvima. [Ipakmuueckas 0edykyus ykasaia Ha ur-
meaauubesbHbLL MUP U 000CH0BANA €20 «Ae2UTNUMHOCTIbY.

KaroueBuie cao8a: memagusuka, mpancyendeHmaivHas
Oedyxyus, wucmole nonamus paccyoxa, c6ob6oda, MopasbHbLil
3AK0H.
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DEDUCTION OF FREEDOM VS DEDUCTION
OF EXPERIENCE IN KANT’S METAPHYSICS

V.E. Semyonov?

My aim is to demonstrate the specificities and differenc-
es between transcendental deduction of concepts and deduc-
tion of the fundamental principles of pure practical reason
in Kant’s metaphysics. First of all it is necessary to examine
Kant’s attitude to the metaphysics of his time and the problem
of its new justification. Kant in his philosophy explicated not
only the theoretical world of cognition, but also the practi-
cal world of freedom. Accordingly, the fundamental means of
proving metaphysics” claims are the deduction of pure con-
cepts of understanding (deduction of experience) and the de-
duction of the principles of pure practical reason (deduction
of freedom). The underlying premises of the Kantian project
of reviving metaphysics, “the Copernican Turn”, the critical
methods and basic principles of transcendental (formal) ide-
alism also provide the methodological basis of transcendental
deduction, a new method of proving the claims of metaphys-
ics in various spheres of human being. Proceeding from the
above, I analyse the essence, structure and the peculiarities
as well as the differences between the deduction of experience
and the deduction of freedom. I single out the following fea-
tures of the two types of deduction. First, theoretical use of
reason is aimed at objects while practical reason is aimed at
noumena, the foundations of will and freedom. Second, the
transcendental deduction of space and time, as well as the de-
duction of categories, is preceded by transcendental reduction,
which is absent in the deduction of freedom. Third, Kant ori-
ents the methodological movement of deductions in opposite
directions. Theoretical deduction proceeds from pure forms of
sensible intuition to concepts of understanding and thence to
fundamental principles. Practical deduction proceeds from a
priori principles to the concepts of the metaphysics of morals
and thence to moral feelings. Fourth, deduction in the theoret-
ical sphere forbids speculative reason to go beyond experience.
Practical deduction has pointed to the intelligible world and
has proved its “legitimacy”.

Keywords: metaphysics, transcendental deduction, pure
concepts of understanding, freedom, moral law.
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B.E. Cemenos

BBemenmne

OO111em3BeCcTHO, UYTO «HIMUero He ObIBaeT 0e3 OCHO-
BaHWMs». B cBOe BpeMsi 9Ty MBIC/Ib, Ha II€PBBIV B3IJISL
KaKYIIIyIoCs IIPOCTOM ¥ TPVBUAIILHOV, TeM He MeHee
YIIOPHO OTCTaMBaJl B CBOMX paboTax BeJMKMIL SHIIV-
wirontenyct I. B. JlentOrm. OH He coMHeBasica 1 yOe-
XAl PYTMX B TOM, YTO «eCThb B IIPUPOIIE IOPSIOK
(Ratio), 110 KOTOPOMY IIPENIIOYTUTEIILHO CYIIECTBY-
eT HeuyTo, a He HUYTO. DTO CJIeJICTBIE TOTO BEJIMKOIO
HNPVHINIIA, B CYWIy KOTOPOIO HUYTO He IIPOVCXOLUT
0e3 IIpUUMHBL 1 HO/DKHA OBITh IIPWYMHA, IIOYEMY CY-
IIIeCTBYeT 3T0, a He fnpyroe» (Jlemtbrmt, 1982, c. 234).

Taxovt ecTecTBEHHBINI TOPSIOK, IO MbICTM Jlernb-
HWIIa, C OTHOVI CTOPOHBI, IMEET COOCTBEHHOE «pealb-
HOe OCHOBaHMe» (realis ratio) B KauecTBe IIPUYVHEI Cy-
IIIecTBOBaHMS 1 AevicTBus (M 3Ta npuunHa — Cosep-
menHeriree Cyiectso, bor), a ¢ mpyrom — cryxur
HeOoOXOOMMBIM OCHOBaHMEM IS HaIlero 1o3HAHUA.
Crasto ObITE,

STa aKCMOMa, YTO Huuezo He bvlbaem 0e3 ocHoBanus, TOIDK-
Ha CUMTATBCS OJHOV M3 CaMBIX BaXHBIX U IUIOOTBOP-
HBIX aKCMOM BO BCeM UeJIOBEUEeCKOM ITO3HAHWMV, Ha Hew
OCHOBBIBaeTCsl OOMIbINast 9acTb MeTadu3uKy, UK U
HPaBCTBEHHOTO y4eHMs, 1 Oe3 Hee HeJIb3s HU I0Ka3aTh
cylecTBoBaHMe bora n3 TBOpeHMI, HY IIOCTPOUTD JTOKa-
3aTeJIbCTBO OT IIPUYMH K CJIEICTBUAM VIIN OT CIIEHCTBU
K IpW4YMHAM, HM cAeJlaTh KaKue-IMOO BBIBOIBI B AesIax
rpaxgaHckux (JlemOnvir, 1984, c. 141).

Bunmres BrionHe stornusbM, uto V. KaaT B Hetpe-
OI0JIVIMOM CTpeMJIeHUV IOJIHOCTBIO pecpopMmpoBaTh
¥ 3aHOBO OOOCHOBaTh MeTaum3MKy, KOTopas IIpel-
CTaBJIsUIa COOOIO «IIpOCiIaBIeHHOe 11 HeOOXOMMMOe I
4JestoBeuecTBa Mo3HaHMe» (AA 04, S. 261; Kanr, 19946,
c. 13), pyKoBOmCTBOBaJICA B TOM UVCIIe VI STVM IPVIHIIN-
oM Jleribnmia.

ITpobremovt COOTHOITIEHMS M Pa3IIYMSL 02U eCKO-
20 VI peaavHo20 ocHOoBaHMVI KaHT Havuasl 3aHMMaThCA elrle
B «JOKpUTHYeCcKu» niepron. Tak, Harpumep, B pabo-
Tax «HoBoe ocselleHe ITepBEIX NPUHIIUIIOB MeTadu-
3udeckoro mo3HaHMs» (1755), «JloxHoe MynapcTBoBa-
HMe B YeThIpex purypax cwuiornsma» (1762), «Omsit
BBeTIeHNSI B (PWIIOCOPMIO IIOHATMS OTpPUIIATeTHHBIX
BerranH» (1763), «EnmHCTBeHHO BO3MOXXHOE OCHOBa-
HVe U JoKasaTenbcTBa Obrtus bora» (1763) 1, Hako-
Her, B auccepraummu 1770 r. «O dpopme m mpuHIIMIaxX
UYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHWMMAEMOrO ¥ WHTeIUIUTMOehb-
Horo mupa» KaHT (BIpoueMm, Kak M ero OrvoKariie
Mpe/IIeCTBeHHNKN ¥ COBPeMeHHUKN — HeMellKie
dpwtocodrr-meradpmsmkm XVIII B.) BbIcKasasl Hemasio
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Introduction

It is common knowledge that “there is nothing
without a reason.” The idea seems simple and trivial
at first glance, yet the great encyclopaedist Leibniz
went to great lengths to argue this case in his works.
He had no doubt himself and sought to convince
others that “there is a reason in the nature of things
why something exists rather than nothing. It is a
consequence of that great principle that nothing oc-
curs without a reason, and also of the principle that
there must be a reason why one thing occurs rather
than another” (Leibniz, 2000, p. 84).

This natural order of things, Leibniz argued, has
on the one hand its own realis ratio as the cause of
existence and action (the reason being the Perfect
Entity, or God) and is, on the other hand, the neces-
sary foundation of our cognition. Hence,

this axiom [...] that there is nothing without a reason,
must be considered one of the greatest and most
fruitful of all human knowledge, for upon it is built
a great part of metaphysics, physics, and moral
science; without it, indeed, the existence of God
cannot be proved from his creatures, nor can an
argument be carried from causes to effects or from
effects to causes, nor any conclusions be drawn in
civil matters (Leibniz, 1989, p. 227).

It is quite logical that Kant, in his drive to totally
reform and provide new grounds for metaphysics,
“the highly prized knowledge that is indispensable
to humanity” (Prol, AA 04, p. 261; Kant, 2002, p. 58),
was guided, among other things, by this principle of
Leibniz.

Kant commenced the study of the relationship
and difference between the logical and real grounds
even before the Critiqgue period. Thus, in his works
“New Elucidation of the First Principles of Met-
aphysical Cognition” (1755), “The False Subtle-
ty of the Four Syllogistic Figures” (1762), “Attempt
to Introduce the Concept of Negative Magnitudes
into Philosophy” (1763), “The Only Possible Argu-
ment in Support of a Demonstration of the Existence
of God” (1763) and finally, in his 1770 dissertation
“Concerning the Form and Principles of the Sensible
and Intelligible World” Kant (like his closest prede-
cessors and contemporaries, the eighteenth-centu-
ry German metaphysical philosophers) presented
a good many epistemological claims to metaphys-



THOCEeOJIOTMYecKMX IpeTeH3UM KaK B OTHOIIeHW! ca-
MOVI MeTapM3VKM, TaK ¥ B afgpec POpMaIbHOM JIOTH-
KVI, TTO3BOJISIBITIEV! 3aHMMATBCS CIIEKYJISTVBHBIM U Oe3-
Jl0Ka3aTeJIbHBbIM ITOHATUIIHBIM CCTEMOTBOPYECTBOM B
rpaHMIIaX «I1epBou prIocopmm».

Opxont w3 BaKHEMIIMX INPUYMH Kpu3uca MeTa-
dnsukn Havasia v cepenyabl XVII B. Hy>)XHO cumTaTh
KaK pa3 HecITocOOHOCTb (MJIM HeyMeHMe?) OT/IMYaTh
peaylbHOe OCHOBaHUE OT JIOTMYeCKOro. B mepeunciien-
HBIX BBIIIIe paborax KaHT 4eTko 0003HauIwI 3Ty IIpo-
OreMy ¥ yKasasl Ha JIMXOTOMMIO 02U4eck020 0CHOBAHUA
IIPUYVIHHOV CBSI3V SIBJIEHVV U COOBITUIL, C OIHOW CTO-
POHEL, U peaivto2o ocHobanus — ¢ gpyrom. Jloriaeckas
CBSI3b OCHOBAHWMS CO CJIEACTBMEM yCMaTpWBaeTcs C
TIOJTHOW SICHOCTBIO, TIOCKOJIBKY CJIEfICTBVE COBIaaeT C
YacThIO ITOHATIA OCHOBaHW ¥, CJIe0BaTe/IbHO, OIIpe-
ZesisieTcsl JaHHBIM OCHOBaHMEM II0 3aKOHY TOXKIecTBa.
Hanpumep, IOHATME C10XKHOCMY €CTh JIOTMYecKoe Oc-
HOBaHWe IIOHATIS 0e/UMOCH; B CBOIO OUePemb, Heo0x0-
dumocms — OCHOBAHVIE HEUSMEHHOCTIU.

Opmako j1ormdeckoe OCHOBaHVME — Oe3 VCIIOIIb30-
BaHIS 3aKOHA TOXIIECTBA — HIKAK He 00BSCHSET TOTo,
KaKVM 00pa3oM B peasIbHOCTH Heurno BhITeKaeT U3 Je-
ro-to gpyroro. Jlormgeckoe ocHOBaHVIE IEIIMKOM IIPU-
HaIeXUT (POPMaIbHO-JIOTMUYEeCKOMY  MBIIIIJIEHUIO,
TOIZa KaK peaylbHOe OCHOBaHMe (PYHOMPYeT 00JI1acTh
MeVICTBUTEIbHOCTU ¥, CTaJI0 ObITb, HAaXOMUTCI B TOVL
cdepe, kotopyro KanT B Herasrekom Oysryiiem Haszo-
BeT mpancleHdeHmasvHou Ao2ukoi. Ho B TakoM citydae
B OTHOILIEHVW peaJlbHOI0 OCHOBaHWs BO3HUKAeT TPy/i-
HemIIIasi cofiepKaTeslbHas IIpoliieMa, Tpebyroras fe-
IOYKIINI: «Kak TOJDKeH s IOHSITh, YT, 04a200aps momy,
UmMo ecmov Heumno, eCms Makxke U Ymo-mo apyeoe» (AA 02,
S.202; Kant, 19%4a, c. 82). B 6ymyix paborax MMeHHO
Ha OCHOBaHWVI JVXOTOMMUM «JIOTTYECKOe — peasIbHOe»
BO3HMKHET (PyHIaMeHTaIbHOe AJIsI KPUTUIecKo u-
mocodpum pasdeHvie odujenl M mMpaHcyeHOeHMaAbHOlL
JIOTVIKVL.

CremyeT MOMYepKHY Th: MUMEHHO TaKOV IIOAXOT, (OT-
TleJIeHVe JIOTUeCcKOro OT PeayIbHOTO0) K PeIeHIo Ofl-
HOTO 13 ITIaBHBIX 3aTPYAHEHUTI IIpeXXKHel MeTapm3Ku
nio3Bormv1 KauTy paspyOouts ropaves y3ern mpobiieMel
JIOTVIYeCKOVI HeIyKIVIV IIOHATWUV ¥ B 11€JI0M OHTOJIOT V-
3a1mm JIOrMKI. V160 B MeTadmsIiKe, IpeIIIecTBYIOIIeN
u cospemenHomt KaHTy, «criop o0 yHMBepcamsax» (B
COBpeMeHHOM IjIsl TOM pwtocopmm Brie) OTIMdasIcs
M30IIPEHHOCTHIO, YIIOPCTBOM 1 pa3HOOOpasveM:

...Vl BOJIb(PVIAHITEL, ¥ aHTUBOJIbL(VAHIIEI IIBITAIVICH JaTh B
Her1 [OHTOJIOrMM| BasKHeWIIIVe OIpee/IeH s, Pa3JIOKNUTh
COCTaBHBIE TIOHSTHUS Y BBISBUTBH IIPOCTEVIIIIVIE JIEMEHTHI
JejIoBeuecKoro mnosHaHwms. Kakme >j1eMeHTHI SIBJISIFOTCS
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ics and formal logic which allowed the speculative
and unsubstantiated creation of conceptual systems
within the bounds of “the first philosophy.”

One of the main causes of the crisis of meta-
physics in the early and middle eighteenth century
must be precisely the lack of capacity (or ability?)
to distinguish real grounds from logical ones. In the
above-mentioned works Kant pinpointed this prob-
lem and identified the dichotomy of logical grounds
for the cause-and-effect relationship among phe-
nomena and events, on the one hand, and the real
grounds, on the other. The logical link between cause
and effect is readily seen because the effect coincides
with part of the concept of the cause and, conse-
quently, is defined by the cause in accordance with
the identity law. Thus, the concept of complexity is
the logical grounds for the concept of divisibility; in
turn, necessity is the grounds for immutability.

However, the logical grounds, without invok-
ing the law of identity, do nothing to explain how
something follows from something else. The logical
cause lies entirely within the domain of formal log-
ical thinking, while the real foundation lies in the
sphere of reality and therefore belongs to the sphere
which Kant would soon call transcendental logic.
However, in that case a daunting substantive prob-
lem arises with regard to the real cause, a problem
that calls for deduction: “How am I to understand
the fact that, because something is, something else is?”
(NG, AA 02, p. 202; Kant, 1992, p. 239). In his works
that followed, the “logical-real” dichotomy gives
rise to the distinction between general and transcen-
dental logic, a dichotomy that is pivotal for critical
philosophy.

It has to be stressed that this approach (the sep-
aration of the logical from the real) to resolving one
of the key difficulties of previous metaphysics en-
abled Kant to cut the Gordian knot of the problem
of the logical deduction of concepts and the ontol-
ogisation of logic as a whole. For in the earlier and
contemporary metaphysics “the dispute about uni-
versals” (in the shape characteristic of the philoso-
phy of the times) was exceedingly sophisticated,
fierce and diverse:

[...] Wolfians and anti-Wolfians alike tried to provide
[in ontology] a breakdown of the composite concepts
into the simplest elements of human cognition.
Which elements meet that description and which do
not and how many elementary concepts there exist -
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TAKOBBIMM, @ KaKye HET, CKOJIbKO IIPOCTENIIINX TIOHSITU
CyllecTByeT — 00 3TOM IIUIM HEIpPEepbIBHbIE CIIOPbI, He
1100aBIIsIBIIIVIE OpEOJIa IOCTOBEPHOCTI HII OHTOJIOTN, HI
MeTadmsuke B riestoM (Kpyros, 2008, c. 55).

B rakom curyanym mmenno Kanry Oburo mpep-
HasHa4yeHO Cyapbot pedpopMmpoBaTh MeTadU3MKY,
HOTPS3IIyI0 B OTKPOBEHHOM ¥ HEIIPMKPBITOM 3MIIN-
pv3Me?, BIABIIYIO K TOMY BpeMeHW B «OOBeTIIaIbIV,
V3beeHHbIN uepBsMu doemamusm» (A X; Kant, 20060,
c. 13), HarTpaBUTB ee Ha «HAIEXHBIN Ty Th HayKu» (B IX;
Kart, 20064, c. 11) n 3aHOBO 000CHOBATb I10 COBEPIIIEH-
HO HeW3BeCTHOMY IO TeX IOp IUIaHy, IOPOAMB IIpU
3TOM 0CO0BIN €I110c00 Pry10codCcKOro JoKasaTeIbCTBa
HNPUTSA3aHNUT MeTapr3MIecKyX IOJIOKeHNIT — TpaHC-
LeHIeHTaIbHYIO AenyKumro. ITockorbky ke KanT skc-
IUTALIVPOBaI He OIVIH JIVIIIh TeOPeTUIeCKU MUp II0-
3HaHWS, HO U HPaKTUYeCKWU MVUp cBOOOBL, TO PyHIIa-
MEeHTaIbHBIMM BUIaMM [JOKa3aTeIbCTBa IIPUTSI3aHWI
MeTadU3MKM CTaIV ey KLV OIIbITa I CBOOO/IBL.

TaxvM oOpasoM, 11eIb JaHHOV CTaTbil — IIPOfe-
MOHCTPUPOBATh CIIEIM@PUKY ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, pa3-
JIMYMS TPaHCLIEeHOEeHTaIbHOV IeAyKIINV TOHITUI U
HemyKILMV OCHOBOITOJIOKEHWVI UVMCTOrO MPaKTUIeCcKO-
ro pasyma B Metadpmsuke Kanra. ITpu 3ToMm 51 He Oymy
KacaTbCs HV SMIIVIPUYECKON AedyKIMV TIOHSTUI, HI
MeTa3MIEeCKOTL.

VcxomHblIe MpeaIocbUIKNM Oe Ty K

®nocodekas spomonysa Kanra co BpemeHeM
HpuBeJIa ero K yOeXIeHNI0 B TOM, 4TO MeTadusnka
He MOXeT OCHOBBIBATbCS Ha SMIIMPUYECKOM Oasuce,
HO HeIIpeMeHHO JJOJDKHa cofiepKaTh B cBoeM pyH/a-
MeHTe OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMS U ToHATUA a priori. OnHa-
KO IIpeXHSd MeTadm3MKa IIbITalach, II0 OOJIBIIIOMY
CYeTy, JIVIIb IIPOSICHUTH W CHUCTEMATUYeCK! YIIOpsi-
JOYNUTH CBOV ITIOJIOXKeHMsI M TepMWHBI, He 3a7aBasiCh
BOIIPOCOM: B 4eM, COOCTBEHHO TOBOPs, KOpeHb BCex
Ipo0yIeM 1 3aTSHYBIIErocs Kpu3ica «IJapuIibl HayK»?
OrtBet Tak v He ObUT HavieH. VIMeHHO 110 3TOVI IpUYN-
He KEHUTcOeprckmvi pyrocod MbITajIcs OTHICKATh TOT
cambIit Schlufistein (3aMKOBBIV, KpaeyTroJIbHBIVI KAMEHB)
HOBOTO 00OCHOBaHMS MeTapM3UKIAL

2 B craport MeTadusnKe HJOMUHUPOBaIN onHOBpeMeHHO (1) n
CHeKyJIATMBHOEe MblIUleHue, u sMrvpusM. CreneHb HpuUCyT-
CTBUSI TIOCJIE[JHErO I103BOJIsUIa TOBOPUTEH O JIECIIOTM3ME SMIIV-
pusMa B Hayke 1 MeTadusuke. OTHAKO «3TOT IECIIOTU3M SMIIN-
pv3Ma — He Hay4Hasl, a Hay4HO-TeopeTuyecKas mosuiys... Ta-
KVM 00pa3oM, ecyiv TpaHCIleHAeHTaIbHas hviocodrist Halrpas-
JleHa Ha yCTpaHeHwe 3TOro JIeCIIOTH3Ma, TO OHa KacaeTcs He ca-
MUX HayK, a SMIVPULMCTCKIX (empiristischen) Teopuit nayx»

(Rohs, 1976, S. 10).
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these were perpetual subjects of arguments which
did not confer an aura of authenticity either on
ontology or on metaphysics as a whole (Krouglov,
2008, p. 55).

In this situation it was Kant who was fated to
reform metaphysics, mired in avowed and undis-
guised empiricism,? and by that time fallen into
“old worm-eaten dogmatism” (KrV, A X; Kant, 1998,
p- 100), steer it down “the secure path of a science”
(KrV, B IX; Kant, 1998, p. 107) and reinvent it under
a previously unknown plan, generating a special
way of philosophical proof of the claims of meta-
physical provisions, i.e. transcendental deduction.
And because Kant was explicating not only the the-
oretical world of cognition but also the practical
world of freedom, deductions of experience and
freedom became the fundamental methods of prov-
ing the claims of metaphysics.

Thus the aim of this article is to demonstrate the
specificities and differences between the transcen-
dental deduction of concepts and the deduction of
the principles of pure practical reason in Kant’s met-
aphysics. I will not touch upon either empirical or
metaphysical deductions of concepts.

Initial Premises of Deduction

Kant’s philosophical evolution eventually
convinced him that metaphysics could not be based
on empiricism and its foundation should include a
priori premises and concepts. Meanwhile up until
then metaphysics basically merely sought to clarify
and systematise its own provisions and terms with-
out trying to get at the root of all the problems and
the long-drawn-out crisis of “the queen of all scienc-
es.” The answer was not found. This led Kant to try
to find the Schlufstein (the keystone) of a new foun-
dation of metaphysics.

2 The older metaphysics was dominated simultaneously(!)
by speculative thought and by empiricism. The degree of the
presence of the latter gave grounds for speaking about the des-
potism of empiricism in science and metaphysics. However,
“the despotism of empiricism is not a scientific but a scientif-
ic-theoretical position [...]. Thus, if transcendental philosophy
is aimed at eliminating this despotism, it has to do not with
sciences but with empiricist theories of science” (“Dieser Des-
potismus des Empirismus ist keine wissenschaftliche, sondern eine
wissenschaftstheoretische Position. [...] Wenn Transzendentalphilo-
sophie also diesem Despotismus abhelfen will, so hat sie es nicht mit
den Wissenschaften selbst, sondern mit den empiristischen Wissen-
schaftstheorien zu tun”) (Rohs, 1976, p. 10).



Xepman IIIMMTII TaK OIMCHIBAJI CJIOXVBIIYIOCS B
MeTadM3VIKe CUTYaIINIO U peaKIVIo Ha Hee dvtocoda:

KanT, xotopomy cynpbovt ObUIO IpeHaYepTaHO
ObITH BITIOOJIEHHBIM B MeTadM3MKy, cTpamgay OT HU3KO
yHaBIIIero ms3-3a 3K3aJIbTMPOBAHHOCTV U OeCKOHEUYHBIX
IITKOJTFHBIX PacIiperl aBTOpPUTeTa CBOEV BO3TIO0JIEHHOT,
uybe yHVDKEHVEe JAVCKPEeIUTHPOBaIO M ero JIMYHO, U pe-
IIWICS TIO3TOMY Ha pafVKaJbHOe jiedeHVe KPUTWUIN3-
MOM, KOTOpOe JIO/DKHO OBUIO ypPaBHSATb MYYMUTEIIbHBIE
IIOTePVI CITEKYJISTVBHOTO pasyMa IIpMObUISAMM ITpaKTide-
cxoro (Schmitz, 1989, S. 368 —369).

ITockorbKy cIIpoc Ha 3Ty CTapeuIIyio HayKy, Kak
nosarant KaeT, HUKOTma He MOXeT VCUYe3HYTb, IIO-
TOMY YTO WMHTepec OOIIero 4esioBe4ecKOoro pasyMa
CJIVIITIKOM TeCHO C HeVl CBSI3aH, IPeCTOsIIa IIOTHAs
pedopma wit HoBoe poxkaeHme MeTadpusuku (AA 04,
S.257; Kant, 19940, c. 8). BospoxxmeHne, Kak M3BeCTHO,
IIPOVICXOAMIIO Ha ITYTSAX OCYIIECTBIIEHUS «KOIIEPHMU-
KaHCKOTO TTOBOPOTa», UCIIOIB30BaHMS KPUTUITM3MA U
TPaHCLIEH/IEHTAJILHOTO Myeayin3Ma. Bce 3T MHHOBa-
LMY BKITIOYa/IN B ceOs B TOM 4YMCIle, KaK COCTABHYIO
9acTh, HOBBIV (KaHTOBCKMM) CIIOCOD JOKa3aTeTbCTBA
HpUTS3aHNT MeTadU3NKM — TPaHCIIEHIEeHTAIBHYIO0
Iy KIIVIO®.

Crporo ropopsi, OTHIOOb He Bce HOBOBBeeHMs Kan-
Ta OBUIV TIOJTHOCTBIO OPUTMHAIBHBIMIL. TpaHCIIeHIeH-
TaJIbHBIE apTyMeHTHI KaK POy, JeOyKIVM MOXKHO yXKe
oOHapyxuTb y Apucrorera 1 [Jekapra. Kpome Toro,

[cama] MBICIIB O TpaHCIIEHIEHTaIbHOCTY ITO3HaHNs ObUla
He HoBa. Takon ObUIa st O TOM, UTO BCSKOE ITO3HAHVEe
TIpefiMeTa OCYITeCTBIIsIeTCsl B HeKOTOpou obracT 6a3o-
BBIX (ersten) ITOHATWIT VI OIpeIEIIIeTCs MMM, a TaKKe O
TOM, YTO KaK pa3 3Ta IlepBOHavajIbHas ¥ allpuopHasi 00-
JIacTh COCTaBJIgeT TlepBoe M MCTUHHOe ITOHATYME 3HaHM.
TpanciieHgeHTaIbHAS MBIC/Ib 3HAKOMA Beevt dovtocodm
co BpemeH ID1arona m ApucroTesis... DHoxaJbHOe OO-
crvokenre KaHTta cocTouT ckopee B TOM, UTO 3Ta MBICIIb
OpUTa peanm3oBaHa B JIOTVIKe ro-HayuHoMYy (Krings, 1964,
S.28—-29).

® «KaHT He gai1 oblIero onperesieHNs TPaHCIEHIEHTaIbHO
nenykiyn. OnHaKo B OOIIMX YepTax MO, STUM TEPMIHOM MOX-
HO MOHMMATh JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO OOBEKTMBHON 3HAYMMOCTH IIO-
HSTUV I, COOTBETCTBEHHO, IIPVHIIVIIOB, OCHOBAHHBIX Ha aIlpy-
OPHBIX YCJIOBMSIX YMCTOTO pasyma. B Teopermueckont duito-
codpum HOHSATME “TpaHCIIeH/IeHTa/IbHAS IeAyKUys —SBIISETCS
neHTpanbHbIM» (Heidemann, 20156, S. 366 —367). [Tomumo Te-
opeTnueckon ¢puIocodum TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHAS JeMy KIS VIC-
rose3yeTcs Takxke B «KpuTnke rpaxTiaeckoro pasyma», «Kpu-
TUKe CIIOCOOHOCTM CYX[IeHMs» U B «YueHuUn o mpase» n3 «Me-
TadpM3UKM HPaBOB».
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Herman Schmitz thus described the condition of
metaphysics at the time and the philosopher’s reac-
tion to it:

Kant, who was preordained to fall in love with
metaphysics was hurt by the declined authority of
his mistress caused by the overheated and endless
scholastic squabbles, a humiliation that discredited
him personally, and therefore decided on drastic
treatment through criticism designed to offset the
painful losses of speculative reason by the benefits
of practical reason (Schmitz, 1989, pp. 368-369).2

Because, as Kant believed, demand for the oldest
science could never disappear since general human
reason was too closely linked with it, a complete
reform, or a rebirth of metaphysics was called for
(Prol, AA 04, p. 257; Kant, 1998, p. 399). The revival,
of course, took the shape of the “Copernican Turn”,
the use of criticism and transcendental idealism.
All these innovations included among other things
a new (Kantian) method of proving the claims of
metaphysics, transcendental deduction.*

Strictly speaking, not all of Kant’s innovations
were entirely new. One can find transcendental ar-
guments as a kind of deduction in Aristotle and
Descartes. Indeed,

[the very] idea of transcendental cognition was not
new. Witness the idea that all cognition of an object
takes place in the domain of fundamental (ersten)
concepts and is determined by them, and that it is
this initial a priori area constitutes the first and true
concept of knowledge. Transcendental thought
has been known to all philosophy since Plato and

3 “Kant, der Schicksal hatte, in die Metaphysik verliebt zu sein, litt
unter dem durch Verstiegenheit und endlose Schulstreitigkeiten tief
gesunkenen Ansehen dieser Geliebten, dessen Niedrigkeit auch ihn
personlich herabsetzte, und entschloss sich daher zur Radikalkur des
Kritizismus, die schmerzliche Verluste der spekulativen Vernunft
durch Gewinne der praktischen ausgleichen sollte.”

* “Kant has not provided a general definition of transcenden-
tal deduction. However, in general the term can be interpreted
as proof of the objective significance of concepts and, accord-
ingly, the principles based on a priori conditions of pure reason.
The concept of “transcendental deduction’ is central to theoret-
ical philosophy” (“Eine generelle Definition von transzendentaler
Deduktion hat Kant nicht gegeben. Allgemein ldsst sich unter diesem
Begriff aber ein Beweis der objektiven Giiltigkeit von Begriffen bzw.
Prinzipen aufgrund von apriorischen Erkenntnisbedingungen aus
reiner Vernunft verstehen. Zentral ist der Begriff ‘transzendentale
Deduktion” in der theoretischen Philosophie”) (Heidemann, 2015b,
pp. 366-367). In addition to theoretical philosophy transcen-
dental deduction is also used in the Critique of Pure Reason,
the Critique of Judgement and “The Teaching on Law” in the
Metaphysics of Morals.
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B niepByto ouepenp, Kant obocHoBasr BHyTpU Me-
TapV3MKM UYeTKOoe pasIideHye SMIVPUIecKOro 1
alIPVIOPHOTO TTO3HAHWV, aHATUTUYIECKMX U CHHTEeTHU-
YecKIX CY)XKIEHWV, a TakXe pasfielleHle «IIpeIMeTOB
BOOOIIIe» Ha sIBJIEHMs M Belly camu 110 cebe. Bece stm
©a30BbIe YCTAaHOBKYM ITPEICTABIIIIV CODOIO SIPO U «KO-
IIEPHMKAHCKOTO IIOBOPOTa», M KPUTHUIM3MA, M TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOTO myieai3Ma. «[lepemeHna B criocobe
memmuteHNs» (B XVI; Kant, 2006a, c. 17) copasenmmso
7 000CHOBAaHHO BBIIBMTaJIa Ha aBaHCIIeHy cyOBpeKTa 11
€ro II03HaBaTeJIbHBbIE CITOCOOHOCTY, KOHCTUTYUPYIO-
IIIVe IIpeaMeT ¥, COOTBETCTBEHHO, MVIP B II€JIOM.

Komp cxopo «mBa crBomma» (A 835 / B 863; Kawr,
20064, c. 1047) — uybcmbennocms Kak CIIOCOOHOCTB BOC-
HPUSATUS M paccyook KaK CMHTETHYecKas I KOHCTUTY-
TUBHAs IeATeIbHOCTh — OITHOBPEMEHHO Y4JacTBYIOT B
CO3JaHMM ¥ ITOHVMMAaHWM KapTUHBL MVIpa, TO Oyaer 1
JIOTMYHO, ¥ CIIPaBeIVBO HavdaTh M3y4YeHUe MAKK0e0
nymu nosHanuA viMeHHo ¢ Hux®. 1160 Topko oHM dop-
MUPYIOT Cyry0o uesIoBe4YecKmil, a OTHIONb He boxe-
CTBEHHBIN 06pa3 BCEVI OKPYXXaroIlen IeViCTBUTEIbHO-
ctr. COOTBETCTBEHHO, MBI MOXKEM FOBOPUTH MCKIIIOUVI-
TEJIBHO O ues06eueckoM MUpe, Heiobeteckom TIO3HAHWY,
yea0Beueckoll VICTUHE, ues08ereckux TIEHHOCTSIX, a BOBCE
HE O KaKMX-TO HEBEeIOMBIX M HEIIOCTVDKVIMBIX 006eK-
MUBHBIX CYIITHOCTSIX, KOTOPBIE SIKOOBI CYIIIECTBYIOT BHE
¥ He3aBUCVMO OT Halllero co3HaHms. KaHT coBepiren-
HO 00OCHOBaHHO IIPM3bIBAeT BCTaTh Ha TOUKY 3peHVI
4JesyIoBeKa, BMECTO TOTO YTOOBI BBICOKOMEPHO, HO Oe3y-
CIIEIITHO IBITaThCS 3aHSThL MecTo bora.

Pasmmraenne tumos cyxkaeHus, 1o Mpician Kaxra,
MOIJIO OOBSICHUTDE (PaKThI IIPUPAIIEHVS M Pa3sBUTHS
3HAHMS ¥ IT03BOJISUIO B KOHEYHOM MTOre OTBETUTEL Ha
dyHmaMeHTaIbHBIT BOIpoc «Kak BO3MOXHBI CUH-
TeTmdecKre cyxuaeHms a priori?» (B 19; Kant, 2006a,
c. 73). ITomumo storo, KauT He 6e3 ocHOBaHM T10JTa-
rajI, UTO «eTr0 KOHIIEMIIVS pasrpaHMYeHns] aHaINTH-
YeCKOro M CMHTETUYIECKOTO B TePMMHAX MEHTAIBHOTO
coflep>KaHMs ¥ YeJIOBEYeCKOV PaIlMOHaIbHOCTY TaK-
JKe [1acT aJieKBaTHble OOBsICHEeHMS /WM OIlpasa-
HuA (i) gyammsma copepykanms, (ii) HeoOxommmocTn
vcTnHS, (iii) MogapHOTO AyanmsMa, (iv) anpropHoro
Io3HaHMA U (V) IPUPOBL 1 cTaTyca JIormkm» (Hanna,
2015, p. 199). s cBoero BpeMeHM 3TO KaHTOBCKOE

* YV KanTa «I103HaBaTeIbHasI CTPYKTypa UeJI0BeYeCKOrO MBIIII-
JIeHMsl pacCMaTpUBaeTCs KaK MCTOYHWK OITpesie/leHHBIX yCIIo-
BUVI, KOTOPBIe TOJDKHBI BCTPETUTRCS C UeM-TO, UTO IIpeICTaBIIs-
€Tcsl TaKVMM MBIIIUIeHMeM B KauecTse o0beKTa. <...> CKkasaTh, 4To
00BEeKTHI “co00pa3yoTCs ¢ HaIllyM TI03HaHVeM”, BCETO JIVIIb 03~
HayaeT, YTO OHM COOTBETCTBYIOT TeM YCJIOBUSIM, TP KOTOPBIX
MBI TOJIBKO VI MOYKeM IIPE/ICTABISATh VX B KauecTBe OOBEKTOB»

(Allison, 1983, p. 29).

Aristotle [...]. Kant’s epoch-making achievement
consists rather in implementing this idea in logic in
a scientific way (Krings, 1964, pp. 28-29).>

First of all, Kant elucidated within metaphys-
ics a clear distinction between empirical and a priori
knowledge, analytical and synthetic judgements and
the separation of “objects in general” into phenom-
ena and things in themselves. All these basic princi-
ples formed the nucleus of the “Copernican Turn”,
criticism and transcendental idealism. “The change
in the ways of thinking” (KrV, B XVI; Kant, 1998,
p- 110) rightly and reasonably put at the centre the
subject and its cognitive abilities, constituting the
object and, accordingly, the world as a whole.

Inasmuch as the “two stems” (KrV, A 835 /
B 863; Kant, 1998, p. 693) - sensibility as an ability
to perceive and understanding as synthetic and con-
stitutive activity - are involved simultaneously in
the creation and understanding of the picture of the
world, it would be logical and fair to start the study
of the arduous path of cognition with them.® For they
alone form a strictly human and not divine image of
the surrounding reality. Accordingly, we can only
speak of a human world, human cognition, the hu-
man truth, human values and not of some mysterious
and unfathomable objective entities, allegedly exist-
ing outside and independently of our consciousness.
Kant rightly advocates assuming the standpoint of
man instead of trying arrogantly but unsuccessfully
to take the place of God.

Differentiation of types of judgement, Kant be-
lieved, could explain the facts of increase and devel-
opment of knowledge and ultimately provide and
answer to the fundamental question, “How are syn-
thetic judgments a priori possible?” (KrV, B 19; Kant,
1998, p. 146). Besides, Kant believed, not without
grounds, that “his theory of the analytic-synthetic
distinction in terms of mental content and human

5 “[...] nicht der Gedanke der Transzendentalitit des Wissens
war neu, das heifit der Gedanke, dafS alle Gegenstandserkenntnis
sich in einem bestimmten Umkreis von ersten Begriffen vollzieht
und durch ihn bestimmt ist, sowie dafs eben dieser urspriingliche
und apriorische Umkreis den ersten und wahren Begriff des Wis-
sens ausmacht. Der transzendentale Gedanke ist seit Platon und
Aristoteles aller Philosophie vertraut [...]. Die epochemachende
Leistung Kants besteht vielmehr darin, diesen Gedanken in einer
Logik wissenschaftlich realisiert zu haben.”

¢ With Kant, “The cognitive structure of the human mind is
viewed as the source of certain conditions which must be met
by anything that is to be represented as an object by such a
mind. [...] To say that objects ‘conform to our knowledge’ is
just to say that they conform to the conditions under which
we can alone represent them as object” (Allison, 1983, p. 29).
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pasiueHne 1Mesto, 6e3yCJIOBHO, 9BPUCTIYECKOe 3Ha-
ueHne, 0COOEHHO eCIIN y4YecTb, CKOJIBKO OOraToro ma-
Tepuasia 1 roJIOBOJIOMHBIX ITpo0IeM OHO IIpeI0CTaBu-
JI0 cOBpeMeHHOM (prIocodnn 11 HayKe (IIpeXkiie BCero
MaTeMaTHKe).

3HaMeHNUTas KAHTOBCKAS [IVXOTOMUS «SIBJICHVIS] —
BeIM caMm 10 ceOe» IIpeciienoBasia, Oe3 IIpeyBenu-
JeHMs, JIOOAIBHYIO UeJIOBEYeCKYIO IIeJIb, He TOJIBKO
B cdepe ITO3HAHMS, HO — YTO IOpasIo BakKHee — B
MIPaKTIYeCcKOVT 001acTV CBOOOMIEL.

Bo-1iepBBIX, IIpeaMeT ITO3HaHM, a 3HAUNT, B UTO-
re BCce 3HaHME CO3IAEeTCSI HAIIMMVI IO3HABATEIbHBIM
CIIOCOOHOCTSIMM U HMKaK MHave®. 371ech, IIOBTOPIOCH,
KanT 1mpmsbiBaer: a) orpaHMYNTE Oe3MepHBIE UeIIo-
BeuecKMe MPUTSI3aHMS Ha abcormorHoe 1 Oe3mokasa-
TeJIbHOE II03HaHMe 1 3HaHVe, 0) yuecTb TOT PaKT, 4To
Hallle 3HaHVeE MMeeT Cyry0o UesloBedecKiii XxapaKTep
(TTOCKOJIBKY CKOHCTPYMPOBaHO HaMV CAaMVIMI) U, CTaJIO
OBITH, HOCUT «OTIIeYaTKV» MHCTPYMEHTOB ITO3HAH 1
OTpaHMYeHo X «pamMKamm». CkasaTh, KaKuM 00pazom
¥ B KAKOM 00JIMKe BellM CYIIeCTBYIOT BHe HAIIIero CO-
3HAHWA U TIO3HAHWS, MBI, CTPOTO TOBOPSI, HE MOXKEM.

Takyro rHOceonormnueckyto nosuuyio ITosr Tanep
Ha3BaJI SIMCTEMOJIOTTYECKOVI CKPOMHOCTBIO:

Ora dpopMa MMCTEMOIOIMIECKOT CKPOMHOCTM BCeT-
Ia TpeOyeT, uTOOBI Teopws VIV KOHIIENTyaTbHas CTPYK-
Typa, TIOABeprHyTasl CKEeNTWIeCKOMY COMHEHMUIO, ObUTa
He 0oJiee OYEBUIHO L0)KHOU, Ye€M OYEBWTHO UCIUHHOL.
A KaHT 11071 Ha3BaHMeM TPaHCIeHIEeHTaJIbHOTO VIeaIv3-
Ma HaMepeBaJICs [T0Ka3aTh, YTO IIPOCTPAHCTBEHHOE 1 Bpe-
MeHHOe ITpeJICTaB/IeHNe O Belllax, KaK OHM JIeVICTBUTE b
HO CYIIeCTBYIOT caMM TTo cebe, He3aBWCHMO OT HaIllero
BOCIIpUSITYSL, OBUIO ObI 0uebuono AoxHbiMm. TpaHCcIeHIeH-
TaJIbHBIV MJIeajIN3M — 3TO He CKeITUYeCKoe HAIIOMIMHa-
HVe O TOM, UTO MBI He MOKeM Obiib YBepeHHbiMi B TOM, UTO
BeIIIN, KaK OHM CyIIIeCTBYIOT CaMu 110 cebe, cymib maxue e,
KaKVMV MBI VX IIPeCTaB/IsieM. DTO — JKeCTKOe IorMaTi-
yeckoe TpeboBaHMe, UTO MBI MOXeM 0blinb noaHocmvio Ybe-
peHbl B TOM, UTO BeIIV, KaKOBBI OHI CaMM II0 cebe, He Mo-
2ym bbimp TaKMMY, KaKVMV MBI UX TIpeficTasiisgeM (Guyer,
1987, p. 333).

Yro X, 3TO BIIOJIHE CIIPABeIMBO: MBI — JIIOIM, a
He 0o,

Oprako Takas ITO3MIVE He [JOJDKHA Hac ITyTaTh HU
PeIATUBII3MOM, HVI COIMIICU3MOM, 100, C OJTHO CTO-

° «Bce cosepLaHms CyTh I HaC HUYTO ¥ HUCKOJIBKO He Ka-
CaroTCsS HaC, eCJIV OHM He MOTYT OBbITb BOCIIPMHSITBI B CO3Ha-
HWM, BCe PABHO, BJIVSIOT JII OHV Ha HETo IIPSIMO WUIN KOCBEH-
HO; MHBIM ITyTeM II03HaHVe HeBO3MOXHO» (A 116; Kant, 20060,
c. 167). Tlocnem st yacTh IIPeIJIOKEHVsI B OPUTHAJIE 3BYYINUT
ropaszo cwibHee: «...und nur durch dieses allein ist Erkenntnis
moglich» — «1 TOJIBKO Yepe3 OIHO 9TO BO3MOXKHO II03HAHME».
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rationality would also yield adequate explanations
and/or vindications of (i) content dualism, (ii) nec-
essary truth, (iii) modal dualism, (iv) a priori knowl-
edge, and (v) the nature and status of logic” (Hanna,
2015, P. 199). For its time the Kantian distinction
undoubtedly had heuristic value, especially if one
considers the wealth of material and mind-bending
problems it presented to contemporary philosophy
and science (above all mathematics).

Kant’s famous “phenomenon - things in them-
selves” dichotomy pursued, without exaggeration, a
global human goal not only in the cognitive sphere,
but - far more importantly - in the practical domain
of freedom.

Firstly, the objects of cognition and ultimate-
ly all knowledge are created by our cognitive abili-
ty and in no other way.” Here, to repeat, Kant calls
for a) setting a limit to arrogant human claims to ab-
solute and unproved cognition and knowledge, b)
recognising the fact that our knowledge is strictly
human (having been constructed by humans) and
hence bears “imprints” of the cognitive instruments
and is limited by their “framework”. Strictly speak-
ing, we cannot say how and in what shape things
exist outside our consciousness and cognition.

Paul Guyer called this epistemological position
“epistemological modesty”:

That form of epistemological modesty always
requires that a theory or conceptual framework
subjected to skeptical doubt be nomore demonstrably
false than demonstrably true, but what Kant sets out
to demonstrate under the name of transcendental
idealism is that a spatial and temporal view of things
as they really are in themselves, independent of our
perception of them, would be demonstrably false.
Transcendental idealism is not a skeptical reminder
that we cannot be sure that things as they are in
themselves are also as we represent them to be; it
is a harshly dogmatic insistence that we can be quite
sure that things as they are in themselves cannot be as
we represent them to be (Guyer, 1987, p. 333).

Well, fair enough: we are humans, not gods.

However, this position need not scare us either
with its relativism or with solipsism because, on the
one hand, humanity has long adapted itself to liv-

7 “All intuitions are nothing for us and do not in the least con-
cern us if they cannot be taken up into consciousness, whether
they influence it directly or indirectly, and through this alone is
cognition possible” (KrV, A 116; Kant, 1998, p. 237).
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POHBI, YeJIOBEYECTBO [IaBHBIM-IaBHO IIPVICIIOCOOMIIOCH
KUTB B Ues06eueckom MIpe VI C HeA08eteckoil YICTVIHOTA,
a C Ipyrov — II0 CBOEMY IIPOVCXOXIIEHWIO «KaHTOB-
cKoe Sl sIBJIsieTCsS caMOCO3HAIOIIMIM TOJIBKO 4epe3 COo-
3HaHIe HOOMATIIeCKOTO KOppessama B MVIpe SBJICHUV,
yepe3 cOOCTBEHHOE HOATMYECKOe CTPYKTYpUpOBaHIe
ombITa. <...> KaHTOBCcKOe co3HaHMe He SBJISETCS ca-
MOCO3HaHVeM B IIepByIo odepenb. OHO eCcTh CO3HaHIe
caMoro ce0s TOJIBKO Yepe3 oco3HaHMe mupa» (Aquila,
1989, p. XII). DTa McTMHA, BIpOoYeM, JaBHO M3BECTHA
VI TPUBMaJIbHA: He CYIIeCTByeT o0beKkTa Oe3 cyObekTa
v HaoOopoT®. Kpome Toro, conmiicmsm — 3To BeAp He
peanpHast dprytocodcKast MO3UINSA KaKOro-I00 MBIC-
JIATEIIS, a BCEro JIMIIb JOBeIeHHas [0 JIOIMYEeCKOTo
KOHIIA M B 9TOM CMBIC/Ie «KpavHsIs» cyry0o Teoperu-
4JecKas M MeTofamdeckas yCTaHOBKa, IpVIMeHseMasl B
XOJle MBICJIEHHOTO 3KCIIEpVIMEHTa, KOTOPBIV, B CBOIO
oueperib, OCYIIECTBIISETCS VCK/IIOUUTEIBHO B TPaHC-
LIEH/IEHTA/IbHOV, a HEe «eCTECTBEHHOV» IepPCIIEKTIBE
CO3HAHVIS.

Bo-BTOPBIX, IIOMMMO MUpa SIBJIEHUII CYLIeCTBYeT
MUP TpaHCLeHAeHTaIbHO cBobomsl. Ecimt B mmepBoM
MMpe 4YeJIOBEK OrpaHMYeH [IOBOJIbHO JKECTKMMI I'pa-
HUIIAMV PeIeNTUBHOCTU (= CIIOCOOHOCTM BOCIIPUS-
TUS), XOTSI U «00JIarOpOXKeHHOV» BOOOpa’keHMeM, 1
IapamMeTpaMMm (= CTPYKTYpOTI) paccy/ika, TO BO BTOPOM
OH KaK pa3 CTPeMWTCS BBIITY 3a ITpefIesibl, HaBs3aHHbIE
cOOCTBEHHOVI IIPUPOAOVL. 3eck cyOBeKT (TouHee, JTid-
HOCTb) CTPeMUTCS K 0e3yc106HoMY, TO eCcThb XeJlaeT I10-
CTPOUTBL COOCTBEHHBIV, a He TP pPOAHEIV Myp. OIHaKO
Ha OCHOBe 01b/11a (= CVHTe3a YyBCTBEHHOCTY M KaTero-
pu1 paccyzika) 0eslyc106Hoe MBICTIVITH HEBO3MOXKHO.

besyciioBHOe HaxOmUTCS B BelllaX caMMX IO cebe,
KOTOpPBIE MBI B OIIbITe N03HABamb He MoeM. Torma y
Hac OCTaeTcsT BO3MOXKHOCTD MX Mbicautns. CTaso ObITh,
HeoOXOIVIMO TIEPEXOANTh B MUP CBOOOJIBI, IIpaBIb-
Hee CKa3aTb — BBICTpauBarh ero. Pasym mospkeH npen-
HNPVHSTD YCWINS, YTOOBI BBIVITU «3a IIpemesIbl BCSIKO-
IO BO3MOXXHOTO OITBITa IIOCPEICTBOM HAIINX, HO yXKe
JIVIIh PaKTUYeCKV BO3MOXKHBIX ITO3HAHWUW a4 priori»
(A 21; KagT, 20064, c. 23). 3a mpeneamMy BO3MOXKHOTO

¢ B 1797 r. KanuT 3anmceBaet: «ITocpesicTBOM OJIHVX JIMIIb Ka-
TETrOPWIi, TIOCKOJIBKY [OHM] coflepKaT TOJIBKO MbIIIIEHVIE, MbI He
II03HaeM HUKAKOro mpeaMera (Marepuio). <...> TolbKo B CBS3M
C peasIbHbBIM (OLIyII[aeMbIM) IIPOCTPAHCTBOM 11 BpEMEHEM CO3€ep-
IIaHVe /TIaeT HaM II03HaHMsI, KOTOpble B KOHIIe KOHIIOB (IaXe um-
CTas MaTeMaTMKa) MOTYT JI0Ka3aTh PeaIbHOCTb CBOVIX IIOHSTII
TOJIBKO Yepe3 VX COOTBETCTBYIE C BO3MOXXHOCTBIO OIIBITA, IIpIUeM
co3eplLiaHMsl MOTYT IIOCTaBJISATh ANPUOPHble TIO3HAHMS TOJIBKO
TOT/Ia, KOTJIa OHU JIOJDKHBI IIPMHMMATBHCS He KaK Bl CaMy 110
cebe, a JIMIIIb KaK SIBJIEHNS, T.€. B KauecTBe CyObeKTUBHOM Pop-
MBI 4yBCTBEHHOCTM, TaK KaK VX YCTPOVICTBO MOXKHO II03HATh OT-
IIeJIbHO, OO'BEKTHI JKe MOT'y T OBITh KaKiie yTOJTHO, CJIeI0OBaTeIIbHO,
OHM J1aHEI a priori» (AA 18, S. 688; Kanr, 2000, c. 317, Ne6360).
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ing in a human world and with the human truth and,
on the other hand, in view of its origin: “The Kan-
tian Self is originally self-conscious only through
consciousness of the noematic correlate, in the world
of appearances, of its own noetic structuring of ex-
perience. [...] Kantian consciousness is not in the
first instance self-consciousness. It is consciousness
of self only through its consciousness of the world”
(Aquila, 1989, p. XII). This truth, however, has long
been known and is trivial: there is no object without
a subject and vice versa.® Besides, solipsism is not a
real philosophical position of a thinker but merely a
strictly theoretical and methodological position car-
ried to its logical end and in that sense an “extreme”
position, used during the course of a thought experi-
ment which, in turn, is carried out exclusively in the
transcendental and not “natural” perspective of con-
sciousness.

Secondly, in addition to the world of phenom-
ena, there exists the world of transcendental free-
dom. While in the former world man is constrained
within fairly harsh boundaries of receptivity (= the
capacity to perceive), albeit “ennobled” by imag-
ination and the parameters (= structure) of reason,
in the latter case the subject (or reason?) seeks to go
beyond the limits imposed by its own nature. Here
the subject (more precisely, the personality) seeks
the unconditional, i.e. wishes to build its own and not
the natural world. However, on the basis of experi-
ence (= synthesis of sensibility and the categories of
reason) it is impossible to think of the unconditional.

The unconditional resides in things in them-
selves which we cannot cognise in experience. Thus
it remains to think them. So it is necessary to move
into the world of freedom or, more correctly, to
build it. Reason must exert an effort to go “[...] be-
yond the boundaries of all possible experience, in
accordance with the wishes of metaphysics, cogni-
tions a priori that are possible, but only from a prac-
tical standpoint” (KrV, A 21; Kant, 1998, p. 112).

8 Kant wrote in 1797: “Through categories alone, since they
contain merely thought, we do not cognize any object (mat-
ter). [...] The intuition of space and time connected to the real
(that which is sensed) alone gives us cognitions that in the end
(even pure mathematics) can prove the reality of their con-
cepts merely through their correspondence with the possibil-
ity of experience, in which case, however, the intuitions can
provide a priori cognitions only if they are not assumed to be
things in themselves, but only appearances, i.e., the subjective
form of our sensibility, because one can only know the consti-
tution of these a priori for themselves alone, let the objects be
what they might, hence only these are given a priori” (Refl 6360,
AA 18, p. 688; Kant, 2005, p. 395).



OIIbITa YeJI0BeYeCTBOM KOHCTPYUPYeTCs IIOMVUMO TOTO
ITPaKTUYeCKUII MUP COLMAILHOIO IeVICTBUA, MOpaIn,
pesirum, S3blka, OUMIIEHHOVI OT SMIIMPW3Ma W J10T-
MaTusMa MeTadU3MKM, UCKYCCTBa, OHUM CJIOBOM —
KyJIbTYPbl, HOHUMaeMoV Kak Bildung.

DTOT mpakTU4ecKuil Mup, KoTtopei1 KaHT Hasbl-
BaeT TaKXe MHTeUIMIMOeIbHBIM, VI MOPaJIbHBIM,
mpeficTaBiIsieT co0OI0 yMoIlocTuraemMyio BcesrenHyto
pasyMa, ITpaKTUYecKyIo udero (a BOBCe He NoHAme pac-
cynka). Cama wpesi MHTeUIMIMOEIPHOTO MWUpa ecTh
BCEro JINIIb

mouka 3penus, KOTOPYIO pasyM UyBCTBYET CeOsl BBIHYX-
JIeHHBIM [IPVUHSITD BHE SIBJICHWI 045 11020, 41100bl MbICAUTIb
camoeo cebs npakmuueckum... DTa MbICIIb IIPUBOJINAT, KO-
HEYHO, K VJiee PYyroro Mmopsijika M 3aKOHOIATe/IbCTBA, He-
JKeJIV Te, KaKye IIPVCYIIN MeXaHVU3My IPUPOAbL, OTHOCS-
IIeMycsl K UYyBCTBEHHOMY MUPY, U fejlaeT HeoOXOTMMBIM
TIOHSATVIE VHTEJUINTMOETFHOT0 MUpa (T.e. IIeJI0oTO pasyM-
HBIX CYITIeCTB KaK Belrert cammx To cebe) (AA 04, S. 458;
Kasr, 19976, c. 259).

B Tperrent anTMHOMMM Te3uc miacuT: «Kayszaib-
HOCTh II0 3aKOHaM IPUPOIB — He eINHCTBeHHas
Kay3aJIbHOCTB, 113 KOTOPOVI MOXKHO BBIBECTVI BCIO COBO-
KYITHOCTb SIBJIEHWI B Mype. [1j151 00BbsiCHeHS SIBJIEHIT
HeoOXOVIMO ellle JOITyCTUTh Kay3aJIbHOCTb [OCyIIecT-
BIISIEMYIO] Yepes cBoOoy» (A 444 / B 472; Kant, 2006a,
c. 595). KanT nmeMoHCTpUpYyeT, UTO Kay3a1bHOCHb NpU-
po0sl BOBCe He IIPOTMBOPEYUUT Kay3aibHocmu cB0o600bL,
ITOCKOJIbKY 00e OHM AEVICTBYIOT 11 OIIPeesIsioT I10JI0-
JKeHwe J1eJI B pa3HbIX MUpPaxX — TeOPeTHdecKoM (IIpu-
POIHOM) ¥ IpaKTideckoM (MopaibHOM). [Tpur aToMm,
HaxoJIsCh B MHTEIUINTMOeIbHOM MUPE, ITPaKTIYeCKni
pasyM He IIpecTyIlaeT CBOV TPaHMIIBI, IIOCKOJIbKY He
nipuberaeT K cosepyanuam m oujyujenusm. Crasao OBIT,
TIeVICTBY S B yMOIIOCTTaeMOM MIpE, pa3yM IpVIMEHsIeT
He KOHCTUmymubHoie CIIOCOOHOCTM I M@XaHU3MBI TeO-
peTrYecKol palyoHaJIBHOCTI (paccyliKa), a peeyta-
mubHsle ViieV VI TIPUHIIUITE MHTeIUITMTMOeTbHO-TIpaK-
TUYECKOV pariOHaJIbHOCTL.

Taxym oOpa3zoM, MBI BUAVIM, UTO BecbMa IUIOfOT-
BOpHasl KaHTOBCKAas OVIXOTOMMUS «SIBJIEHWS — BeIln
camu 110 ceOe» MO3BOJIWIIA Hamboslee TIOJIHO OMCaTh
Bce cpephl M IIPUHIIMITBI YeJI0BeUeCKOTO CYIecTBOBa-
Hy 1 gevicTBys. C OfTHOVI CTOPOHEI, MBI XKVBEM B Mype
onbiTa M Heobxommmoctn. C Apyrom — BBUJLY TOrO,
YTO HEeOOXOAVIMO AOIYCTUTh HNPVHIMIINAIBHO MHYIO
Kay3aJIbHOCTh, KOTOpasl IIpefIioiaraeT abCcOIIOTHYIO
CIIOHTaHHOCTPH IPUYNH, a 3HAYNT, ¥ BO3MOXXHOCTE Ca-
MOCTOSITeJIbHO Ha4MHATh TOT VIV IHOVI Psiff SIBJIEHW,
MBI T€M CaMbIM IIPVIXOIVIM He TOJIBKO K peaIbHOVL Hpak-
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Beyond possible experience humanity also con-
structs the practical world of social action, morality,
religion, language cleansed of empiricism and the
dogmatism of metaphysics, art, in short, culture un-
derstood as Bildung.

This practical world, also referred to by Kant as
the intelligible or moral world, represents the Uni-
verse of Reason, the practical idea (and not the con-
cept of understanding). The idea of intelligible world
is merely

a standpoint that reason sees itself constrained to
take outside appearances in order to think of itself as
practical [...]. This thought admittedly brings with
it the idea of another order and another lawgiving
than that of the mechanism of nature, which has to
do with the sensible world; and it makes necessary
the concept of an intelligible world (i.e., the whole
of rational beings as things in themselves) (GMS,
AA 04, p. 458; Kant, 2011, p. 145).

In the Third Antinomy the thesis goes as fol-
lows: “Causality in accordance with laws of nature
is not the only one from which all the appearances
of the world can be derived. It is also necessary to
assume another causality through freedom in order
to explain them” (KrV, A 444 / B 472; Kant, 1998,
p. 484). Kant demonstrates that the causality of na-
ture in no way contradicts the causality of freedom
because both operate and determine the state of af-
fairs in different worlds - the theoretical (natural)
and the practical (moral). Being in the intelligible
world practical reason does not overstep its bound-
aries because it does not resort to contemplation and
sensation. So, acting in the intelligible world, reason
makes use not only of the constitutive abilities and
mechanisms of theoretical rationality (understand-
ing) but also of the requlative ideas and principles of
intelligible-practical rationality.

Thus we see that the eminently fruitful Kantian
dichotomy of “phenomenon versus things in them-
selves” made it possible to describe most fully all
the spheres and principles of human existence and
action. On the one hand, we live in a world of ex-
perience and necessity. On the other hand, because
it is necessary to assume a fundamentally different
causality implying an absolute spontaneity of caus-
es and hence the possibility of independently in-
itiating a string of phenomena we thus arrive not
only at real practical freedom, but an understanding
of transcendental freedom. Thus it is only the exist-
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muueckorl cBoOOJIe, HO ¥ K IIOHVMAHWIO MpaAHCleHOeH-
maavHol cBoOombl. Takmm oOpas3oM, JIMIITE CyIIecTBo-
BaHWe BeIly caMov T10 cebe ITTO3BOJIsieT 00OCHOBATD 11
COXPaHWTH («CIIaCTV») AJI YeloBedecTBa CBOOOY Kak
TaKOBYIO.

OnHako 371ech MBI TOJIBKO IIPUCTYIIaeM K CaMOMY
[JIaBHOMY: IS PAcKphITVS OBYX (PyHIAMEHTaIbHBIX
«TaViH» MeTaPU3VKM — «TalHbD» OIIbITa (= IPVPOIbI)
VI «TaVIHBI» CBOOOEI (= MOpaILHOTO MVIpa) HeoOxomm-
MBI, COOTBETCTBEHHO, /1Ba 00OCHOBaHMA — AeIyKIIVs
OIIBITa W JIeAYKIINs CBOOOABL. DTM IOy phl Heob-
XOTIVIMO B3aVIMOCBSI3aHBI.

Kant yrBepxmaet:

Ho ecymm xpuTiika He 3a071y>Kmasiack, Haydast HacC pac-
cMaTpuBaTh OOBEKT B 0604KOM 3HAUEHUU, @ IMEHHO KakK SB-
JIeHMe VWIM KaK Belllb caMy IO cee; ecimt JaHHAS KPUTH-
KOV IeYKIIVsI PacCyTOYHbBIX TOHITUI BEpHA ¥, CJIeI0Ba-
TeJTLHO, 3aKOH Kay3aJTbHOCTY OTHOCUTCSI TOJIBKO K BeIllaM
B IIepBOM 3HAYeHWV, T. €. IIOCKOJIBKY OHM CyTb IIPeIMeThI
OTIbITa, MEX/Ty TeM Kak BeIllyi BO BTOPOM 3HaueHMN He TTOfT-
4UMHEeHBI 3aKOHY IIPMYMHHOCTY, — [ec/ 9To Tak]| To, He
60sICE BITACTh B TPOTMBOPEYNe, OFHY 1 Ty JKe BOJIIO, B3SITYTO
B sBJIeHVY (B HaOJIIO[JaeMBIX ITOCTYTIKaX), C OFHOV CTOPO-
HBI, MOXKHO MBICTTUTH KaK HEOOXOMIMO coo0pasyIomTytocst
C 3aKOHOM IIPUPOIBI U IIOCTOJIBKY He cB0000HY0, C IPYron
JKe CTOPOHBI, KaK ITpVHAaIJIeXXaryIo BeIy caMori 1o cebe,
CTas10 OBITE, He TIOMYMHEeHHYTO 3aKOHY ITPVPOJIBI VI TIOTOMY
Kak c60600nyro (B XXVII—XXVIII; Kaut, 2006a, c. 29 —31).

B sToit mpocTpanHOl, HO KpaliHe BaXKHOVI LIUTaTe
crlefmyeT oOpaTUThH IIpUCTalbHOEe BHVMAaHVE Ha TPU
Ba KHEVIIIVIX AJIsl JAaHHOVI TeMBI ITOJI0OKeH s a) AeTyK-
LIVIeVl OIbITa KOCBEHHO 0OOCHOBBIBAETCS CyIIIeCTBOBa-
HIe Bellu caMor 110 cebe, 0) memyKius cBOOOIBI OT-
YacTy 3aBVICUT OT yCIlexa TeOPeTIecKon AeTyKIIn,
B) CyIlleCTBOBaHVE BeIllyl caMOM II0 ceOe rapaHTMpPY-
eT JeJIoBeuecKyIo cBoOOIy, a cTajlo OBITh, ¥ MOpasIb.
MBp1, ecTecTBeHHO, IOMHVM, YTO IJIaBHas IIeJIb BCell
TpaHCIIeHOeHTaIbHO PWwIocodun — CHacTu UIaeko
CcBOOOJIBL.

CyLIHOCTB JeAyKIIMM ONBITAa ¥ ee He0OX0IMMOCTh

PaccMoTpyM mocriefoBaTesIbHO [IeAyKIINIO OIIBITa
Y OeAyKIIMIO cBOOOIBI — TaK, KaK OHM V3JIOXKEHBI B
«Kputnke uncroro pasyma» n «Kpurnke npakrnde-
CKOTO pasyMa».

Baxxso oTmerwTh: IpeXie dYeM IHPUCTYOUTh K
TpaHCIEH/IeHTAJIbHON aHAJIUTUKE U IOeAyKIUM Y-
CTBIX IIOHSATHUI paccyaka, KaHT pa3bsicHseT CyIIHOCTb
TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOV JIOTMKM ¥ 3afaeTcs BeYHBIM
dpwtocodpckmm BorrpocoM: 4To ecTh mctmHa? Obrmas
JIOTVKA MOXXeT JaTh TOJIBKO (POPMATIBHBIV KPUTEPUNL
vctuHbl. OfHaKo ero sBHO HepmocratouHo. Comepika-
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ence of the thing in itself that enables humanity to
ground and preserve (“save”) freedom as such for
humanity.

However, this only brings us to the key point:
to solve the two fundamental “mysteries” of meta-
physics, the “mystery” of experience (= nature) and
“the mystery” of freedom (= the moral world) two
groundings are needed respectively, deduction of
experience and deduction of freedom. These proce-
dures are of necessity interconnected.

Kant maintains:

But if the critique has not erred in teaching that
the objects should be taken in a twofold meaning,
namely as appearance or as thing in itself; if its
deduction of the pure concepts of the understanding
is correct, and hence the principle of causality applies
only to things taken in the first sense, namely insofar
as they are objects of experience, while things in the
second meaning are not subject to it; then just the
same will is thought of in the appearance (in visible
actions) as necessarily subject to the law of nature
and to this extent not free, while yet on the other
hand it is thought of as belonging to a thing in itself
as not subject to that law, and hence free, without
any contradiction hereby occurring (KrV, B XXVII-
XXVIIL Kant, 1998, p. 116).

In this long but extremely important passage
close attention needs to be paid to the three provi-
sions that are the key to this topic: a) deduction of
experience indirectly proves the existence of the
thing in itself, b) deduction of freedom partly de-
pends on successful theoretical deduction, c) the
existence of a thing in itself guarantees human free-
dom and therefore morality. Naturally, we keep in
mind that the main aim of all transcendental philos-
ophy is to save the idea of freedom.

The Essence of Deduction of Experience
and its Necessity

Let us sequentially consider deduction of expe-
rience and deduction of freedom as set forth in the
Critique of Pure Reason and the Critique of Practical
Reason.

It is important to note that before embarking
on the transcendental analysis and deduction of
pure concepts of reason Kant explains the essence
of transcendental logic and asks the eternal philo-
sophical question: what is truth? General logic can



TeJIbHBIN (MaTepUaIbHBIN) KPUTEPUM AOJDKHA IIpef-
CTaBUTh TpaHCIeH/IeHTalIbHasd JIOTMKa B dpopMe IIpe-
JKITe BCETO: ) aHAINTUKY, VIJIVI JIOTVIKV MCTVHEI (= 000-
CHOBaHWVe 3HaHM), KOTOpas SBJIAeTCS KaHOHOM OIleH-
KI SMIIMPUYECKOro IIpYMeHeHNs paccyKa, 1, KpoMe
TOoro, ©) AMaJeKTNKM (= KpWUIWKa II03HaBaTeIbHO
BUAVIMOCTH), TIpefocTeperatoieit ot ommbook. Craio
OBITH, IeNyKIWs KaTerOpuil MMeeT IIpsiMOe OTHOIIe-
HIIe K CJIOKHEVIIIEMY BOIIpOCy 00 MCTHHe.

Camoe kpatkoe Gasosoe ompenesieHe KaHT raer
B Hadasle 3HaMeHUTOro § 13 «TpaHcleHIeHTaIbHON
QHAJIUTUKI TIOHSATUID»: «...00BSICHEHIEe TOro, KaKuM
00pa3oM IIOHATVISI MOTYT 4 priori OTHOCUTCS K IIpeaMe-
TaM, s Ha3bIBaIO MIPAHCUEHOEHMAALHOLL 0e0ykliell TIOHS-
Tum» (A 85 / B 117; Kant, 2006a, c. 187). Hemykiiys
HeoOXoAVIMa VIS pelleHysi IJIaBHOTO 3aTPYAHEeHNs, C
KOTOPBIM MEI He VIMeeM JiejIa B 00JIacTVi 9yBCTBEeHHO-
CTM: «...KaKVM 00pa3oM IIoJIydaeTcss, 9To cydsekmubHbie
yca0Bus MuiuiieHUs VIMEIOT 006eKmubHy0 3HA4UMOCTIY,
T. €. CTAHOBSATCH yCJIOBUSMM BO3MOXXHOCTM BCSKOTO I1O-
3HaHMS IpenMeTos» (A 89—90 / B 122; KanT, 2006a,
c.191). Bomedpranr Kapsn gerammsupyet: «PazbsicHeHMe
OOBEKTMBHOW 3HAUYMMOCTU CYOBeKTVBHBIX YCIIOBUM
MBIIUIEHNS — 3TO OOOCHOBaHME TOTO, YTO IIOHSATHUSA
MeTapU3UKM SIBJISAIOTCS YCIIOBUSMM SMIIVIPUYECKOro
Mo3HaHus. <...> [Ipyrumu cJioBaMit: Mbl HallUIV KJTIOY
K “TaviHe” MeTapM3MKM MIMEHHO B TOM, YTO pasbsC-
HsIeM OTHOIIEHWUs IOHATUI paccyliKa K IIpeMeTaM»
(Carl, 1989, S. 49).

ITpexae yem nepenTy HEIOCPEICTBEHHO K JIe/TyK-
IV YVCTBIX TIOHSATUI paccyfKa, IT03BOIIO0 ceOe 3amMe-
TUTB, UTO B IlepBont «Kputuke» Bcs TeopeTmdecKas
Ty KIIVs B CBOEVI I1eJIOKYITHOCTY 00JIa/iaeT CJIOXKHOW,
IO3TalHOVI M Pa3BeTBJIEHHOV CTPyKTypomn. Kpome
TOTro, ompefesleHHOe HeJJoOyMeHVe BbI3bIBaeT caM Tep-
MVH «IeIyKIVs». B KakoM CMBICIIe YIIOTpeOsIsieTcs 3To
nousATe? BeposiTHO, He B TOM, B KAKOM MBI IIPUBBIKIIN
€ro NoHMMaTh — B KaudecTBe ITpollecca JIOTMYeCcKOro
Iepexopa OT OOIIero K 4acTHOMY W eOVHWYHOMY, a
TaKXe JIOTMYeCcKOro BBIBOZIa, TO eCTh Ilepexofia OT IOo-
CBUIOK K 3aKJIIOU€HUIO W CTIIICTBUAM, .

Cam KanT, pasbdacHas TepMMH, CCbUlaeTcs Ha
IOPUANYECKYIO IIPaKTUKY ¥ TOBOPUT, UTO AelyKIyen
B 3TOV Cpelle HasbIBaeTcs 00ka3amesscmbo npaba v
cnpabedaubocmu npumssanutl. Takoe ciosoymoTpe0ite-
HIe, BUANMO, OBUTO XapaKTepHO It HepmITocopCKIIX

7 Vlenc Tummepman miperyrnpexiaet: «demykiym Kanta he
cIleflyeT Iy TaTh CO CTaHAAPTHBIMI HUCXOISAIIVIMM ey KIVISIMY,
IV TIpeobpazoBaHMsMN, B dopMartbHOV jtormke. OHM CITyXaT
MOITBEePXKIEeHVeM TOI'0, YTO MbI MIMeeM IIPaBo MCII0/Ib30BaTh I10-
HATVIE, KOTOPOE MOXeT OBbITh MCIIOJIb30BAHO TOJIBKO B CHIHTETH-
YecKoM CyXXJIeHuw a priori. [Ijist Tovi 11eim HaM Hy>KHO ITpociTe-
IIATB IIPOVICXOXKIEHVIE IIOHSATVIA VI IIPOBEPUTD, SBJISETCH JIN yCTa-
HOBJIEHHas CBsI3b 3aKOHHOV» (Timmerman, 2007, p. XXII-XXIII).
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only provide a formal criterion of truth. However,
that is obviously not enough. The content (material)
criterion must be provided by transcendental log-
ic above all in the form of: a) analytics, or logic of
truth (= grounding of knowledge) which is a canon
of assessing the empirical use of understanding and,
in addition, b) dialectics (= critique of cognisable
appearance) which warns against errors. Thus, the
deduction of categories has a direct bearing on the
overarching question of truth.

Kant provides the shortest basic definition at the
beginning of the famous § 13 of the “Transcendental
Analytic of Concepts”: “I therefore call the explana-
tion of the way in which concepts can relate to ob-
jects a priori their transcendental deduction” (KrV, A 85
/ B 117; Kant, 1998, p. 220). Deduction is needed to
resolve the main difficulty that does not confront us
in the sensible sphere: “... how subjective conditions of
thinking should have objective validity, i.e., yield con-
ditions of the possibility of all cognition of objects”
(KrV, A 89-90 / B 122; Kant, 1998, p. 222). Wolfgang
Carl elaborates: “The elucidation of the objective va-
lidity of subjective conditions of thought proves that
the concepts of metaphysics are conditions of empir-
ical cognition. [...] In other words, we have found
the key to the ‘mystery” of metaphysics by explain-
ing how the concepts of understanding relate to ob-
jects” (Carl, 1989, p. 49).°

Before passing on directly to the deduction of
pure concepts of understanding I would like to note
that in the first Critique all theoretical deduction in
its entirety has a complicated, step-by-step and ram-
ified structure. Besides, the very term “deduction”
is somewhat puzzling. In what sense is the term
used? Probably not in the sense we are used to, as a
process of logical transition from the general to the
particular and the unique as well as the logical con-
clusion, i.e. the transition from premises to the con-
clusion and consequences.™

® “Die Erklirung der objektiven Giiltigkeit subjektiver Bedingun-
gen des Denkens ist die Begriindung dafiir, dass die Begriffe der Me-
taphysik Bedingungen der empirischen Erkenntnis sind. [...] Mit
anderen Worten: wir haben den Schliissel zu dem 'Geheimnisse” der
Metaphysik gefunden, indem wir eine Erklirung fiir die Beziehung
der Begriffe des Verstandes auf Gegenstinde geben.”

10" JensTimmerman warns: “Kant’s deductions should not be
confused with the standard ‘top down’ deductions or deriva-
tions of formal logic. They serve to corroborate that we are en-
titled to use a concept that can only be employed in a synthetic
judgement a priori. For this purpose, we need to trace the ori-
gin of a concept and check whether the connection made is
legitimate. This is one of the tasks indigenous to his critical
philosophy (Timmerman, 2007, pp. XXII-XXIII).
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kpyros B XVIII B.2 FOpunndeckoe 3HaueHMe OHATVS
BMecTe ¢ paboramn Kanra nmponmxiio B dpumiocodmo.
Tax, Vippux 3ebepr momuepKmBaeT, 4YTO HEITyKIIVS
MOXXeT OBITh HaViJIeHa B KITIOUEBBIX MeCTaX OCHOBHBIX
counnennyt Kanra. B wacTtHOCTH, cylecTByeT TpaH-
CIleH[IeHTaJIbHad AedyKIMs YWCTBIX PacCydO9HBIX
OOHSITUVI, WUOEV YMCTOrO pasymMa, KaTeropmdieckoro
VIMITEpaTMBa, OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWUTI UMCTOTO IIpaKTIde-
CKOTO pasyMa, OOS3aHHOCTM JOOpOIeTesIN, OHITVS
BeIcIIero biiara, viien orpasaaHs, YMCTBIX SCTeTIYe-
CKVIX CY’KIeHWVI, TTIOHATUS IIepPBOHAYaIbHOTO IIPVO0-
peTeHMs, IpMOOpeTeHNs Yepes JOroBOP ¥, HaKOHeTLI,
nmenyknmsa adpupa (cm.: Seeberg, 2015, S. 348). Craso
OBITh, B KauecTBe CMHOHVMOB IIOHSTUS «IeIyKIIVIs»
cjleffyeT paccMaTpuBaTh TepPMUHBI «ODOCHOBaHWMe»,
«OTIpaBHaHVe», «BbIBEMIeHVIe», B OIIpeIeIeHHOM CMBIC-
Jle — «JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO».

CJ10XHOCTD IeAYKTMBHOW CTPYKTYpPHI 3aK/IIOda-
eTcd B cilefyomeM. Bo-TiepBrIx, AemyKuys BO3HMKAET
yXe B paszerie «paHcIleHaeHTaIbHAs 3CTeTHUKa, TTIE,
KaK yTBepxxaeT KaHT, «MBI C TOMOIIBIO TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOV IeIyKIMM NPOCIIeANIIV IIOHATHUS ITPOCTpaH-
CTBa VI BpEMEHU BIUIOTB JI0 VIX ICTOYHVKOB, OOBSICHIIIN
VI OIIpeIeITVIIN X OOBEKTVMBHYIO 3HAUYMMOCTD a4 Priori»
(A 87 / B 119—120; Kanr, 2006a, c. 189). 3mech B co-
CTaB JeIyKIIUM B KauecTBe Ha4aJIbHOTO 3Tarla BXOIUT
mpoliefiypa, KOTOPYIO TI03)Xe Ha30BYT TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHOW pedyxyueil’ v Kotopyro mo KaHra ycremnrHo
ocymectsisiin IlnaTton, AsryctuH, lekapT, a mocie
Kanra — T'yccepinb u ap.

8 Kak moscaser Mapuo Kavmvur, B XVIIIL B. «gemyKimm mpen-
cTaBJIsUIV 0000 OOBMHEHS, TIOAHHbIE B MIIEpAaTOPCKMUIL CY.
VIMeHHO ¢ TIOMOIITBIO IeAYKITNII PeITiaaich BOITPOCH MeXIyHa-
POIHOTO IIpaBa M paspeliaanchk KOHMIIMKTEL MEXIy Tocysiap-
cTBaM¥ WM KoposteBcTBamu. Kaxkias 13 IpoTrBoOOPCTBY FOIINX
CTOPOH CTpeMmWIach [OKa3aTb 3aKOHHOCTb CBOMX TpeOoBaHMIT
myTeM “AenyKinit’, B KOTOPBIX OHVI IIBITAJIVICh 3asBUTB, UYTO VX
TpebGoBaHM: OCHOBAaHbI Ha IIPUHIIUIIAX IIpaBa, KOTOPbIe ITpU3Ha-
I0TCs1 3aKOHHBIMI. KpoMe Toro, jopujiydeckyie ey KIi MMesIn
crienMIIecKyio pUTOPUUECKYIO CTpyKTypy. Camranocs HOp-
MaJIbHBIM ¢(POPMYJIMPOBaTh OJHO ¥ TO XK€ YTBEePK/IeH/e MHOTO
pas, ¢ pasHbBIX TOUEK 3peHMs, YTO OObsACHSIET YacTOTy IOBTOpe-
HWVI I OKOJIBHBIX ITyT€Vl B OJHOM TeKCTe (IIOpasuTesIbHas 0CO-
GenHocTb Bepcun A «TpaHClIeHIEHTaJIBHON IeIyKImm»). Tu-
IIMYHBIM OBUIO TakKe J100aBsieHvie KpaTKOTO U3JI0KeHNs JIeflyK-
LIV B KOHIIE JIOKyMeHTa. <...> Ho 3To He 03HayaeT, 4TO KaHTOB-
cKas gemykins 1787 roya He MMeeT HUKAKOVI JIOTMIECKOV CTPYK-
TyPBI, KpOMe 3TUX puToprdecknx gept» (Caimi, 2014, p. 14).

* TepMUH «pemyKUVsl» MCIIONIB3YeTCs 31eCh B 3HaYeHUV COBO-
KYITHOCTM BCex 0a30BBIX IPOIeAyp OUMIIeHNs CO3HAHM: C lie-
JIBIO JIOCTVDKEHVISL €ro ITyOMHHBIX CTPYKTYP, a Takxke JijIsi 000-
3HauUeHMs TIpoIiecca PerpecCHBHOTO ITepexofa K ITepBoHavaTb-
HBIM 3TarlaM KaKoTo-Jmbo ITporiecca WiIv CyITHOCTU («pemyK-
oy K Havary»). Ilponenyper pemykumm B nepsont «Kpurike»
BCTpeuaroTcs HeomHoKpaTHO: A 20—21 / B 35 (pemyxiys moHsi-
Tis Tesa), A 22 / B 36 (pemyKiiyist 4yBCTBEHHOCTY, SKCIUIVKAIIVST
IpocTpaHcTBa v Bpemenn), A 26 —27 / B 42 —43 (pexyxiys mpo-
crpaHcTBa), A 34—35 / B 51—52 (pemykums BpeMeHm), A 62—
64 / B 87 —89 (pemyxins paccyyika), A 252 (pemyKITnst 9yBCTBEH-
HOTO co3epliaHs, JOCTVDKeHVe HoyMeHa), A 491 —496 / B 519—
525 (pemyxims k gBinenvsam), A 523 —526 / B 551 —554 (penyx-
LV KaK perpecc).

66

Explaining this term Kant himself invokes legal
practice and says that in the legal milieu deduction
refers to proof of right or justice of claims. This use of
words was apparently characteristic of non-philo-
sophical circles in the eighteenth century.! The
legal meaning of the concept has penetrated philo-
sophy along with Kant’s works. Thus Ulrich Seeberg
stresses that deduction can be found in key places of
Kant’s main works. Thus there exists the transcen-
dental deduction of pure concepts of understanding,
ideas of pure reason, the categorical imperative, the
principles of pure practical reason, the duty of virtue,
the concept of supreme Good, the ideas of justifica-
tion, pure esthetic judgments, the concepts of initial
acquisition, acquisition under contract and, finally,
the deduction of ether (see: Seeberg, 2015, p. 348).
Thus, the concept of “deduction” can be said to have
such synonymous terms as “grounding,” “justifica-
tion,” “derivation,” and in a certain sense, “proof.”

The complexity of deductive structure consists
in the following. First, deduction appears already
in the “Transcendental Aesthetics” section in which
Kant writes: “We have above traced the concepts of
space and time to their sources by means of a tran-
scendental deduction, and explained and deter-
mined their a priori objective validity” (KrV, A 87 /
B 120; Kant, 1998, p. 221). Here deduction includes
as the initial stage a procedure that would later be
called transcendental reduction,’> which was suc-
cessfully used by Plato, Augustine, Descartes before
Kant and Husserl and others after Kant.

1 Mario Caimi explains that in the eighteenth century “de-
ductions were allegations presented before the courts of jus-
tice of the Emperor. It was through deductions that issues of
international law were handled and conflicts between states
or kingdoms expounded. Each one of the contending parties
aimed at proving the legitimacy of its claims by means of “de-
ductions” in which they endeavoured to state that their claims
were founded upon principles of law universally admitted as
legitimate. Furthermore, juridical deductions had a specific
rhetorical structure. It was normal to formulate the same claim
many times from different points of view, which explains the
frequencty of repetitions and detours within a single text (a
striking feature of the A version of the “Transcendental Deduc-
tion"). It was also typical to add a summary of the deduction at
the end. [...] But that does not mean that the Kantian Deduc-
tion of 1787 has no logical structure beyond these rhetorical
features” (Caimi, 2014, p. 14).

2 The term “reduction” is used here to refer to the totality of
all the basic procedures of cleansing consciousness to reach
down to its deepest structures and to denote the process of
regressive transition to the initial stages of a process or entity
(“reduction to the beginning”). The procedures of reduction in
the first Critique occur more than once: A 20-21 / B 35 (reduction
of the concept of body), A 22 / B 36 (reduction of sensibilitty, expli-
cation of space and time), A 26-27 / B 42-43 (reduction of space),
A 34-35 / B 51-52 (reduction of time), A 62-64 / B 87-89 (reduction
of reason), A 252 (reduction of sense perception, achievement of
the thing in itself) A 491-496 / B 519-525 (reduction to phenome-
na), A 523-526 / B 551-554 (reduction as regress).



CyImIHOCTh pefyKUuUM B HAHHOM CIy4ae 3aKJIio-
YaloTCd B TOM, YTO HEOOXOAMMO: a) M30JIMPOBaTh IIPU
TIOMOIIIV MBICJIEHHOTO 3KCIIepVIMeHTa YyBCTBEHHOCTD
OT BCETO0, YTO MBICJIUT PAcCyAOK, KpOMe SMIIVPITIeCKO-
TO co3epliaHms; 0) TOYHO TaKMM Ke IIyTeM OTHEJIUTh
OT co3epllaHMs BCe, YTO IPUHAJIEKUT OIIYIIeHUIO.
VHade roBops, BCIO COIEp)KATeIbHYIO OOJIACTh UyB-
CTBEHHOCTY HY>XHO OCBODOJINTH OT COZEPIKaHMSs, OCTa-
BVB OIHW JIVIIb (POPMbl CaMOTO UyBCTBEHHOTO CO3€ep-
maang. TakuM oOpa3soM, LeIbio pemyKIINM SBJISIeTCS
oOHapy>keHVe YUCTBIX (POPM UYBCTBEHHOTO co3epIia-
HUS — MPOCTPAHCTBA U BpeMeH! KaK IIPVHIINIIOB I10-
sHaHWMA a priori (A 22 / B 36; Kant, 2006a, c. 93). [Tocrte
3TOTO CJIEAYeT 3aK/IFOUMTEIBHBIV Tall — COOCTBEHHO
TpaHCIleHAeHTaIbHas OeIyKINs, yCTaHaBJIMBaoIas
SMIIMPUUECKYIO peayIbHOCTh ¥ TPaHCIIeHIeHTIbHYIO
VIeaJIbHOCTh IIPOCTPAaHCTBA M BpeMeHMW. [lemyKiyio
B «DCTeTMKe», COCTOSIIYIO, KaK MBI BUIVIM, U3 PeyK-
LIV VI COOCTBEHHO JIeAYKIINM, MOXKHO CUUTATD IIEPBOT
4JacThio (3Tariom) oOIIelt TpaHCIEeHAeHTAIBHO Jle-
IyKIOWy, KOTopasi IpuUcyTcTByeT B «Kputnke umcroro
TIO3HAHVIS».

Takmm oOpasoM, cucTemMa TpaHCIIeHIeHTaTbHOV
TedyKIu, cofepxkarerncs B nepson «Kpuruke», co-
CTOUT U3 Tpex YacTei: 1) mAeAyKumumM MpOCTpaHCTBa U
BpeMeHN KaK allpMOPHBIX (POPM UyBCTBEHHOTO BOC-
OpwsTvs, 2) OeIyKIOVM YMCTBIX pacCyIOYHBIX ITOHS-
T, 3) OeayKIMI Maen pasyma.

Bo-BTOpPBIX, N00Ccmynsl K AemyKIIUV TIOHSTUIT BO3-
HMKAaIOT BO BBeEHUM K TpaHCIeH/eHTaJIbHOW JIOTU-
ke (A 50—65 / B 74—88). 3mech MBI CTaJIKMBaeMcCs C
TpaHCLIEHOEeHTaJIbHOVI PenyKIvieVi KOHCTUTYTUBHOIO
paccynka. KaHT ropopur, 4To B TpaHCIIeHAeHTaILHON
JIOTVIKE «MBI 000CO0JIsIeM pacCyZoK (KakK B TpaHCIIeH-
IIeHTaJIbHOVI 3CTeTMKe 000COo0sIIeM UyBCTBEHHOCTD)
¥ BBIZEIsIeM 13 00JIacTy HaIlMX ITO3HABAHUII TOJIBKO
Ty YacTh MBIIUIEHMS, KOTOpasl MMeeT CBOVI MCTOUYHMK
ymie B paccyake» (A 62 / B 87; Kant, 2006a, c. 151).
B nanpHeviem sTo ob1tiee TpeboBaHe KOHKPETU3NPY-
eTCS: a) TIOHSTMS JOJDKHBI OBITh YMCTBIMY, a He SMITN-
pydeckM; 0) OHM JTOJDKHBI IPVMHAIIEXKaTh PACcCyKY,
a He CO3€pIIaHUIO ¥ YyBCTBEHHOCTV; B) OHM ITOJDKHBI
OBITh ITe€pBOHAYAIIBHBIMI, & HE IIPOM3BOIHBIMIL; T) VX
Tabymria JospkHa OblTh rtostHOV (A 64 / B 89; Kawr,
20064, c. 153). 3mech Takke HEOOXOAVIMO MCIIOTH30BaTh
AHAJIMTUYECKMI METO/I, I MBICJIEHHBIVI SKCIIEPVIMEHT.

Crasio OBITB, yKe ceiTdac MOXHO cJiejlaTb 000CHO-
BaHHOEe 3aKJ/IIOUEHME: IS TOrO YTOOBI ObUIO BO3MOXK-
HO OCYIIIeCTBUTB, BO-TIEPBBIX, TPaHClLIeHIeHTaIbHYIO
TIeOyKIVIO IPOCTPaHCTBA M BPEMEHU VI, BO-BTOPBIX,
TIeAyKIINIO YVCTBIX PAacCyAOYHBIX IOHSTUI, HeobXo-
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The essence of reduction in this case lies in the
fact that it is necessary: a) to isolate through thought
experiment sensibility from everything that under-
standing thinks of except empirical contemplation,
b) in the same way, separate from contemplation
everything that pertains to sensation. In other
words, the entire substantive area of sensibility
must be freed from content leaving only the forms of
sense perception itself. Thus the aim of reduction is
to discover pure forms of sense perception of space
and time as principles of a priori perception (KrV,
A 22 / B 36; Kant, 1998, p. 157). Then comes the final
stage: transcendental deduction proper which es-
tablishes empirical reality and transcendental ideal-
ity of space and time. Deduction in the “Aesthetics”
which, as we see, consists in reduction and deduc-
tion proper, can be seen as the first part (stage) of
general transcendental deduction which is present
in the Critique of Pure Reason.

Thus the system of transcendental deduction
contained in the first Critique has three parts: 1) de-
duction of space and time as a priori forms of sense
perception, 2) deduction of pure concepts of under-
standing, and 3) deductions of the ideas of reason.

Secondly, approaches to the deduction of con-
cepts arise in the introduction to transcendental
logic (A 50-65 / B 74-88). Here we are confronted
with the transcendental reduction of constitutive
understanding. Kant says that in transcenden-
tal logic “we isolate the understanding (as we did
above with sensibility in the transcendental aesthet-
ic), and elevate from our cognition merely the part
of our thought that has its origin solely in the un-
derstanding” (KrV, A 62 / B 87; Kant, 1998, p. 199).
Subsequently, this general requirement is elaborat-
ed: a) the concepts must be pure and not empirical,
b) they must belong to understanding and not to
contemplation and sensibility, c) they must be pri-
mary and not derivative, and d) their table must be
complete (KrV, A 64 / B 89; Kant, 1998, p. 201). It is
also necessary to use here the analytical method and
thought experiment.

Thus, already at this stage one can reasonably
conclude that in order to carry out, first, the tran-
scendental deduction of space and time and, second,
the deduction of pure concepts of understanding a
special and initial (one might say primordial) mental
procedure called transcendental reduction is needed.
In each of these two cases reduction is the condition of
the possibility of transcendental deduction.
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IVMa CIlelyaibHas M IepBOHavYa/IbHas (MOXKHO CKa-
3aTh — HNpUMOpOUAAbHAS) MEHTaJIbHAS IIporeaypa —
MpancyeHOeHMaibHaA pedykyua. B KaXKIIoM 13 9THX 1By X
cITy4aeB pedykyusa BBICTYIIAET KaK yc1061e 603MOXHOCHIU
TPpaHCIIEeH/IeHTAJIbHOV 0e0yKYUU.

Terepp mHepevimeM HeNOCPENCTBEHHO K eHyK-
LMV 9MCTBIX paccymqouHbIX IoHSTUI . Pasymeercs, B
paMKax CTaTbV OTCYTCTBYIOT IIPOCTPAHCTBO WM HeoO-
XOAVIMOCTB JIJII IOAPOOHOTO ee OMVICAHMS M aHaIN3a,
OIHAKO MOXHO yKa3aTb HEKOTOpBble CyIeCTBEHHbIe
xapakTepucTrku. KakoBeI 11€J1b, 3a71a4m I MEXaHU3MbI
HeITy KLV IIOHSTUI?

JIJ1st MOCTVIKEHMS 11e7T0T0 KOMIUTEeKCa 3aj1ay TpaHC-
LeHeHTaIbHON drutocodpnn KaHT B iepsyto ouepens
«IOJDKeH ObUI OOBSICHUTD, KaK YMCTOe MBIIIEHE MO-
JKeT aHTULMIINPOBATh YyBCTBEHHBIV OIIBIT, IIOPOXIast
alIpUopHble CUMHTeTIYecKye ITo3HaHyst. OTBeT Ha 3TOT
Borpoc... KaHT nckarr Ha myTsx y4eHMs 00 aKTMBHOCTI
nymm» (Bacwiees, 2010, c. 332). ViMeHHO cuHTeTHYe-
CKas ¥ MPOAYKTVMBHAS aKTMBHOCTb CO3HAHNS JIOJDKHA
ObUIa OOBSICHUTD KOPPEJISATUBHYIO CBA3b MeX1y 4 Kak
TaKOBBIM (II€pBOHAYaIBHBIM €IVMHCTBOM allllepIierl-
LIVIV) VI HEKVM TPaHCIeHIEHTaJIbHBIM O0OBEKTOM.

[durep XeHpuX ClIpaBeyIVBO I10JIaraeT:

TpaHcueHnenTabHas AeIyKIMs KaTeropum — ca-
Moe ceppte «Kputukn uncroro pasyma». OHa cOmepKuT
JIBa OCHOBHBIX JI0Ka3aTeJIbCTBA 3TOM KHUTM: OIHO M3 HUX
JEMOHCTPUPYET BO3MOXHOCTB CHCTEMaTUYeCKOro II0-
3HaHWS OIIBITA, a IPYyToe — HEeBO3MOXXHOCTH ITO3HAHWISA
3a mpenetamu onbita. Cam KaHT cumTait 3Ty Teopuo co-
BepIIeHHO HOBOVI 1 Ype3BhIUaiHO CJIOKHOVL. Bostee Toro,
OH IIPM3HAJI, YTO €My CTOWIO BeJINJarliIiero Tpyaa BeIpa-
GoTaTh y[IOBIETBOPWUTEIILHOE W3JIOXKEeHVIe CBOEeVI TeOpui
(Henrich, 1969, p. 640).

JlarHOe BeICKa3bIBaHVE — caMasi 00IIast v BMecTe C
TeM HaunboJlee TOYHasl ¥ eMKas XapaKTepuCTUKa 1ieJier
Y 3HAUYMMOCTYM TpPaHCLUEH[IeHTaIbHOV IelyKIUK I10-
HATUI. B MMIUTMIINTHOM BUie OHO COAepPKUT MHOTe
dynxym sron mponenypel. Ilonertaroch Mx SKCIUIN-
LVPOBATh U JIOTIOJTHUTb.

C camoro HayvasIa JIeTyKIIvs KaTeropuil Impeciesty-
eT ITIaBHYIO 3a1a4y «AHaJINTUKV IIOHSTUV»: T0Ka3aTh
OOBeKTUBHYIO 3HAUMMOCTb YMCTBIX TIOHSATUI Paccy/i-
Ka. Haue roBopsl, Hy)KHO OTBETUTH Ha BOIIPOC: B CHITY
Uero «IOHSATWS 4 priori CJeyeT IIPU3HATh YCJIOBUSAMU 4
priori BOSMOXXHOCTM OIIbITa (OyAb TO BO3SMOXKHOCTVL CO-

10 B cTaThe paccMaTpMBaeTCs IIPeXJe BCero M IIaBHBIM O0pa-
30M TpaHCHeHAeHTaIbHas JeAyKLs UVMCTBIX PACCyJOUYHBIX I10-
HaTHI BToporo vafanus «Kpurukm uncroro pasyma» (1787).
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Let us now pass on directly to the deduction of
pure concepts of understanding.” This article does
not of course have the space or the need for its de-
tailed description and analysis; however, some of
its essential characteristics can be pointed out. What
are the goal, tasks and mechanisms of the deduction
of concepts?

To accomplish the range of tasks of transcenden-
tal philosophy, Kant, first of all, “had to explain how
pure thought can anticipate sense experience gener-
ating a priori synthetic knowledge. Kant sought an
answer to this question [...] through the teaching on
the activity of the mind” (Vasilyev, 2010, p. 332). It
is the synthetic and productive activity of conscious-
ness that is called upon to explain the correlation
between the self as such (the primary unity of ap-
perception) and a transcendental object.

Dieter Henrich rightly notes that

The transcendental deduction of the categories
is the very heart of The Critique of Pure Reason. It
contains the two principal proofs of the book, the
one demonstrating the possibility of a systematic
knowledge of experience and the other the
impossibility of knowledge beyond the limits of
experience. Kant himself considered this theory
completely new and extremely complicated;
moreover, he conceded that he had great difficulty
in working out a satisfactory exposition of his theory
(Henrich, 1969, p. 640).

In this case it is the most general and at the same
time the most precise and concise statement of the
goals and significance of the transcendental deduc-
tion of concepts. Henrich’s statement implicitly con-
tains many functions of this procedure. I shall try to
explicate and enlarge upon them.

From the very beginning the deduction of cat-
egories pursues the main task of the “Analytic of
Concepts”: to prove the objective significance of
pure concepts of understanding. In other words, an
answer must be given to the question why “they [a
priori concepts] must be recognised as a priori con-
ditions of the possibility of experiences (whether of
the intuition that is encountered in them, or of the

3 The article focuses primarily and chiefly on the transcen-
dental deduction of concepts of pure understanding in the sec-
ond edition of the Critique of Pure Reason (1787).



3epliaHmsl, BCTPEUaloIerocs B OIIbITe, VIV BO3MOXKHO-
¢t MpIwTeHus)» (A 94 / B 126; Kant, 2006a, c. 197)1.
Ecimt xateropmmt IIpecTaBiIsIoOT o000 0OBEeKTVBHBIE
OCHOBAHM BO3MOXXHOCTW OIIBITa, TO OHU SIBJISIIOTCS He-
obxogumpiMy. OTHAKO — ¥ 3TO OYeHb BaXKHO! — ey
IIOHATMS He MIMEIOT OTHOIIEHMS K BO3MOXKHOMY OITbI-
Ty, B KOTOPOM MBI MIMeeM JIeJIO C IIpeaMeTaMy IT03Ha-
HVSL, TO B TAKOM CJIydae VX OTHOLIeHVe K KaKoMy Obl
TO HM OBUIO OOBEKTY BOBCE HEJIb3S IIOHSATb.

KimroueBbIM HOHATMEM (M MEXaHM3MOM OCYIIIECT-
BneHV[s[) TPaHCHEHIEHTaJIbHOM JeyKIIM KaTeropmi
apisgeTcs «csizb» (Verbindung, conjunctio). Cs3b ecTb
IIeVICTBYIE PACCYAKa; M C IIOMOIIBIO 3TOrO JEVICTBUS
MBI OCYIIIECTBJISIEM CUHIME3 (= CBS3BIBAEM) BCe MHOTO-
obOpa3Hoe B UyBCTBEHHBIX CO3€pIIaHVIIX VIV XKe B II0-
HaTvsX. CBS3b — 9TO €IMHCTBEHHOE IIpeJICTaBIIeHe,
KOTOpOe «He JIaeTcs 00BEKTOM, a MOXKET OBITh CO3/IaHO
TOJIBKO caMmM CyObeKkToM, 100 [ycTaHOBIIeHMe CBA311]
eCTh aKT ero camopmesrertbHOCTI (B 130; Kant, 2006a,
c. 201). Paccynoxk, crajio ObITh, 0OJIamaeT BayKHEVIIIIVIM
KayecTBOM crioHTaHHOCTH?., CaMo >Ke MOHSTHUE CBSI3U
€CTeCTBEHHBIM 00pa3oM IIpeJIiosaraeT, YTo B OCHOBE
ee KaK Criocoba JIeVICTBYS JIEXXUT HEKOTOpoe eduHcHibo,
a MMEHHO — CUHTeTMYeCKOe eIVHCTBO MHOT0o0pas-
Horo. CrieftoBaTesIbHO, KaTeropum M3Ha4aIbHO IIperl-
[10JIararoT eIVMHCTBO.

[TomoOHOe eMMHCTBO (= «SI MBICJIIO») €CTh He UTO
WHOe, KaK 4YVCTOe, M3HAadaIbHOe (HeSMIIMPUUIecKoe,
BHeUYBCTBeHHOe) IIpeficTaBjieHne (Wi CTUXVIIHBIN

" KaHT BKpaTile (pOpMyJIMpyeT CYLIHOCTb HEAyKIIMI TaKVM
obpasom: «/leTyKIIns YMCTBIX PACCyAOYHbBIX IIOHSTHUIT (11 BMeCTe
C TeM BCEro TeOPeTIYeCKOro ITO3HAH 4 Priori) eCTh I0Ka3 THX
MOHSTUN KaK IIPVHIINIIOB BO3MOXXHOCTY OIIbITA, IIPUTYEM OIIbIT
paccMaTpuBaeTcsl Kak onpededeHie SIBTIEHNI B IIPOCTPAHCTBE U
BpeMeHM 6000uje, a 3TO OIIpeJieJIeHNIE, B CBOIO OUePesTb, BBIBOINT-
s 113 1epBoHAUAAbHO20 CUHTETIUECKOTO eIVIHCTBA aIllepIIeITIi
Kak pOpMBI paccy/ika B OTHOIIEHNN K IIPOCTPAHCTBY U BpeMe-
HM, IPeICTaB/IIOIIMM cOo0OTI IepBOHAYaIbHEIE (DOPMBI UyB-
crBeHHOCTI» (B 168 —169; KanT, 2006a, c. 247).

12 «IToHsATHME CIIOHTAaHHOCTY, VIV CAaMOJIESTEIIbHOCTH, BOBCE He
oTCyTCTBYeT B IlepBoM msmanmm “Kpurukn”. [lencTBuTeIbHO,
KaHT nipejicraBiisieT ero Ha caMovi IIepBovi cTpaHuiie “Beemeris
B TPaHCIIEH/IEHTaJIbHYIO JIOTMKY , Ile PacCy[oK XapaKTepusy-
eTcs KaK “CIIOHTaHHOCTh IIOHATUV W IIPOTVBOIIOCTABIISIETCS
”BOCIIPMMUMYMBOCTY K BriedamIeHmsiM” (A 51 / B 75). VI mbl Bu-
mem, uto B A-Jlemyxiv KaHT MOBTOpSIET 3Ty XapaKTepUCTUKY
B KOHTEKCTe IIepeunciIeH s Pas/IMIHbIX OIVICAHWI, KOTOPbIE OH
Hasl IyIsl paccydKa, IpeXkae YeM OCTaHOBUTHCS Ha CBOEVI IIpell-
TIOYTUTEIIBHOV XapaKTepPUCTHKe ero Kak “criocoOHOCT [1aBaTh
npaswia” (A 126). OHo [TOHSATVE CIOHTaHHOCTM| UrpaeT ropas-
110 Oosiee 3aMeTHYIO posib B B-JlenyKiium, riie, B JOIIOIHEHME K
LUTUPYEMOMY BBIIIIE OTPBIBKY, ITOSIBIISIETCH IIAITh pa3. TeM He Me-
Hee IIPeJICTaBIISeTCs Pa3yMHBIM IIPEIIIONIOKUTD, YTO 3TO YBeJIN-
4yeHvie 3HaUMMOCTV CBSI3aHO He C IOKTPUMHAIIBHBIM M3MEeHeHVEM,
a C IIepecMOTPEeHHOV CTPYKTypom aprymenTa» (Allison, 2015,
p- 331).
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thinking)” (KrV, A 94 / B 126; Kant, 1998, p. 225)."* If
categories represent objective conditions of the pos-
sibility of experience, then they are necessary. How-
ever — and this needs to be stressed - if concepts do
not relate to possible experience in which we deal
with objects of cognition, then their relation to any
object is impossible to understand.

The key concept (and mechanism) of the tran-
scendental deduction of categories is the concept
of “conjunction” (Verbindung, conjunctio). Conjunc-
tion is an act of understanding; through this action
we effect a synthesis (= link) of the manifold of sense
perceptions or concepts. “Combination is the only
one that is not given through objects but can be exe-
cuted only by the subject itself, since it is an act of its
self-activity” (KrV, B 130; Kant, 1998, p. 245). Under-
standing therefore has the key quality of spontane-
ity.”® The concept of combination naturally implies
that as a mode of action it is based on a certain unity,
namely a synthetic unity of the manifold. Thus, cate-
gories inherently imply unity.

Such unity (= “I think”) is none other than a
pure, initial (non-empirical, non-sensible) idea (or
a spontaneous act) which Kant calls initial appercep-
tion. The unity of this self-consciousness is called
transcendental unity of apperception. According-
ly, “the transcendental unity of apperception is
that unity through which all of the manifold given
in an intuition is united in a concept of the object”
(KrV, B 139; Kant, 1998, p. 250). For this reason the
transcendental unity of apperception is described
as objective. The transcendental unity of appercep-

14 Kant thus sums up the essence of deduction: “It is the ex-
hibition of the pure concepts of the understanding (and with
them of all theoretical cognition a priori) as principles of the
possibility of experience, but of the latter as the determina-
tion of appearances in space and time in general - and the lat-
ter, finally, from the principle of the original synthetic unity of
apperception, as the form of the understanding in relation to
space and time, as original forms of sensibility” (KrV, B 168-
169; Kant, 1998, p. 267).

15 “The notion of spontaneity or self-activity is not absent from
the first edition of the Critique. Indeed, Kant introduces it on
the very first page of the ‘Introduction to the Transcendental
Logic’, where the understanding is characterised as the ‘spon-
taneity of cognition” and contrasted with the receptivity of
sensibility (A 51 / B 75). And we have seen that in the A-De-
duction Kant reiterates this characterisation in the context of a
catalogue of various descriptions that he has given of the un-
derstanding before settling on his preferred characterisation of
it as the ‘faculty of rules” (A 126). It plays a far more promi-
nent role in the B-Deduction, however, where, in addition to
the above-cited passage, it appears five times. Nevertheless, it
seems reasonable to surmise that this increased prominence is
due not to a doctrinal change but to the revised structure of the
argument” (Allison, 2015, p. 331).
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akT), Koropoe KaHT HasbIBaeT nepfoHauaisHoll annep-
yenyuer. ENMHCTBO 3TOro caMOCO3HAHMS Ha3bIBAeTCS
TPpaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIM €eIMHCTBOM CaMOCO3HaHMS (=
armreprieryv). COOTBETCTBEHHO, «MPAHCUEHOCHNAAb-
Hoe e0uHCMBo arlIepLeI eCTh TO eIVMHCTBO, O1aro-
IJaps KOTOpOMY BCe HaHHOe B CO3epIaHMy MHOTr0o00-
pasHoe oOBenMHseTCA B IIOHATIE 00 0ObekTe» (B 139;
Kanr, 20064, c. 211). ViMeHHO 110 3TOVI IpUYMHEe TpaH-
CIIeHIeHTaJTbHOe eIVHCTBO aIllepIeNIIni ¥ Ha3blBa-
ercst 0bsekmubrbiM. TpaHCIIeHAeHTaIbHOe eIMHCTBO
amreprenuu ¥ TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHBI CUHTE3 CIIOo-
cobHoCTM BOOOpakeHMs: KOHCTUTYUPYIOT B KOHEUHOM
WTOre IIpeaMeT orbITa. B TakoM ciTy4ae Bce UyBCTBEH-
Hble CO3epllaHMs ¢ HeOOXOIVIMOCTBIO ITOMUNMHSIOTCS
KaTeropmsaM paccyaka KaK YCIOBMSIM BO3MOXXHOCTH T
IIpaBJIaM CVHTETMYeCKOTO eIVHCTBA 1, CTaJIO OBITH,
ombITa B 11estoM. OHAKO KaTeropui He VMEIOT IIpu-
MeHeHUs 3a TIpefieJIaMM OIIbITa, TO eCTh SMIMPUIECKO-
rO, WIN 9yBCTBEHHO-PACCyIOYHOTO, 3HaHWMS 1 TI03Ha-
HVISL, U, CJIefIOBaTeJIbHO, He MOTYT OBITH 3P eKTrBHO
VICITOJIb30BaHBI B chepe MBIIUIEHM (a He ITO3HAHVIS),
100 TaM OHM OKaXKyTCsI ITyCTBIMIL.

WrtaK, memyKIims YuCTBIX pacCyJOYHBIX IMOHSITUN
(a xpoMe Hee TaKXe aHAIUTMKA OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHWV
KaK COBOKYITHOCTb YCIJIOBUM IIPUMeHEeHMsI KaTeTOPU)
JaeT OTBeT Ha PyHIaMeHTaJIbHBIV BOIIPOC: KaK BO3-
MOJXHBI CHHTeTIYecKue CyXgeHws a priori? KaHToB-
CKMUI1 OTBET C TedyeHMeM BpeMeHU CTaJl 3By4aTh Kak
adpopmsM: Takue CyXXAeHs BO3MOXHBI B TOM CJIydae,
«€CJIVI MBI OTHOCUM K BO3MOXKHOMY OITBITHOMY IIO3Ha-
HVIO BOOOIe opMaslbHBIE YCJIOBMS CO3€pLIaHMS 4
priori, CMHTE3 BOOOPaKeH s 11 HEOOXOIVMMOE eIMHCTBO
€ro B TPaHCIIeHIeHTaIHbHOV allllepIeTIIL 11 eCIIV MBI
TOBOPMM: YcA06us B03MOXHOCIHU OIBITA BOOOIIE CYThb
BMECTE C TeM YCIIOBUS B03MOXHOCHIU NpeOMenol onbima
VI IIOTOMY MMEIOT OOBeKTMBHYIO 3HA4MMOCTh B CVIH-
TeTIYeCKOM CyXKaeHuu a priori» (A 158 / B 197; KanT,
20064, c. 279).

Kakne BbIBOfIBI Oy/ieT I103BOJIMTENILHO CliejlaTh B
OTHOIIIEHUM 3Ha4YVMOCTI, LIeJIeyl U cbyHKuVH?I TpaHC-
LeHIeHTaJIbHOV Je1y K KaTeropMVI?

B JIrocw DJulevic MOAYEpKMBAET JiBe BakKHewIue QyHKINN
TpPaHCLIEHIEHTATIBHOTO CUHTe3a: «Bo-11epBbIX... CMHTe3MpoBaHVe
MHOT000pa3HOro ¢ HeM30eXXHOCTBIO 1 YHUBEPCAIbHOCTBIO, KOTO-
PYIO HeCcyT KaTeropmu, HeoOXOIMMO ISl OIIperierieHns 00beKTa
MBIIIUTEHVIST, KOTOPOMY MOXXHO IIPUIIVICATE SMITVIPITIECKIIe CBOTI-
crBa. On [KaHT] roBopuT, YTO aripuOpHBIVI CMHTE3 OIIpesesisieT
00BEKT HaIIIVIX IIPEeICTABIIEHNI 1 UTO 0e3 3TOV MBICIIV HET CBS3N
¢ 00beKTOM. BO-BTOPBIX... 3TOT CMHTe3 CBsi3aH C HaIlleil Criocoo-
HOCTBIO CAMOCO3HAHMsI — CITOCOOHOCTBIO OCO3HaBaTh ceDsi B Ka-
4ecTBe CyOBbeKTa CBOETO MBIIIUIEHVIS, YTO, 110 MHeHNIo KaHra, 1o
CYIIIECTBY IIpeJIIosiaraeT OCO3HaHe ce0s Kak He0OXOIMMO efy-
Horo cyOobekTa MpinureHus» (Allais, 2015, p. 271).

tion and transcendental synthesis of the ability to
imagine ultimately constitute the object of experi-
ence.’® In that case all the sensible observations must
be subordinate to the categories of understanding
as conditions of the possibility and the rules of syn-
thetic unity and hence experience as a whole. How-
ever, categories have no use beyond experience, i.e.
empirical or sensible-reasonable knowledge or cog-
nition and consequently cannot be effectively used
in the sphere of thought (nor in cognition) because
they turn out to be hollow there.

Thus, the deduction of pure concepts of under-
standing (and, in addition, the analytic of principles
as a totality of conditions for the use of categories)
provide an answer to the fundamental question,
“How are a priori synthetic judgments possible?”
Kant’s answer has over time acquired the nature of
an aphorism: such judgments are possible “if we re-
late the formal conditions of a priori intuition, the
synthesis of the imagination, and its necessary unity
in a transcendental apperception to a possible cogni-
tion of experience in general, and say: The conditions
of the possibility of experience in general are at the
same time conditions of the possibility of the objects
of experience, and on this account have objective va-
lidity in a synthetic judgment a priori” (KrV, A 158 /
B 197; Kant, 1998, p. 283).

What conclusions can be drawn regarding the
significance, goals and functions of the transcenden-
tal deduction of categories?

First, deduction of concepts demonstrates the
essence and mechanism of transcendental cognition
and knowledge, i.e. synthesis of sensibility and un-
derstanding. Herein lies the answer to the question:
what and how can we know and cognise? According-
ly, it has to do with the sphere of cognition and not
thought as such. The significance of such a demon-
stration is impossible to overestimate: Kant effec-
tively explains not only scientific (natural scientific)
but also day-to-day cognition.

¢ Lucy Allais stresses two key functions of transcendental
synthesis: “First, [...] synthesising the manifold of intuition
with the necessity and universality that the categories bring
is necessary to determine an object for thought to which em-
pirical properties could be attributed. He [i.e. Kant] says that
a priori synthesis determines an object for our representations
and that without this thought lacks relation to an object. Sec-
ond, [...] this synthesis is bound up with the capacity to be
self-conscious - the capacity to be aware of oneself as the sub-
ject of one’s thought, which, according to Kant, essentially in-
volves being aware of oneself as a necessarily unified subject
of thought” (Allais, 2015, p. 271).
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Bo-miepBBIX, IEMyKLMS MOHSTUI HEeMOHCTPUPYET
CYIIHOCTD I MEXaHW3M MpaHCyeHOeHmMaibH020 TI03Ha-
HVSL VI 3HAHWUS, TO €CTh CUHIe31 1yBCTBEHHOCTU U pac-
cynka. VIMeHHO 3[1ech JIEXUT OTBET Ha BOIIPOC: UMIO U
KAKUM nymem Mbl MOXKeM 3HaTb U 11o3HaBaTh? CooTBeT-
CTBEHHO, paccMaTpuBaeTcs cpepa nosHAHUA, & He Mbllii-
AeHusl KaK TaKOBOrO. 3HAUYMMOCTb TaKOW JEeMOHCTpa-
LMV HEBO3MOXXHO ItepeolieHnTh: KaHT, 110 cyTn, 0bo-
CHOBBIBA€eT He TOJIbKO HayYHOe (€CTeCTBEHHOHAYIHOe),
HO TaKXe 1 OOBIIEHHOe, TTOBCeHEBHOE TTO3HAHE.

Bo-BTOPBIX, B OTJIVIYVE OT IIPEeIIIeCcTBYIOIIEV 1 CO-
BpeMeHHOV eMy MeTadmsuky, KaHT ncrionesyer mwist
IIOKa3aTe/IbCTBA CBOWIX IIOJIOXKEHWVI yOenuTeIbHbIe
dmtocodckite mOBOIBL, IIpUyYasi TEM CaMbIM MeTadu-
3MKOB K IIPaKTVKe apryMeHTal, a He IIOCTYJIMPOBa-
HS cBOVIX KoHIIermit. [To muenmio [1. Xenpuixa,

0a30BBINT apIyMeHT CBO€V TPaHCIeHEHTaIbHON JeyK-
uym KaHT OCHOBBIBaeT He Ha HEOIIPOBEPKIMOM 0065CHe-
HUU CAMOCO3HAHMS ITOCPENICTBOM (PUITOCOPCKOVI TEOPUW,
a Ha HeOTIeIVIMOCTU 3HaHMS O IIPUHIMIIAX CUHTe3a OT
TeVICTBUTEIIbHOTO 1 M3HAYaIbHOTO CAMOCO3HAHM KakK Ta-
KOBOTO: IyITTa, KaK HeOTHOKPATHO VI OTHO3HAYHO YTBEPXK-
nait KanT, He Moryta Obr OBITE yBepeHa B CBOEM €JIVIHCTBE,
ecrt ObI y Hee He OBUIO «neped eaasamu» yHKINM, KO-
TOpasi IOJYMHSET BeChb CUHTE3 TPaHCIIEH/IEHTaIbHOMY
enquHcTBY (Henrich, 1976, S. 64).

B-Tperbux, crpasemyiMBoCTh pasziesieHus Crocoo-
HOCTeV pasyMa B IIMPOKOM CMBIC/Ie CJIOBa Ha 103HaAHUe
(4yBCTBEHHO-pacCyIOYHOE) W MbluileHue (abcTpakt-
HoOe) TIOKpeIvIsieTcs aprymeHtamu. Ilepsas cro-
COOHOCTh HeIIpeMeHHO OIIMpaeTcsi Ha UyBCTBEHHBIN
MaTepuajl, KOTOPBIVI CUHTE3VPYeTCS PacCyaKoM, U
PYyHKIMOHUPYET B cpepe TPUUMHHOCTI depe3 Heob-
XOIMMOCTb. Bropasi TBOPUT peryssTUBHBIE N pasy-
Ma, KOTOpbIe He CBA3aHbl HAIIPSAMYIO C SMIVPUIECKM
(4yBCTBEHHO-paCCyOYHBIM) 3HaHMeEM, U JeVICTByeT B
MPaKTUYeCKOV 00J1acTVI IPUYMHHOCTY Yepe3 CBOOOTy.

B-ueTBepThIX, MexaHM3M CHHTe3a'* IOTBEPK/IaeT
CHPaBeINBOCTh ¥ OOOCHOBAaHHOCTh KaHTOBCKO V-
XOTOMWM «sBJIEHVsI — BeIlu caMu 110 cebe». [levicTBu-
TeJIHO, MBI TI03HaeM JIMIIIb sBJIeHNst, 100 cpopMmpo-
BaHHBIVI HAMI IIpeIMeT [IO3HaHMS C HeOOXOIMMOCTBIO
TIOUMHSETCS TIapaMeTpaM ¥ OCOOeHHOCTSM HaIIX

4 Bosee feTaylbHOe 1 [ake HaIJISIHOE VM3JI0KeHWe TPAHCIIeH-
TIeHTa/TbHOTO CVIHTe3a B IlepBOM m3maHum «Kpuruku gvicroro
pasyma», KoTopoe KaHT cuesl 4pe3sMepHO «IICHXOJIOIMUECKIIM»
VI M3MEHWI BO BTOPOM W3[aHWUM, JeMOHCTPUPYeT IO3TaIlHoe
dopMmpoBaHMe IIpeIMeTa II03HAHMS KaK pe3ysIbTaTa qeviCTBIL:
a) CUHTe3a aIllIpereH3nmn (cxBaTblBaHMs), 0) CHHTE3a BOCIIPOM3-
BeZleHVIsI B BOOOPakeHWM U B) CMHTe3a PeKOTHUINN B IIOHS T
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Secondly, unlike previous and contemporary
metaphysics, Kant adduces convincing philosophi-
cal arguments to prove his point, thus introducing
into metaphysics the practice of arguing and not
postulating concepts. In Henrich’s opinion,

Kant bases the main argument for his transcendental
deduction not on irrefutable explanation of self-
consciousness through philosophical theory, but
on the inseparability of knowledge of the principles
of synthesis from the actual and initial self-
consciousness as such. The soul, as Kant repeatedly
and clearly claimed, would not have been sure of its
unity if did not have “before its eyes” the function that
subordinates all synthesis to transcendental unity
(Henrich, 1976, p. 64).”

Third, the validity of separating the capacity of
reason in the broad sense of the word into cognition
(through senses and understanding) and thought
(abstract) is bolstered by arguments. The first capac-
ity invariably proceeds from sensible material which
is synthesised by understanding and functions in
the sphere of causality through necessity. The sec-
ond creates regulative ideas of reason not directly
related to empirical (i.e. involving senses and un-
derstanding) knowledge but operates in the practi-
cal field of causality through freedom.

Fourth, the mechanism of synthesis'® corrobo-
rates the Kantian “phenomenon - thing in itself”
dichotomy. Indeed, we cognise only phenomena be-
cause the object of cognition we have formed must
be subordinate to the parameters and characteristics
of our cognitive capacity and consequently is limited
by these capacities and is not universally character-
istic of all subjects.

7 “Kant griindet aber das Grundargument seiner transzendenta-
len Deduktion nicht auf eine unabweisbare Erklirung des Selbst-
bewufitseins durch die philosophische Theorie, sondern auf die
Unabtrennbarkeit eines Wissens von den Prinzipien der Synthesis
vom wirklichen und urspriinglichen SelbstbewufStsein als solchem:
Das Gemiit, so duflert sich Kant mehrfach und unzweideutig,
konnte sich unmoglich seiner Einheit gewif§ sein, wenn es nicht die
Funktion “vor Augen hétte’, welche alle Synthesis einer transzen-
dentalen Einheit unterwirft.”

8 A more detailed and even demonstrative explication of
transcendental synthesis in the first edition of the Critique of
Pure Reason, which Kant thought to be excessively “psycho-
logical” and changed in the second edition, demonstrates step-
by-step formation of the object of cognition as the result of the
action of a) synthesis of apprehension (capture), b) synthesis
of reproduction in imagination and c) synthesis of recognition
in a concept.
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IIO3HABATEILHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN W, CJienoBaTe/IbHO,
HOCWUT 02pAHUUeHHbIIl STVMIU CIIOCOOHOCTSIMM, a BOBCE
He BCeOOIITNI, IPVICYIINIL BceM CyOBbeKTaM xapakTep.

B-11s1TBIX, pacKpbIBaeTCst CYIIHOCTD M 00J1acThb [Ievi-
CTBMS KaTeropmim paccynka. CTaHOBUTCS OYEBVIHO,
49TO «OOBEKTMBHAS 3HAYMMOCTD YVCTBIX IIOHITUN pac-
Cy/IKa JI0Ka3bIBaeTCs TOJIBKO TOIVIA, KOIJIa II0Ka3aHo,
YTO OHM Ha CaMOM Jlejle OTHOCSTCS K OOBbeKTaM ¥ He
SBIIIOTC mycThiMm» (Heidemann, 2015a, S. 360).

B-mrecThIX, B OeAyKIMM 3aKyIafbIBaeTCsl OCHOBa
PpaszesIleHns BCeTO YeJI0OBeUecKOro CyIeCTBOBaHMSA Ha
chepsl TeOpeTMYecKOro M IPaKTUMYeCKOro pasyMa,
100 OJTHO3HAYHO U YeTKO OIIpeJIesIseTcs Ta 00J1acTh, O
KOTOPOVI MBI MOXX€eM VMETb 3HAHUE VI T/ CYILIeCTByeT
HayKa, Vi, CJIeOBATEeIIHO, YKa3bIBaeTCs MHOe II0JIe 3K-
3VICTEHIINW, B KOTOPOM IEeVICTBYIOT OTJIITYHBIE OT IIO-
3HaBaTEJIBHOVI ChePBI IIPUHIINIIBI, 3aKOHOMEPHOCTY 11
COBCeM JIpyTas IPUYMHHOCTb.

B-ceripMBIX, TEM CaMBbIM OCYIIIECTBIISIETCS, II0Ka ellle
VIMIUIMIIUTHO, TTOIIBITKA CIIACTM TPaHCIIEHIEHTAJIBHY IO
cBobopy, ykaszaB Ha oOsacTe ee AevicTBus. KocseHHoe
yKaszaHVe COIePKUTCS yKe B TOM, UTO «KaTerOpmi KaK
pyHKIOMM SBJISAIOTCA CPeACcTBaMI, C IIOMOIIBIO KOTO-
PBIX CMHTe3 JaHHBIX IIPeACTaBIeHNIT IPVIMEHSIeTC S K
oOpekTaMm. Tak Kak OHM IIPE/IIIIECTBYIOT BCEMY OIIBITY,
MO>KHO ITPEJITIOIOKIUTh, YTO OHM TaKXXe MOT'YT VICIIOJIb-
30BaThCS HE3aBUCUMO OT BCeX 0COOeHHOCTeN JaHHOTO
B OIIBITE VI, CJIJIOBATEIHFHO, TakKe 0e3 OrpaHMIeHNN
VI B OTHOIIIEHWM BCEro, YTO MOXXEeT OTHOCWUTCS K JaH-
HocTv» (Henrich, 1976, S. 22). Crasio 6b1Th, KaTeropmm
MOTYT VCIIOJIb30BATHCS TAKXKe U B IIPaKTUUIECKOVI cpe-
pe, HO y>Ke He KaK CpeZCTBa NO3HAHUA B CTPOrOM 3Haue-
HWMV CJIOBQ, a KaK MHCTPYMEHTBI Mbllil1eHUs B OTHOIIIe-
HWV YMOIIOCTUTAaeMBIX BeIlle.

HenyKuys TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV CBOOOIbI

Crpemrtenne KanTa pedpopMmupoBaTh BCIO CUCTEMY
MeTadU3MKM Ha TPaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHBIX HadyalaX U Co-
371aTh B KOHIIe KOHIIOB 3aBEePIIEHHYIO apXUTEKTOHVIKY
YIICTOrO pasyMa U3HAHAAbHO TIOApasyMeBajlo Co3daHye
HOBaTOPCKOTO 3TMYECKOIo y4yeHNsl, KOTOpoMy uio-
cod oTHaBasl IPUMOPUTET («IIPUMAT») IIeper TeOPeTH-
4JecKom prstocodmert 1 KOTOpoe, II0 er0 MBICIIN, Fopas-
10 BaKHee I JIXO[eVI, [T MX IIOBCEeTHEBHOW XXWM3HI,
He)XeJIV CJIOXKHBIe BOIIPOCHI IIO3HAHS.

KanTa HMUCKOJILKO He YIOBJIETBOPWIN Pa3HOO-
OpasHble ycyIvs IIpeIecTBeHHKOB IIOCTPOUTh 00-
HOBJIEHHBIe dTrdecKe cucTeMbl. Harpumep, mmombITka
X. Bombdpa co3parh 3THMKY, ONMPaBIIYIOCs Ha ITOHSTHe
«COBePIIIeHCTBO» (petfectio) v pyHAMpPOBaHHYIO MeTa-
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Fifth, the essence and sphere of activity of the
categories of reason are explained. It is obvious that
“the objective significance of pure concepts of un-
derstanding is proved only when it is demonstrated
that they actually refer to objects and are not hol-
low” (Heidemann, 2015a, p. 360)."

Sixth, deduction lays the foundation for divid-
ing all human existence into spheres of theoretical
and practical reason because it clearly and unam-
biguously outlines the area which we can know and
where science exists and, consequently, indicates a
different field of existence in which principles, reg-
ularities and causality different from the cognitive
sphere are at work.

Seventh, thereby an attempt is made, if still only
implicitly, to rescue transcendental freedom by in-
dicating its area. An indirect pointer is already pro-
vided by the statement that “categories as functions
are means through which the synthesis of given per-
ceptions is applied to objects. Because they precede
all experience it may be assumed that they can also
be used independently from all the features of what
is given in experience and consequently also with-
out limitation with regard to everything that is giv-
en” (Henrich, 1976, p. 22).*° Therefore, categories
can also be used in the practical sphere, but not as
means of cognition in the rigorous sense of the word
but as instruments of thought with regard to intelli-
gible objects.

Deduction of Transcendental Freedom

Kant’s wish to reform the whole system of meta-
physics based on transcendental principles and
to create, at long last, a complete architectonics
of pure reason inherently implies the creation of a
ground-breaking ethical doctrine to which the phi-
losopher attached priority (“primacy”) over theoret-
ical philosophy and which he thought to be far more
important for people in their day-to-day life than
complicated issues of cognition.

9 “Die objektive Giiltigkeit reiner Verstandesbegriffe ist folglich
erst dann erwiesen, wenn gezeigt ist, dass sie sich tatsichlich auf
Gegenstinde beziehen und nicht leer sind.”

20 “Kategorien als Funktionen sind Hinsichten, unter denen sich
die Synthesis gegebener Vorstellungen zu Objekten vollzieht. Da
sie aller Erfahrung voraus angegeben werden kénnen, ist zu vermu-
ten, dass sie auch unabhingig von allen Besonderheiten des Gege-
benen und damit auch ohne Einschrinkung und in Beziehung auf
alles gebraucht werden kénnen, was moglicherweise zur Gegeben-
heit kommt.”



pvI3MHecKMMM 1 JIOTMYECKMIMI OCHOBAaHMSAMM — 9UTO,
0e3yCJIOBHO, IPeNCTaBIsUIO COOOK OIpeIeIeHHbIN
IIporpecc B 3TMYECKOV MBICTI TOTO BpeMeHV, — He
Obuta puHgaTa KaHToM B KauecTse 3aciTy KMBarolen
Cepbe3HOro BHYMaHIS.

HecMmoTpsi Ha TO UTO «COBepIIeHCTBO» IIOHMMAJIOCh
BoredpoM Kak coryiacie B pasHOOOpasimu, vin Kak co-
I71acvie MHOTHX BellleVl, KOTOpbIe B3aIMHO OT/IMYalOTCs
IPyT OT Apyra B OJHOV BeIlly, a Takke HeCMOTps Ha
TO, UTO COBEPIIIEHCTBO O3HAYAJIO ITPeXiie BCero Hajlui-
uyie IPaBIIIbHON CBS3M MeX[ly ITOHSTMSAMM COTJIaCHO
JIOTVIYeCKVIM 3aKOHaM, ¥ B IIepBYIO odeperib 3aKOHY J10-
CTaTOYHOI'0 OcHOBaHWMs, KaHT He cormaciics ¢ TeM, 9To
TaKasl 3TdecKas crucreMa 0asupyeTcs Ha HeSMIIVPV-
uecKyx ¥ 0esycJIOBHBIX MpUHIMMIAx pasyMa. V6o, kak
norarast Bosred, BeIOMIpaTs JoOpo 11 130eraTs 371a SIBIIS-
eTcs [ Hallley 1V ecrnecBentsiM AesioM U, CJieo-
BaTeJIbHO, BBICIIVIM ITPaBWJIOM MOPaJI JIOJDKHO CTaTh
cJlefloBaHVe 3aKOHY IIPVIPOJIbI YeJI0BeUeCcKOoro IyXa.

IMomo6HbI sMIMpM3M 1 9KJ1eKTHKY KanT romep-
JKaTh He MOT, IIOCKOJIBKY Ta prstocods, KoTopas

riepeMeIBaeT YMCTble MPUHIUITEL C SMIMPUYECKIMU,
He 3aCJIy’KMBaeT Jake MMeHN pwiocodpun (Tak Kak Mo-
aIegHAas VIMEHHO TeM UM OTJIM4YaeTCsda OT 06I>I,HEHHOFO I10-
3HaHWMS PasyMa, 9TO M3/1araeT B 000co0IeHHO HayKe To,
9TO OOBIIEHHOE ITO3HAHVe pa3yMa OXBaTkIBaeT TOJIbKO B
CMeIITaHHOCTH), U ellle B MeHBIIIeVl CTelleHV 3acIyK/BaeT
OHa Ha3BaHUsl MOpaJIbHOVI prtocodnm, Tak KaK MMEHHO
dyepe3 3TO CMeIlleHVe OHa BPeIuT Hake UVCTOTe CaMuX
HPaBOB ¥ IIOCTyIIaeT BOIIPEKW CBOeVl COOCTBEHHOVI IIeIV
(AA 04, S. 390; Kanr, 19976, c. 49—51).

Crasio ObITh, HEOOXOHMMO pa3paboTaTh HOBYIO
3TUKY, KOTOpas HVUKaK He 3aByicesia Obl OT sMIOMpuIde-
CKVIX peasInit 1 MoIJIa Obl IpeTeHI0BaTh Ha O0IIe3Ha-
uMMBI cTaTyc. Takast «dmcras MopasbHas ¢rIoco-
dnst», wm «mMeTadm3Ka HpaBCTBEHHOCTI», TI0 MHe-
auto KaHTa, Mo/pDkHa OBITH «BIIOJTHE OCBODOXKIEHa OT
BCEro BOOOIIe SMITMPIYECKOTo ¥ IIPVHa/IeXalllero K
aHTPOIIOJIOTMN; a YTO TaKasl 4ucTasi MopajbHas u-
jocodus HOJIDKHA CYIIIeCTBOBAaTh, SIBCTBYET CaMO CO-
Oov1 m3 o0ITIert Maen JoJIra 1 HpaBCTBEHHBIX 3aKOHOB»
(AA 04, S. 389; KarT, 19976, c. 45—47).

Takmm oOpasom, HpaBcTBeHHas —dQutocodus
ToJbkHa OasmpoBaThcs HA MOPaJIbHOM 3aKOHe, KOTO-
pEIVI MOT OBI CTaTh (PyHAAMEHTOM O0s3aTeIbHOCTH
(= HOpMaTMBHOCTM) ¥ abCOJIIOTHOV HEOOXOAVIMOCTH B
cepe mpaxTIgecKoro AevicTBMs. Takoro poma Hpas-
CTBEHHBIVI 3aKOH CJIeflyeT MCKaTh He B IIPUPOie UesIo-
BeKa WIVM KaKMX-TO OOCTOSATeIbCTBAX OKPYIKalOIIero
MUpa, HO MCKIIIOUNTEIPHO TOJIKO B allpMOPHBIX II0-
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Kant was not at all satisfied with the various ef-
forts of his predecessors at building new ethical sys-
tems. For example, Wolf’s attempt to create an ethic
based on the concept of “perfection” (perfectio) and
bolstered by metaphysical and logical considera-
tions - while undoubtedly marking some progress
in the ethical thought of the time - was not accepted
by Kant as deserving serious attention.

Although Wolf understood “perfection” as har-
mony in diversity or as a concordance of many
things different from one another within one thing,
and despite the fact that perfection meant above all
the existence of the right connection between con-
cepts in accordance with logical laws, primarily the
law of sufficient grounding, Kant disagreed that
such an ethical system was based on non-empirical
and unconditional principles of reason. For, as Wolf
believed, choosing good and avoiding evil is a nat-
ural business for our soul and consequently the su-
preme moral rule should be following the law of the
nature of human spirit.

Kant could not subscribe to such empiricism and
eclecticism because the philosophy that

mixes these pure principles with empirical ones
does not even deserve the name of philosophy
(for what distinguishes philosophy from common
rational cognition is just that it sets forth in separate
sciences what the latter comprehends only mixed
together); much less does it deserve the name of a
moral philosophy, since by this very mixture it even
infringes upon the purity of morals themselves and
proceeds contrary to its own end (GMS, AA 04,
p- 390; Kant, 2011, p. 9).

It is necessary therefore to develop a new ethics
that would not depend in any way on empirical re-
alities and could claim universal relevance. Such
“a pure moral philosophy,” or “metaphysics of
morals,” in Kant’s opinion, must be “completely
cleansed of everything that may be only empirical
and that belongs to anthropology. For, that there
must be such a philosophy is clear of itself from the
common idea of duty and of moral laws” (GMS,
AA 04, p. 389; Kant, 2011, p. 7).

Thus, moral philosophy must be based on
moral law which could provide the foundation
for obligatoriness (= normativeness) and absolute
necessity in the sphere of practical action. Such
a moral law should be searched for not in human
nature or some circumstance in the surrounding
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HATVSX IIpaKTideckoro pasyMma. CiielioBaTesIbHO, I
00OCHOBaHMS TaKOTO 3aKOHAa HeoOXOfMMa TpaHCILIEeH-
IeHTalbHas eAyKIIVS OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHWIT YVCTOTO
IPaKTIYeCKOTO pasyMa.

[enyKuys 4ucToro IpakTMYeckoro pasyma Ha-
uyHaeTcsa yxe B Iepsont «KpuTuke» B BuIe memyk-
LVM TPaHCLIEH/IeHTaJIbHOVI CBOOOIBI, IIPOJIODKaeT-
cs1 B «OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHUM K MeTadm3uKe HPaBOB»
(1785) n 3aBepuraercst B «KpuTuke MIpakTUIecKoro
pasyma» (1788), mpudaemM B mocienHen pabote Kant
HECKOJIBKO VM3MEHSET CBOW ITO[IXOJI K AeAyKLVMU OC-
HOBOIIOJIOXKEHWVA.

KanT paswsacHseT B camoMm Hadaste Bropovt «Kpmn-
TUKI», YTO IIPAKTUYECKI€ OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEH S (ITPVH-
LVIIBI) CJIyXXaT I OIpefesleHus BOJIM, KOTOPOMY
HOAYMHEHE! cybvexmubHble npabusa (MaKCUMBI) 1 00o-
exmuBHvle 3aKoHbl, VIMEIOIIIVIe CYITY IJIS JII00OTO pasyM-
Horo cymectBa. CIIOCOOHOCTH PasyMHOIO CyIllecTBa
OIIpeeIATh CBOV IOCTYIIKM COOOpasHO C IIpaKTmde-
CKVM 3aKOHOM Ha3sbIBaeTcs o4ei. MakcuMBI [eVICTBY-
OIIIeT0 MOPATBHOTO MHAVBUIA, KOJIb CKOPO OH SIBIIS-
€TCsl CYIIEeCTBOM pasyMHBIM, IIOJDKHBI HaIIPaBIIATh K
TOMY, YTOOBI ero coOOCTBeHHasI BOJIS M KaKas MaKCH-
Ma IIOCTYIIKa COBIIa[IaJIN CO BCEOOIIeNt PaKTNIeCKO
Bosteit. Verc TuMMepMaH pasbsicHSIET:

ITyTeM TOJIKOBaHMS [OCHOBOIIOJIOKEHMIT] KaK arpu-
OPHBIX IIPUHIINAIIOB CTAHOBUTCS $ICHO, YTO IIOJI OCHOBO-
ITOJIOKEHVSIMU VIMEIOTCS B BUJTY 00%ekniubHble OCHOBOIIO-
JIOXKEHMS], TO eCTh IIpaKTU4ecKne 3aKoHbL OISiTh Xe He
CJleflyeT OTPUIIATh, YTO 3TOT IIOCTYIIOK COBEPIIAeTCH y
4esIoBeKa (11, BO3SMOXXHO, Y IPYIVIX CYILECTB, HaeIeHHBIX
TIo7T00HOTI BOJIETT) B COOTBETCTBUM C MaKCUMaMWU, CyOB-
eKTMBHBIMI IIpuHIMIaMy Bo. OObeKTMBHBIM IIPUH-
LOMIIaM, K KOTOPBIM pasyM IIpeIbsiBiIsieT TaKue BBICOKIE
TpeboBaHMsI, TOIDKHEL OBITh B COCTOSIHUY YIOBJIETBOPSTH
cyOpekTVBHBIE HpUHIMIB, MakcuMbl (Timmermann,
2003, S. 73).

MopatbHOCTB per se eCTh OTHOIIIEHVIE BCSIKOTO IT0-
CTyIIKa K IIpaKTM4YecKOMy 3aKOHoHaTenbCTBy. Ilpu-
CYTCTBME 3aKOHOIATENIbCTBA B JIMYHOCTU CIIOCOOHO
CO37IaTh TaKoe IIOJIOKeHVIe [ell, PV KOTOPOM VIHIM-
BUZIyaJTbHasI BOJIA MOITIa OBl paccMaTpmBaTh cedst caMmy
KaK yCTaHaB/IMBAIOIIyo BceoOime 3akoHbl. Otcroza
KanT BBIBOAUT epByI0 POPMYyIMPOBKY KaTeropude-
CKOTO VIMIIEpATVBa: «IIOCTYIIay TOJIBKO IT0 TaKOV MaK-
CVIMe, OTHOCUTEITBHO KOTOPOT THL B TO JKe BpeMsI MO-
JKeIllb JKeJlaTh, YTOOBI OHA CTajia BCeOOIIM 3aKOHOM»
(AA 04, S. 421; KanT, 19976, c. 143). OgHaxko TIpakTH-
4JecKasi BOJIS [IOJDKHA OBITh, BO-TIEPBBIX, A61MOHOMHOLL, TO
ecTb OBITH JyIs caMovi ce0Ost 3aKOHOM, ¥, BO-BTOPBIX, aB-
TOHOMHasI BOJIS JOJDKHA VIMeTh cOOCTBEHHOEe OCHOBA-
Hue. Bor 3T0 0OcHOBaHVEe HEOOXOAVIMO IeIyLINPOBaTh.

world, but exclusively in a priori concepts of prac-
tical reason. Hence, to develop such a law the tran-
scendental deduction of principles of pure practical
reason is necessary.

Deduction of pure practical reason begins in the
first Critique in the shape of deduction of transcen-
dental freedom, continues in the Groundwork of the
Metaphysics of Morals (1785) and is completed in the
Critique of Practical Reason (1788), the latter introduc-
ing a somewhat modified approach to the deduction
of principles.

Kant explains at the very beginning of the sec-
ond Critiqgue that practical principles serve the
definition of the will to which are subordinate the
subjective rules (maxims) and objective laws that are
valid for any intelligent creature. The ability of an
intelligent creature to determine its actions in ac-
cordance with the practical law is called will. The
maxims of the morally acting individual, inasmuch
as he is a reasonable creature, must lead to his own
will and each maxim of the act must coincide with
the universal practical will. Jens Timmerman ex-
plains:

By interpreting [principles] as a priori principles
it becomes clear that principles denote objective
principles, i.e. practical laws. Again, one should
not deny that man (and possibly other creatures
endowed with such will) performs this act in
accordance with the maxims, subjective principles of
will. The subjective principles, or maxims, must be
fully adequate to the objective principles on which
reason sets such high requirements (Timmermann,
2003, p. 73).2

Morality per se is the relation of every act to
practical legislation. The presence of legislation in
a personality can result in individual will, consid-
ering itself to be establishing universal laws. From
this Kant derives the first formulation of the categor-
ical imperative: “act only according to that maxim
through which you can at the same time will that it
become a universal law” (GMS, AA 04, p. 421; Kant,
2011, p. 71). However, practical will must, first, be

2 “Durch die Erliuterung als Prinzipien a priori ist klar, daf mit
den Grundsitzen objektive Grundsitze gemeint sind, also prakti-
sche Gesetze. Es soll wiederum nicht geleugnet werden, daf$ dieses
Handeln beim Menschen (und bei moglichen anderen Wesen, die mit
einem dhnlichen Willen ausgestattet sind) nach Maximen geschieht,
nach subjektiven Prinzipien des Wollens. Den objektiven Grundsit-
zen, an welche die Vernunft so hohe Anspriiche stellt, miissen sub-
jektive Grundsdtze, Maximen, gentigen kénnen.”
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Ecymm Bost (Kak criocOOHOCTB OITpeiesIsiTh IIOCTYII-
KM cOOOpa3sHO ¢ 3aKOHOMATEJIbCTBOM) eCTh BUJ IIPU-
YMHHOCTM PasyMHBIX CYIIECTB, OCYIIECTBIISIOIINX
IpaKTUYecKye [eVICTBUS, TO TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHAs
cBoboJIa sBIsleTCsl OCHOBaHMeM camort Boim. KaHT
CTpeMUTCS AeyIpoBaTh CBOOOILY 13 YMCTOTO IIpakK-
Tu4eckoro pasyma. Ho u cama TpaHcrieHneHTaIbHas
cBoOora (KakK BV, NPWYMHHOCTU), B CBOIO OYepenb,
TaKKe SIBJIETCS CPeIICTBOM ODOCHOBaHMS IIpaKTHYe-
CKOT'O pasyMa, IIOCKOJIBKY HeIIOCPelICTBEHHO YKa3bIBa-
€T Ha 0coOBIN (MHTEJUIUIMOEIIbHBIV) MUP, B KOTOPOM
TOT VI CYIIeCTBYeT.

CBoOogta — 210 M ecTh TOT caMblIvt Schluf$stein rpax-
TIYECKOro pasyMa ¥ MOPaJIbHOTO 3aKOHa (MMIlepaTii-
Ba). B Takom cirydae

MOpaJIbHBIV 3aKOH, KOTOPBIVI JEVCTBYIOIIee JIUIO IIpU-
3HaeT B popMe pakTa pasyMa, TeTiephb CITyKIUT [IJIsT AeTyK-
UM TPaHCLEeHIeHTaJIbHOVI cBOOOIBI.<...> MOpaHBHBIVI
3aKOH OIIPEJIENISeT TO, YTO «CIEKYJISITUBHAs duyocodmst
IIOJDKHA ObLIa OCTaBUTBH HEOIIPeJIeIeHHOV, a MMEHHO 3a-
KOH JJISI IPWYVHHOCTY, IIOHSITIIE KOTOPO B 3TON (pIUIo-
codpmm OBUIO TOJIKO HEraTUBHBIM; CJIE[I0BATEIILHO, TOJIb-
KO OH JIa€T 3TOMY TIOHATUIO OOBEeKTUBHYIO PeaTbHOCTb»
[(AA 05, S. 47)] (Timmermann, 2015, S. 354).

DTO O3HaYaeT, YTO peaIbHOCTh TPaHCIIeHIeHTalb-
HOVI CBOOOBI IIPOSIBIIsieTCs (SKCIUIMIIMPYETCS) VIMEeH-
HO Yepe3 MOPaJIbHBIV 3aKOH: KOJIb CKOPO MOPaJIbHBIN
3aKOH CYIIeCTBYEeT W HEeVICTBYeT W STV peaslbHble MO-
paJIbHBIe IIOCTYIIKV MbI HaOJIfofjaeM, 3Ha9NT, «I103ali
Hero» CTOUT TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHas cBo0oIa, KOTopas
SBJISI€TCS. NPUYUHHOCTBI0 BCEX STUX IIOCTYIIKOB, COBEP-
IIIaeMBbIX I10J], HeIIOCPEeICTBEHHBIM BIIVISTHYEM MOpalb-
HOTO VIMIIepaTyBa.

ITpm 5TOM HEOOXOOMMO YUMUTHIBATH: HECMOTPS Ha
TO YTO MBI MOXKEM SMIIMPUYECKM BOCIIPUHUMATh 10-
caedcmbus CyIIecTBOBAHMS MOPAJIBHOTO 3aKOHA, He-
cMoTps Ha To uTo KaHT HasbIBaeT 3TOT 3aKOH «dak-
TOM», TeM He MeHee MOPAIbHBIVI 3aKOH He eCTb 3MIIV-
prdecKoe sBjIeHvie WK (PaKT, HO IIperCcTaBIIgeT co000
«(paKT YMCTOro pasyma», TO €CThb YMOIIOCTUIAEMbIV
aKT 1 3aKOH, YIIPaBJIIOLINIT MOPaIBHBIM MIIPOM KaK
COBOKYITHOCTBIO LIEHHOCTEV VI MUPOM IIPAKTIIECKOTO
(peasTbHOrO) AEVICTBYIAL.

Vrax, oTa B3auMO000yCIIOBIIeHHAS AeMyKIINS, C OfI-
HOVI CTOPOHBI, SBJISIeTCS CTIOCOOOM OrpaHNYeHs IIpy-
TSI3aHUV pasyMa:

«KpuTuka mpakTiueckoro pasyma» TakkKe IIpe-
HasHayeHa JJIs YCTaHOBJIEHMs IIPeesioB, HO TOJIbKO B
IBVDKEHWUN «VI3HYTPY Hapy>XXy», a He «CHapy>XX/ BHYTPb»,
Kak 310 mpoucxomuTt B «KpuTuke wyucroro pasymar:

75

V.E. Semyonov

autonomous, i.e. be a law unto itself and second, au-
tonomous will must have its own grounds. The
grounds need to be deduced.

If the will (as the ability to determine acts in ac-
cordance with legislation) is a type of causality of
intelligent creatures effecting practical actions, tran-
scendental freedom is the foundation of will itself.
Kant seeks to deduce freedom from pure practical
reason. But transcendental freedom (as a type of
causality) in turn is a means of validation of prac-
tical reason because it directly points to the special
(intelligible) world in which it exists.

Freedom is the very Schlufstein of practical rea-
son and the moral law (imperative). In that case,

the moral law which the actor recognizes as a fact
of reason now serves to deduce transcendental
freedom. [...] The moral law determines that “which
speculative philosophy had to leave undetermined,
namely the law for a causality the concept of which
was only negative in the latter, and thus for the first
time provides objective reality to this concept” (5:47)
(Timmermann, 2015, p. 354).%

The above means that the reality of transcen-
dental freedom manifests itself (is explicated)
through the moral law: inasmuch as the moral law
exists and acts and we observe these real moral acts,
it has “behind it” transcendental freedom which is
the causality of all these acts performed under the di-
rect influence of the moral imperative.

It has to be borne in mind that although we may
empirically perceive the consequences of the existence
of the moral law, and although Kant calls this law a
“fact,” nevertheless the moral law is not an empir-
ical phenomenon or fact, but represents a “fact of
pure reason”, i.e. an intelligible fact and law govern-
ing the moral world as a combination of values and
the world of practical (real) action.

Thus, the mutually conditioned deduction, on
the one hand, is a method of limiting the claims of
reason:

The Critique of Practical Reason is also intended to
set the limits, but only of a movement “from within
to without” and not “from without to within,” as

2 “Allerdings dient das moralische Gesetz, das der Akteur in Ge-
stalt eines Faktums der Vernunft anerkennt, nunmehr zur De-
duktion der transzendentalen Freiheit. [...] Das moralische Gesetz
bestimmt das, ‘was speculative Philosophie unbestimmt lassen
mufte, ndmlich das Gesetz fiir eine Causalitit, deren Begriff in der
letzteren nur negativ war, und verschafft diesem also zuerst objec-
tive Realitit’ (5:47).”
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371ech 3MITMPUYECKN II00YK/IaeMbIVi pasyM, HeraTMBHO
OTpaHWYEHHBIV, JOJDKeH OBITh yAep)XaH B CaMOMHEHWV
ObITh eAMHCTBEHHO OIIpefesIsSIONIM OCHOBaHVEeM BOJIN
(Moskopp, 2009, S. 209).

C mpyrov CTOpOHBI, OHa IIpVU3BaHa PELINTh CIIOX-
HEWIIYI0 peaJIbHyIO IIpo0JIeMy Kak JIOIMUYeCcKOVI, Tak
M — OCOOEHHO — TpaHCLEHAEHTAIBHOV HelyKIIN
HpenestbHO 00X noHaTnn (yHuBepcarmi). V6o me-
IOYKIMS CBOOOMBI Yepe3 IPAKTUUECKUI pasyM, a fe-
IOyKIVS 9TOTO IIOCJIeIHETO — Yepe3 cBobomy (KoTopas
eCTb IPUYMHHOCTE Sui generis, X3HEHHO HeoOXou-
Masi IIpaKTI4YeCKOMY pa3yMy) COBMECTHO IIpefiCTaBJLs-
10T co0OI0, Ha MOV B3IVISH, BeCbMa IUIOHOTBOPHYIO U
YOAYHYIO IOIBITKY TeOPEeTMKO-IIPAKTIIECKOro 000-
CHOBaHIS «BBIIIHEIO» MIMPa CMBICJIOB ¥ LI€HHOCTEV,
KOTOPBIVI BeHYaeT Ty IIOBCeIIHEBHYIO cdpepy, Iiie map-
CTBYeT IIPUUYMHHOCTE Yepe3 HeoOxonmmocTs”. Taknm
obpasom, oba Mmpa cHOBa BMecTe: the war is over!

Paznmanst gexyKimy ombITa M JeAyKIIMy CBOOOIbI

Kax Mb1 yBUIeV, memyKIyst CBOOOIBI M AeTy KV
KaTeropmy He TOJIBKO 00JIafaroT CHermMuaecKMu
0CODEeHHOCTSIMI, HO 1 3aMETHO Pa3/INdaroTcs B HEKO-
TOPBIX CYIIECTBEHHBIX XapaKTePUCTVIKaX.

Bo-mrepBEIX, TeopeTmdeckoe MpMMeHeHNe pasyMa
HallpaBJIeHO Ha IIpeIIMeThl, KOTOPbIe SBJIAIOTCS HaM B
KaJecTBe MTOrOBOTO pe3yJsIbTaTa Halllero oIbiTa — CO-
e[IVIHEeHVI 1YBCTBEHHOIO MHOT000pa3is C IOHATVSAMI
paccynka. HarmpoTus, B cBoeM IIpaKTI9ecKOM VICTIONb-
30BaHWV YWCTBIVI pasyM oOpallleH He Ha IIPeIMeTHl, a
Ha COOCTBEHHBIe BHYTPEHHVE «IIPOAYKTBI» — OCHOBa-
HVSI BOJIM, KOTOpas obrajaeT COOCTBEHHOV IIPUYMH-
HOCTBIO, TO €CTb CBOOOIOVI.

Bo-BTOPBIX, TpaHCIeHIEHTAIEHOV ey KIIVIVL IIPO-
CTpaHCTBa M BpeMeHV, a TakKe JIeIyKIIVV KaTeropuii
HeOOXOIIMMO IIPe/IIIIeCTBYeT MpaAHCYeHOeHNAAbHAS pe-
OyK1uA KaK CII0CO0 OUMIIIeHNs [IepBOHAYAIEHO SMIIN-
PUYEeCKOro MCCiIelyeMOro CO3HAHWS OT BCeX UyBCTBEH-
HBIX KOMIIOHEHTOB. [lejTaeTcs 3To 11t TOTro, YTOOBI f0-

» Bor kak 3ty npobremy BuauT P. Y. C. Yokep: «Tak Kak Mo-
PaJIbHBIVI MUP IIOCTpOeH He W3 SBJIeHNII, a M3 BEPOBaHMII
(beliefs), koTOpbIX TpeOyeT MpaKTUYECKUI pasym C TeM, YTOObI
5TOT MIMP BO3MOXKHO OBUIO Ha3BaTh HOyMeHaJIbHBIM MIPOM, TO,
€CsTi MBI Ha3bIBaeM €ro TaKOBBIM, MBI [OJDKHBI [leJIaTh BCe BO3-
MOXXHOe, YTOOBI OT/IMYaTh HOYMEHBI B 9TOM CMBIC/Ie OT BeIlev,
KaK OHW JIEVICTBUTEIIFHO CYIIeCTBYIOT camu 110 cebe. Koreuro,
VICTMHHAs IIPUPOA Belleil OCTaeTCsl TaKOW )K€ HEM3BECTHOT,
KakK VI PaHbIIIe; BCE, YTO MBI C/IeJIajIN, — 3TO ITOHSUIM HeOOXOIm-
MOCTb OIIpe[Ie/IeHHOVI CICTEMBbI BEPOBAHMIL U PELIVIIN PaccMa-
TpWBaTh MX KaK COCTAaBHBIE YaCTV ITPOVM3BOIHON OOBEKTMBHO-
ctn» (Walker, 1978, p. 139).

76

it happens in the Critique of Pure Reason: negatively
stated, empirically driven reason is here to be
kept from the arrogance of claiming to be the sole
determining ground of will (Moskopp, 2009, p. 209).2

On the other hand, it is called upon to solve the
extremely complicated real problem of logical and
especially transcendental deduction of the most gen-
eral concepts (universals). For deduction of freedom
through practical reason and deduction of the lat-
ter through freedom (which is sui generis a causality
that is a vital need of practical reason) together rep-
resent, in my opinion, a very fruitful and successful
attempt to provide theoretical-practical grounding
for the “higher” world of meanings and values
that crowns the day-to-day sphere where causality
through necessity holds sway.?* Thus, both worlds
come together again: the war is over!

Differences between Deduction of Experience
and Deduction of Freedom

As we have seen, the deduction of freedom and
the deduction of categories do not only have specif-
ic differences but are very different in terms of some
substantive characteristics.

First, theoretical use of reason is aimed at objects
given to us as the final result of our experience, the
combination of the sensible manifold with concepts
of understanding. By contrast, in its practical use
pure reason is directed not at objects but at its own
internal “products,” the principles of will which has
its own causality, i.e. freedom.

Secondly, the transcendental deduction of space
and time as well as the deduction of categories must
be preceded by transcendental reduction as a means of
cleansing initial empirically studied consciousness
of all the sensible components. This is done in or-

B “Auch die KpV soll also Grenzen bestimmen, allerdings in einem
Fortschreiten von ‘innen nach aufSen,” nicht von ‘auflen nach innen’
wie im Rahmen der KrV: Negativ umschrieben, soll hier die empi-
risch angeregte Vernunft von der AnmafSung abgehalten werden, al-
leiniger Bestimmungsgrund des Willens zu sein.”

% Walker has this take on the problem: “Since the moral
world is constructed not from phenomena but from beliefs
which practical reason requires it can perhaps be called a nou-
menal world, but if we call it such we must be careful to dis-
tinguish noumena in this sense from things as they really are
in themselves. The real nature of things remains, of course, as
unknown as ever; all we have done is to observe the need for a
certain system of beliefs and decide to regard them as constitu-
tive of a derivative objectivity” (Walker, 1978, p. 139).



CTUYb YMCTBIX (POPM, yIaJIMB PV STOM COZEpPIKaHMeE.
[ IpaKTideckoro 00OCHOBaHNS IIpoLeaypa penyK-
VIV BOBCe He TpebyeTcs, IIOCKOIBKY COBEPIIIaeTCst OHO
B MHTEIUTUTMOEIIEHOM MVIpe.

B-TpeTp11x, camo BVDKEHVE IPAaKTUIeCKO eIy K-
LUV B OIIpeeIeHHOM CMBICIIE IIPOTVBOIIOJIOXKHO fe-
IIyKLIMY KaTeropui: TaM 0OOCHOBaHME IIPOJIBUTAIIOCh
OT YMCTBIX (POPM UYBCTBEHHOTO CO3epIlaHms (IIpo-
CTpaHCTBa ¥ BpeMeHM) K PacCy[JOYHBIM IOHSATVSM a4
priori, a OT HUX — K OCHOBOITOJIOXKEHUAM. 371eCh JKe MbI
BUIVIM 3€pKaJIbHYIO KapTUHY: IIOCKOJIBKY B 3TOV cdpe-
pe pasyM mMMeeT [IeJI0 He C IIpefIMeTaMl, a C YMCTON
CBOOOJTHOVI BOJIEVI, TO CIJIEYET VT OT allpUOPHBIX OC-
HOBOIIOJIOXKEHWUVI K IIOHSITVISIM, a OT STUX IIOCJIeTHUX —
K MOPaJIbHBIM UyBCTBaM.

B-deTBepThIX, memyKIVsA B TeopeTmdecKom cdepe
HaJIOXWIa veto Ha IPUTSI3aHMS CIIEKYJIATVBHOIO pas-
yMa BBIXOAWTB 3a IIpellesibl BO3MOXKHBIX IIPEIMETOB
ombITa (IIpaB/ia, PV 3TOM Cliejlajla BO3MOXKHBIM MBIC-
JINTB TIOHATMSI HOYMEHOB U, CTJI0 OBITh, OTMeJIa BCe
BO3pa’keHWsI IPOTUB CyIIeCTBOBaHMS TpaHCIIeHeH-
TaIbHOM cBOOOMBI). [IpaKTiraeckas memyKIns SIBHBIM
o0pa3oM ykasajia Ha MHTeJUINTMOEIIBHBIN MUP pa3yM-
HBIX CYIIIECTB, TO €CTb Ha CBEPXYYBCTBEHHYIO IIPUPO-
11y, KOTOpasi ITOIUMHSETCS aBTOHOMMM YMCTOTO IIpaK-
TUYECKOrO pasyMa, He Hapyllas IIpy 5TOM MeXaHU3M
JyBCTBEHHO BOCIIPMHIIMAEMOI0 Mypa.

B-mrsiTBIX, B TeopeTmdeckont cpepe KOHCTUTYUPY-
€MBIVI IIpeIMeT HeIOCPEICTBEHHO 3aBVICUT OT TPaHC-
IIeHIeHTaJIPHOTO CMHTe3a KaK criocoba Wiv MHCTPY-
MEHTa CBOEro TreHes3lca, HO IIPU 3TOM «JIMYHO», C
MOPaJIBHOVI TOUKW 3PEHMs, «HUYEM He 00s3aH eMy».
Torma xak B memyKiym MeTapm3MKM HPaBCTBEHHOCTY
MOpPaJIbHO JOOPBIM SIBIISIETCS TAKOE JIEVICTBIIE, KOTOPOe
He TOJIBKO COOTBETCTBYeT KoHcTuTyTBHOMY (!) Hpas-
CTBEHHOMY 3aKOHY, HO U C HEOOXOAMMOCTBIO JOIDKHO
COBEPIIIATHCS padu 11020 3aKOHA.

B-111ecThIX, JI€TyKIVS OIIbITA VIMEET JIEJIO C beuyami,
npuaeM He ¢ Prytocod KOV KaTeropuern «Belb» (KOT-
Tla TJIaBHOWI «BeITbIO» SBJIgeTcsl bor), a ¢ pealbHBIMM
BelllaMM, IIpelMeTaMl, KOTOpble MBI XOTMM C/eJTaTh
oOBpeKTaMV HalIllero VCCiIeIoBaHms. eIy KIS 9mcTo-
TO IPAKTMYECKOrO pasyMa I0JDKHa 00OCHOBaTh HEOO-
XOIIMIMOCTB M 00513aTeJIbHOCTb MOPAAbHO20 30KOHA, KO-
TOPBINI OasvpyeTcs Ha Hucmoll 6o4e, obIagaromien coo-
CTBEHHOVI IIPUUYMHHOCTBIO — 60000011, B CBOIO OY€pertpb,
TeJIaroIel BOSMOXHBIM UHMeAAULUDeAbHbIIL mup. Peus,
CTas10 OBITB, MIET O B3aMMOIEVICTBUW C HOYMEHAMU.

B-cenbMBIX, HEMyKIMS KAaTeropuil B HEKOTOPOM
CMBICJIE «YCTYyIIaeT» IMPAKTUYECKOV OeaYKIIMI B CBOE
«9VICTOTEe», TIOCKOJIbKY B HeWl Hem30eKHO IPVCYTCTBY-

V.E. Semyonov

der to achieve pure forms while eliminating content.
The procedure of reduction is not required for prac-
tical grounding because it takes place in the intelli-
gible world.

Third, the movement of practical deduction
takes place, in a certain sense, in the opposite di-
rection to the deduction of categories: in the former
case explication proceeds from pure forms of sensi-
ble contemplation (of space and time) to a priori con-
cepts of understanding and from them to principles.
Here we see a mirror picture: because reason in this
sphere has to do not with objects but with pure free
will, one should proceed from a priori principles to
concepts and from the latter to moral feelings.

Fourth, deduction in the theoretical sphere has
vetoed the claims of speculative reason to go be-
yond the limits of possible objects of experience
(true, it thereby made it possible to think in the con-
cepts of noumena, and hence brushed aside all ob-
jections to the existence of transcendental freedom).
Practical deduction clearly pointed to the intelligible
world of intelligent creatures, i.e. supra-sensible na-
ture, subordinate to the autonomy of pure practical
reason without interfering with the mechanism of a
sensibly perceived world.

Fifth, in the theoretical sphere the constituted
object directly depends on transcendental synthesis
as a method or instrument of its genesis, but “owes
nothing to it” personally, i.e. from the moral point
of view. Meanwhile in the deduction of the meta-
physics of morality an act is morally kind if it does
not merely correspond to the constitutive (!) moral
law, but must be performed for the sake of that law.

Sixth, deduction of experience deals with things,
not with the philosophical category of “thing”
(where God is the main “thing”), but with real
things, objects that we want to make the objects of
our study. Deduction of pure practical reason must
explain the need for and mandatory nature of the
moral law, based on pure will, which has its own cau-
sality, freedom, which in turn makes the intelligible
world possible. Thus we are looking at interaction
with noumena.

Seventh, deduction of categories in a certain
sense is not as “pure” as the practical deduction be-
cause it inevitably has sensible content, whereas the
deduction of pure practical reason does not contain
anything empirical.

77



B.E. Cemenos

€T UyBCTBEHHOE COJIepyKaHIe, B TO BpeMsI Kak B JIeIyK-
LMV 9VUCTOrO MPAKTMUECKOTO pasyMa He CONEP>KUTCA
HUYEro SMIIMPIYECKOro.

BmecTe ¢ TeM 00e HaIlM JeTyKIMM BOBCE He SIBJISI-
IOTCSl aHTArOHMUCTMYEeCKMMM. MeXIy HMMM ecTb 00-
Ilee 1, KpOMe TOrO, CyIIIeCTBYET OIIpeie/IeHHas B3a-
MorioMo1tb. KaHT IIpsSIMO TOBOPUT O TOM, «CKOJIb HEOO-
XOIIVMa, CKOJIb II0JIe3Ha» ObUIa HeyKIINs KaTeropuii
WIS meosoeut Vi mMopaiu. TTOCKOIBKY TeopeTmdecKast
IOeIyKIys IPOIEMOHCTPUPOBaJIa, YTO ITOHATHS pac-
Cy/IKa: a) He MMEIOT SMIIMPUYECKOro ITPOVCXOXKIEHVIS
m 0) OTHOCSATCS K IIpeAMeTaM BOODIIe, He3aBVICVIMO OT
CO3epLaHIs, TO TeM CaMbIM OHA OTpaHMYIUIA CIIEKYJIS-
TMBHOE IIpVIMEHEeHNMe pasyMa, YCTpaHWIa OIIaCHOCTHU
CYNUTATh TIOHATWS BPOXIEHHBIMM JIMOO, HAIIpOTWB,
Cyry00 sMIMPUYeCKMMA 1, CJIe/IoBaTeIbHO, 00OCHOBa-
Jla TpaHCLIeHeHTaJIbHOE TI03HAHVE Belllell 1 HaJlndue
0coboro, MHTeTMTOeTFHOTO MIpa CBOOOIEI 1 MOpa-
ym (AA 04, S. 141; Kanr, 1997a, c. 673 —675).

3aksIroueHme

Wrak, Bo3MOXHaA M MeTadpms3mka KaK Hayka?
YToOBI pemmTs 3TOT BOIPOC, OHA JIOJDKHA IIpericTa-
BUTb BeCh COCTaB IOHSTUIL 4 Priori, pasneInTh MX IO
pa3IMYHBIM VCTOYHMKAM, AAaTh VX VICUEPIIBIBAIOLIYIO
TabIMITy, OCYIIEeCTBUTh AEHyKIVIO UMCTBIX ITOHSITUN
paccyrika, BBIBUTD IIPUHIIVIIEL (OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEHVIS) T
rpasuibl ux npruMenens (AA 04, S. 365; Kanr, 19946,
c. 132). Kpome Toro, He0OXOIMMO MCCIIENO0BATE YCIIO-
BUSL BO3MOXKHOCTM APYIOr0, YMOIIOCTUTaeMOTO MIpa,
OCYIIIECTBUTD JIeAYKIINIO €r0 OCHOBAHIN, MICCIIeOBaTh
IIPVHIINIIBL VI MEXaHW3MBI JIeVICTBVIS.

Torma BBIsACHUTCS, YTO eCJIV 110/, HayKOVI MBI TIOHV-
MaeM MaTeMaTMKy ¥ (MaTeMaTidecKoe) eCTeCTBO3Ha-
HVe, TO B TAKOM CJIy4ae MeTadu3MKa He SIBJISeTCS Hay-
Kot. Ecimi )xe mocMOTpMM Ha crcTeMaTidecKoe eIiH-
CTBO 3HAHWS, CIIOCOOBI apryMeHTalWN ¥ pasIndHble
BUZBL AeyKInM (KaK pasHOBUIHOCTY 0DOCHOBaHWIS),
TO B 3TOM CiIy4dae MeTadpm3vKa, HECOMHEHHO, OymeT
HayKov. ToJIbKO OTHBIHe OHa — He CIIeKYJIATUBHAS U
(omHOBpPeMeHHO) SMITMpMYecKasi OHTOJIOTHS, a TeOPIII
IIO3HaHMS ¥ 3HAHMS, HO caMoe IJIaBHOe — HayKa O
cBo0oJle, MOPaJILHOM 3aKOHE V1 ITPaKTIYeCcKOM pasyMe.
Dortplnyio 110163y MeTadw3mKa IIPVHOCUT TEOJIOTIL.
W HaxoHerI, 110 3peJIOM Pa3MBIIIUIEHNV, OHa BHOBb 00-
paraeTcs K mpodsieMaM OBITHS KaK TaKOBOTO, HO yKe
He KakK paHbllle, JOTMaTUYeCKN W CIEeKYJISTUBHO, HO
AHAAUTUYECKU VI CUCTHEMAMUYHO, CITeIY ST ViflealaM ACHO-
CHIU, CHIPO20CIIU VI AP2YMEHMUPOBAHHOCIIIL.
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At the same time, the two deductions are not an-
tagonistic. They have something in common and,
indeed, there is a certain mutual assistance. Kant
speaks of “how extremely necessary, how salutary”
the deduction of categories has been for theology and
morality. Because theoretical deduction has demon-
strated that the concepts of understanding a) have
no empirical origin and b) refer to objects in general,
irrespective of contemplation, it thereby has limited
the speculative use of reason, eliminating the dan-
ger of considering these concepts to be innate or,
on the contrary, strictly empirical and consequent-
ly, has explained transcendental cognition of things
and the existence of a special, intelligible world of
freedom and morality (KpV, AA 04, p. 141; Kant,
2015, p. 113).

Conclusion

Finally, is metaphysics as a science possible? To
solve this question it must present the entire com-
plement of concepts a priori, break them down by
various sources, provide an exhaustive table thereof,
deduce pure concepts of understanding, reveal the
principles and boundaries of their application (Prol,
AA 04, p. 365; Kant, 2002, pp. 153-154). Besides, it is
necessary to study the conditions of the existence of
the other, intelligible world, to deduce its grounds
and examine the principles and mechanisms of op-
eration.

Then it would turn out that if by science we
mean mathematics and (mathematical) natural sci-
ence then the answer is no, metaphysics is not a sci-
ence. If, however, we look at the systematic unity of
knowledge, means of argumentation and various
types of deduction (as varieties of explication) then
the answer is yes, metaphysics is undoubtedly a sci-
ence. Only from now on it is not speculative and (si-
multaneously) empirical ontology, but a theory of
cognition and knowledge, and most importantly,
the science of freedom, the moral law and practical
reason. Metaphysics greatly benefits theology. And
finally - on closer inspection - it again turns to the
problems of Being as such, but not in a dogmatic
and speculative way, as before, but analytically and
systemically following the ideals of clarity, rigor and
argumentation.

Translated from the Russian by Evgeni N. Filippov
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KAHT O YEJIOBEUECKOM JOCTOVMHCTBE:
ABTOHOMMSI, YHEJIOBEUHOCTD
M IIPABA UEJIOBEKA

C.A. @acopo?

Wccnedyemea nobas 6 xanmobedenuu obaacmo, 6 komo-
poil Bvickasvibaemcs npednosoxerue, 6yomo Kanm npudaem
c1moAb 004bUL0e 3HAUEHUE YeHHOCTI PASYMHOU NPUpoOsl, UImo
UMeHHO HA Hell ocHOBbbaem U Bvicuiutl NPUHYUN MOPALU, U
nousmue ueaobeueckoeo docmourcmba. CHopoHHUKL MAKOeo
npoumenus ymbepkoawon, umo noHAMuUA abmonomuu u 0o-
cmoutrcmba, a He YHuBepcarusayua MaKcum O00AxHbl meneps
cuUUmMamscs yeHmpaisHsiM ymbepikdernuem smuku Kanma.
M3-3a mozo umo smu uccaedobamentt npedsabasiom Bvicokue
mpeboBanus k yHubepcasusayuu MaKkcuMm kax YHubepcasbHo-
MY MopassHoMy npunyuny, od smuke Kanma eoBopsam xax o
Henpuemaemonl. Kak ciedcmbue, onu ymBepixoarom, umo cy-
wecmByem Heobxooumocms cpouro cnacams smuxy Kanma om
npomubBopeyuuil, CBA3AHHBIX ¢ MAKCUMAMU U YHUBepcasusupye-
MOCHIBIO, U AYHMUTL CHOCOD 51110 cleaamb — «OcmaBuIms 0eoH-
1moA0euto 103adu». o HeobX00UMO, NOCKOAbKY Kamezopuye-
ckutl umnepamub He Hyker 045 cnaceHus KAHMOBCkou mu-
kU — OeoHmosoeuto uacmo nepeoyenubarom. CaedoBamensro,
Bvicuuuti dose uenrobexa cocmoum 6 mom, umobvl eapanmupo-
Bamy, umo eeo cobpamss becnpenamcmbeHHo noav3yromes cbo-
etl abmonomueil u mem yBaxenuem, Komopoao oHu 3ACAYKU-
Barom coobpasto cboemy docmouncmby, a maxke 3a00MuUnIL-
cA 00 ux 01a20M0AYHUU U OMHOCUMBCA K HUM C YBaxeHuem
He3aBucumMo om ux ckroHHocmetl. Ymobst 0ambs oyeHky smou
HoBotl obaacmu kanmoBedenus, 6 cmamove paccmampubaencs
HoBetiuiasn uccaedobamenvckas aumepamypa. Takoke uccaedy-
tomes pabomut bapdapsr Tepman, Kpucmun Kopceaapo, Aase-
na Byoa, Omdppuda Xépcpe u Tomaca Xuaaa, nocbaujernvie
KanmoBckotl kKonyenuuu ueioBeueckoeo docmourcmba 6 cbasu
¢ €20 noHuUMaHueM Kax AGMoHoMUL, HeA06e4HOCIU U UCIHOY-
Huxa npab wesobexa.

KaroueBoie caoBa: Kanm, uesroBeueckoe docmourcmbo,
yeHHocmy, uesoBeuecmbo, ueaoBeurocms, abmonomus, npaba
yeaobexa.

«HoBbn KaaT»
Yro s mmeto B Buy nof, «Hosemm KanTom»? B nan-

HOM CJTy4ae s CChUIAIOCh Ha IIOIyJIsIpHOe B JINTepaType
MHeHMe, corjlacHO KoTopoMy KanT mpumaer ocoboe

! Texunuecknit yuusepcuter beprmna, 10623, Beprmn, yir. 17
Wrowns, 135.
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KANT ON HUMAN DIGNITY:
AUTONOMY, HUMANITY,
AND HUMAN RIGHTS

S.A. Fasoro!

This paper explores the new frontier within Kantian
scholarship which suggests that Kant places so much special
importance on the value of rational nature that the supreme
principle of morality and the concept of human dignity are
both grounded on it. Advocates of this reading argue that the
notion of autonomy and dignity should now be considered as
the central claim of Kant’s ethics, rather than the universal-
isation of maxims. Kant’s ethics are termed as repugnant for
they place a high demand on the universalisation of maxims
as a universal moral principle. As a result, they argue that
there is an urgent need to rescue Kant’s ethics from the con-
troversies surrounding maxims and universalisability, and
the best way to rescue his ethics is by “leaving deontology
behind”. It must be left behind because the categorical imper-
ative is not needed in order to rescue Kant's ethics, as deon-
tology is often overrated. Consequently, the highest duties of
the human being are to ensure that his fellow human beings
enjoy unhindered autonomy and receive the honour that their
dignity duly deserves, as well as to look after their welfare
and treat them with respect, regardless of their dispositions.
I review recent literature to appraise this new frontier within
Kantian scholarship. I also explore the works of philosophers,
such as Herman, Korsgaard, Wood, Héffe, and, specifically,
Hill, on Kant’s conception of human dignity in relation to its
conception as autonomy, humanity, and the source of human
rights.

Keywords: Kant, human dignity, value, humanity, au-
tonomy, human right.

The “New Kant”

What do I mean by the “New Kant”? By this, I
refer to a popular view found in the literature that
Kant places special value on the rational nature
of persons. To my knowledge, this term was first
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C.A. ®acopo

3HaueHMe PpasyMHOV HOpwupone orent. Hackorpko
MHe W3BeCTHO, 3TOT TePMWH BIIepBble ObUI VCIIOJIB30-
BaH Pobeprom Ilvmmmuom (Pippin, 2001, p. 315) ms
0003HaYeHVIsI TPYIIIBI KAHTOBEIOB-KOMMEHTATOPOB, B
KOTOpyI0 BXxomdaT bapbapa I'epman, Kpuctnr Kopcra-
apa, Aiwien Byn u Tomac Xwwn. LleHTpaibHBIV IOCTY-
JIaT 3TOVI TPYIIIIBI COCTaBIIeT KOHIIE s pyHIaMeH-
TaJIGHOVI 1IeHHOCTY 4eJIoBeKa, KOTOPYIO OHM CUUTaIOT
VICTOYHVMKOM 4eJIOBEUeCKOI'0 JOCTOMHCTBA VI MOPaJIL.
Hy>xHo 3aMeTNTh, UTO, HpeXkie 4eM Mbl CMOXKeM JIyd-
IIe pa3o0paThCs B M3JIOXKEHMSIX 3TOVI TOUKW 3PeHVs,
HeoOXOIyMO 3aJaThCSI HECKOIBKMMM (PTIT0cOPCKMMIL
BOIIPOCAaMV, OTBETEI Ha KOTOPBIe OyAyT JaHBI IIO3XKe B
3TOM craThe. YTO MMeHHO oOJaraeT IOCTOMHCTBOM?
HocronHcTBOM 0€30rOBOpOYHO 00JIajaeT JIMYHOCTD
VIV MOpasib? SIBJIsieTcst JIvt MOPasIbHOVI 00513aHHOCTBIO
yBaXXaTh HeIOoCTOMHBIX? YTO cilefyeT paccMaTpuBaTh
Kak I1eJIb caMy I10 cebe?

ITpencrasurenu «Hosoro KanTa» cunraror, uro y
Hac ecTb JJOCTOVIHCTBO B CIUIY TOV PyHIAMeHTaIbHON
LIEHHOCTW, KOTOpou MbI oOnamaeM. Ha ston dyHpa-
MEHTaJIbHOV IIeHHOCTM OCHOBAH MMIIEpaTUB yBaKe-
H K ApyruM. OHM yTBEpPXXHAIOT, YTO JOCTOMHCTBO
SBJISIeTCST 1I@eHHOCTHBIM CBOVICTBOM JIMYHOCTM ¥ YTO
HeoOXOIVMOCTh YBaXkaTh JIMUHOCTh — XapaKTepHas
JepTa MOPaJIBHOIO 3aKOHA. DTO IIOApa3syMeBaeT, UTo
o0JIafgaTh HOCTOMHCTBOM M OBITH JOCTOVIHBIM YBaKe-
HWS — He CMHOHWMMEL MBI TOJDKHBI yBakaThb JIMIHO-
CTW B CWIY VIX CTaTyca, KaK JIIOeV KOTOPBIE SIBIISIOTCS
OecrieHHBIMII TIeJIIMIL caMM TT0 cebe. Harrte yBakeHmIE
K H/M He 3aBVCUT HM OT 4ero jipyroro. Takum obpa-
30M, JIOCTOVMHCTBO pacCMaTpuBaeTcs KaK BpOXKIIeHHOe
VI HeoTheMJleMOe IIeHHOCTHOe KadecTBO, KOTOpoe
VIMeeTCsi TOJIPKO Y Jiofeit. OHO HeHaleXXHO 1 TpebyeT
3aIUTHL, TaK KaK JIOV YacTO OKAa3bIBAIOTCS B YSI3BU-
MOM ITOJIO>KEHVIVL.

Sl cumTalo, 9YTO B KaHTOBEIEHMN JII00Oe YTBepXK-
IeHne, TpeOylolee yBaKeHWS IIOCTOVMHCTBA JIIOZEVI,
IIOJDKHO B KOHEUHOM CUeTe VICKaTh CBOe J[OKa3aTelIb-
CTBO B KaTeropu4yecKoM mMIlepaTuse. Borpoc o Tom,
KaK MBI [JOJDKHBI OTHOCUTBCS K APYTIVIM, MBI HAXOIIVIM B
KaHTOBCKOVI (pOPMYJIMPOBKE KaTerOpM4ecKOro vmile-
paTuBa, KOTOPBIV HaeT IpeIVChIBaIOIIle, OIIVIChIBa-
IOIIMe 11 HOpMaTVBHBIE OCHOBAHMS IJIS JIIOOOTO Tpe-
6osanmst ysakenys. [Ipencrasurer «Hosoro KanTa»
YTBEPKIAOT CIIeTyIoIee:

1. OcHOBaHMe yBaXXeHM K JIIO/ISIM BBITEKAeT 13 Ka-
TEropm4YecKoro uMIlepaTysa.

2. Kareropwdaecknit mMmiiepaTvs TpeOyeT, UTOOBI
MBI BCerjla OTHOCIJIVICh K Pa3syMHBIM areHTaM C yBa-
JKeHIEeM, IIOTOMY YTO OHW SIBJISIOTCS LIeJIbIO CAMOTVI T10
ceOe 1 MMeloT aOCOIIFOTHYIO 1IEHHOCTb.
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used by Robert Pippin (2001, p. 315) to refer to a
group of commentators within Kantian scholar-
ship, which comprises Barbara Herman, Christine
Korsgaard, Allen Wood and Thomas Hill. Central to
this group’s postulate is the conception of the fun-
damental value of persons, which they believe to
be the source of human dignity and morality. It is
noteworthy that before we can get a better under-
standing of the expositions of this view, it is a re-
quirement to pose a few philosophical questions
which will be answered later in this paper. What
exactly has dignity? Is dignity possessed uncondi-
tionally by personhood or morality? Are there moral
duties to give respect to the unworthy? What should
be treated as an end in itself?

The “New Kant” believes that we have digni-
ty by virtue of the fundamental value we possess.
Based on this fundamental value, it is imperative
to respect others. The “New Kant” holds that dig-
nity is a value property of persons and that the ne-
cessity to respect them is a characterisation of the
moral law. It implies that having dignity and be-
ing respect-worthy are not synonymous. We must
respect persons by virtue of their status as human
beings who are ends in themselves and above all
price. Our respect for them depends on nothing else.
Therefore, dignity is considered as an innate or in-
herent value property that is precious to only hu-
man beings. It is precarious and requires protection;
for human beings often find themselves in vulnera-
ble positions.

I believe that any claim demanding respect for
the dignity of persons within Kantian scholarship
must ultimately search for its proof in the categor-
ical imperative. We find the question about how we
should treat others in Kant’s formulation of the cat-
egorical imperative, which provides prescriptive,
descriptive and normative grounds for any require-
ment for respect. The “New Kant” holds that:

The basis of respect for persons is derived from
the categorical imperative.

The categorical imperative commands that we
always treat rational agents with respect because
they are ends in themselves and have absolute
value.

Hence, it is imperative to give persons respect
because they are the final ends of creation and have
absolute value.



3. CiteroBaTesIbHO, HEOOXOIVMO YBaXkKaTbh JIIOIIEV,
IIOTOMY YTO OHW JBJIAIOTCA KOHEUHBIMWM IEJISIMI TBO-
PeHVIs ¥ IMEeIOT aOCOIOTHYIO II€HHOCTb.

B sTom craThe s paccMaTpuBaiO 3HaUUTEIILHYIO
4JacTb HeJaBHMX McCiIenoBaHmi 11o atmke KanTta, 6po-
CarOIIMX BBI30B CTAPOMY IIPOYTEHNIO, B KOTOPOM KaH-
TOBCKas 3TUKa OTOXIEeCTBJISIaCh MCKIIOUMTEJIBHO C
IPVHLIVIIOM YHUBEPCAIU3MPYEMOCTH, I BMECTO 3TOr'0
doKycHpyIoIMXCs Ha JJOCTOMHCTBE pasyMHOV IIPUPO-
IIbI VI YeJIOBEYHOCTH Kak IIeJIn caMoml 110 cebe. DTmKa
«Hosoro KaHTa» cTaHOBUTCH JIOMMHVPYIOIIVIM B3IJIs-
oM, HadaB popMIpoBaTh MOHMMaHMe 3TukM KanTa
B COBPEMeHHOVI MOPAJIbHOM ¥ HOJIUTIYecKo puto-
codpvm. Sl aHAIM3MPYIO, KaKMM 00pa3oM 3TO HOBOe
uTeHne opMUpyeT Hallle MOHMMaHWe aBTOHOMUY,
4eJI0BeYHOCT 1 IIpaB vejloBeKa. B riociiennet yacTu s
o6cy>1<;1a10 TO, YTO CUMUTaIO OCHOBHBIMW BbI3OBaMW VJIN
mpolsieMaMy 3TOTO HOBOTO IpoureHms. OOIas 1esb
COCTOUT B IIPOCBEIIEHWUV 4YNUTaTeIsd OTHOCUTEILHO
TOTO CIIBUIa, KOTOPBIVI ITPOM30IIIE]I B MHTEpIIpeTaIi
KaHTOBCKOV 3TUKIA.

ABTOHOMMA

Vines o Tom, uTo (pyHAaMeHTasIbHasI IIeHHOCTD pas-
YMHOV IPUPOIBI UTpajla BaKHYIO poiib B 3TnKe Kan-
Ta, BEIpa’keHa TaKVMW BeAyIIVMV KaHTOBedaMM, KaK
bapb6apa I'epman, Ammten Byn, Kpuerna Kopcraapm n
Tomac Xwuwr. T. Xwn1, HarmpuMep, HpeIoIoXnII, YTo
OT KaTeropn4ecKoro uMmIiepaTuBba, BO3SMOXHO, IpUIeT-
Cs1 OTKA3aThCsl, YTOOBI CIIACTM €ro OT IPOTMBOPEUNIL,
CBSI3aHHBIX C MAKCVIMaMU 1 YHUBEPCAIU3IPYEMOCTBIO.
BMecTo 3TOT0 OH HPemIoXIII CIUTaTh, UTO ITIaBHYIO
MbICIIb 3TUKM KaHTa cocTaBiIgroT aBTOHOMMS U JJOCTO-
mHCTBO. [TpounTaB BeTymmTeNIbHBIE ab3allbl TPETHETO
pasneia «OCHOBOIIOIOXKEeH...», XMJUI BbICKa3al MHe-
HI1e, uTo KaHT, mo/pkHO OBITH, XOTeJ CKas3aTh, YTO aBTO-
HOMMUS — 3TO 1) crtocoOHOCTB IeVICTBOBATh Pa3yMHO,
2) HopMaTVBHOe TpeboBaHIe B OTHOIIIEHWV HaIIlel 3a-
T1aum, TTO3VIIVV U 00513aTeIIbCTB KaK CyIIeCcTB, KOTOPbIe
CUUTAIOT ceds pasyMHBIMU U JEVICTBYIOUIMMM pa3yM-
HO, ” 3) CIOCOOHOCTh CAMOOIIPENENISITh O0BEKTUBHOE
OCHOBaHIe C IIOMOIIBIO IMpakTideckoro pasyma (Hill,
1992, p. 84).

XWu1 yTBep>K/IaeT, 4To Kaxioe CBOOOIHOe pasyM-
HOe CyIIIecTBO objlafjaeT JOCTOMHCTBOM B TOVI Mepe,
B KaKOV OHO PYKOBOJCTBYETCSI MaKCHMaMW, KOTOpbIe
OHO yCTaHaB/IVBaeT I ceDs I Ha OCHOBaHMM KOTOPBIX
CTaBUT Iiepert cobovt oObekTMBHBIE e, [1ocKoIbKy
TIOCTOMHCTBO IIPUCYIIe eMY B CUITy BPOXKIEHHOM I1eH-
HOCTW, 3Ta IIeHHOCTh, KaK yTBepXkraaeT XWul, dBJIdeT-
CsI OTHOBPEMEHHO OTHOCUTETIHOM ¥ OOBEeKTMBHOIVL.
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In this paper, I review a significant part of recent
literature on Kant's ethics, which challenges the old-
er reading in which Kantian ethics was identified ex-
clusively with the principle of universalisability and
emphasises instead the dignity of rational nature
and humanity as end in itself. The new Kantian eth-
ics is becoming the dominant view and has started
to shape how Kant’s ethics is understood in contem-
porary moral and political theory. I analyse how this
new reading shapes our understanding of autono-
my, humanity, and human rights. In the later part, I
discuss what I consider major challenges or issues to
the new reading. The overall aim is to enlighten the
reader so as to keep abreast with the shift in the in-
terpretation of Kant’s ethics.

Autonomy

The idea that the fundamental value of ration-
al nature played an important role in Kant’s moral
philosophy is expressed by the foremost Kantian
scholars, such as Herman, Wood, Korsgaard, and
Hill. Thomas Hill, for example, has suggested that
the categorical imperative may need to be aban-
doned in order to rescue it from the controversies
surrounding maxims and universalisability. He pro-
posed instead that autonomy and dignity should be
the central claim of Kant’s ethical theory. Hill, after
reading the opening paragraphs of the “Ground-
work II1”, suggests that Kant must be saying that
autonomy is: (1) a capacity to act for a reason, (2) a
normative claim about our task, attitude and com-
mitments as beings who regard themselves as ra-
tional and acting for reasons, and (3) a capacity to
self-determine the objective ground through practi-
cal reason (Hill, 1992, p. 84).

Hill argues that every rational being that is free
has dignity insofar as he is guided by maxims that
he sets for himself, and it is on this account that he
confers on himself objective ends. Since dignity is
possessed by virtue of an inherent value, this value,
Hill argues, is both relative and objective. It is rel-
ative to the choice of a rational being and objective
because the choice is rational. As a free rational be-
ing, he must regard himself as the source of value
in the world and possessing an unconditional and
intrinsic value; that is, dignity. Because he possess-
es an intrinsic value, it is imperative to give him



C.A. ®acopo

Ona oTHOCTHUTeIPHA K BBIOOPY pa3syMHOIO CyIIecTBa
¥ 0OBeKTVBHA, IIOTOMY YTO 3TOT BBIOOp pallfOHaJIeH.
Kax cBobomHOe pasyMHOe CyIIecTBO, OHO HOJDKHO CUM-
TaTh Ce0s MCTOYHVKOM IeHHOCTV B Mype 1 oOamaTh
0e3yCJI0BHOV 1 BHYTpPeHHeV IIeHHOCTBIO, TO eCTh JI0-
cTomHCTBOM. ITocKOIBKY OHO O0JIajiaeT BHyTpeHHe
LIEHHOCTBIO, IOJIyUeHe yBaXkeHsl, KOTOporo Tpedyer
€ro JOCTOMHCTBO, OyAeT MMIIepaTMBOM. 3aTeM XWIUT
HIpeAIIosiaraeT, YTo IieJIii, KOTOpBle BEIOpait Ipyrue,
HPeJICTaBIISAIOT CO0OVI palMoHaIbHOe TpeOoBaHIMe K
Halller1 COOCTBEHHOVI CKJIOHHOCTM ITyTeM M3Ha4aIbHO-
O TIOBeJIeHVIsI yBaKaTh VX B COOTBETCTBUM C TeM, Yero
TpebyeT X JOCTOMHCTBO, Jake eCiIV B HalllVIX IIPaKTH-
YeCcKIX pacCyKIeHMsX MX IIeJIV He HaXOAAT 0co0oro
MecTa B HaIllX MBICJISIX O CBOVIX COOCTBEHHBIX II€JIAX.

Eme opmHO yTBepxaeHue, caerlaHHoe XIJUIOM,
3aK/TIOYaeTcss B TOM, YTO YesIoBedecKoe HOCTOWH-
CTBO MOJlpasyMeBaeTcsl B MOHSATUM IIapCTBa IieJIel.
On yTBepXIaeT, 4To Mjes LapcTBa liejleVl Ipesijlara-
eT «3aKOHOJIaTeJIbHYI0 MOJejIb», KOTOpas CBS3bIBaeT
Ve YHUBEPCaJIbHOCTU C Mjeell JOCTOMHCTBA. XWT
yTBep KJIaeT, YTO KaxK/bIVI 13 IOJJaHHbIX 1lapcTBa 1ie-
JIent «o0JIaziaeT JOCTOMHCTBOM Ha OCHOBAHMM palvio-
HaJIbHOVI MPe3yMIIINM COXpaHeHWs MX OT Bpeda, MX
PpasBUTKS U yBaXkKeHMs K HUM IIOCPeJICTBOM caMoyBa-
JKeHMs U yBakeHUd K apyrmum» (Hill, 2002, p. 157); u
VIMEHHO I10 3TOVI IIpUYMHe Wied JJOCTOMHCTBA, KOTO-
pas «He JOITyCKaeT 3KBMBaJIeHTOB, COCTaBJIsIeT BaKHOe
orpaHMueHMe s 3aKOHaJaTeJIbHbIX PacCyKIeHul, a
VIMEHHO — YTO 3aKOHOJaTeIM He JJOJDKHBI JIyMaTb O
LIEHHOCTM JIXO[IeV KaK O LIEHHOCTU BellleVi, SABJISAIOIIIX-
csl IpeaMeTaMyl pallvoHaIbHOro obmena» (Hill, 2002,
p- 157). 3mech aBTOHOMMS paccMaTpMBaeTCs Kak CITO-
COOHOCTH CBODOIIHOTO Pa3syMHOTO CYIIleCTBa CUMUTaTh
VIMEFOIIVIM CVJTYy HEKWVI ITPVIHIIVII JeVICTBVISA, KOTOPBIV
MOJKeT OBITh IPUHAT APYTVIMH, B OTJIHIME OT MOpalb-
HBIX OTPaHITIeHN, TPeOyIomX, YTOOBI OHO HIeVICTBO-
BaJIO TOJIBKO COIJIACHO MaKCHMaM, KOTOpble OHO B TO
JKe BpeMs JKeJlajlo OBl BUJIETh B KadecTBe BCeoDInero
3axoHa (Hill, 1992, p. 121).

Xwot, kak u 'epman n I'aviep, ckenrrmdeckn OTHO-
CUTCSA K JIETUTVMHOCTV MOPaJIbHOTO OrpaHWYeHMd:
KaKoBa ero 1iejIb, ecJIi OHO He ITpeJiCcTaBIseT 1IeHHO-
CTW Il pa3yMHOTIO CyIIlecTBa, KOTOPOMY ¥ JO/DKHO
a1yxuTth? b. 'epMaH mopHsia BOIIpoC O palioHaIb-
HOM 000CHOBaHMV MOPaJILHOTO OTpaHVYeHVIs V1 IIpef-
IIOJIOKWIIA, YUTO HEOOXOAMMO «OCTaBUTBH JEOHTOJIO-
TMIO M03ajiu», TTOCKOJIBKY IpUMMAaT IIpaBa WM JI0JIra,
HNPUCYIINUI JleOHTOIorMYeckoMy ItpoureHmio Kanra,
HOIUVHSET JII000TI PasroBOp O ILIEHHOCTSIX 3aKOHOCO-
oOpasHomy Bonenmio. Kak u l'avtep, oHa yTBepXmaer,
4TO OIlpaBiaHMe MOpPaJIbHOIO OrpaHU4YeHMs PaBHO-
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the respect his dignity demands. Hill then suggests
that the ends which others have chosen are a ration-
al demand on our own disposition through a prior
command that we respect them with the due respect
their dignity demands. Although, in our practical
reasoning, their ends do not find a special place in
the way that we think about our own ends.

Another claim made by Hill is that human digni-
ty is implicit in the kingdom of ends. He argues that
the idea of a kingdom of ends suggests a “legislative
model” that mediates the idea of universality with
the idea of dignity. Hill argues that each member of
the kingdom of ends “has dignity on a rational pre-
sumption of preserving them from harm, develop-
ing them, and honouring them through self-respect
and respect for others” (Hill, 2002, p. 157); and it is
on this account that the idea of dignity which “ad-
mits to no equivalents, amounts to an important
constraint upon deliberation from the legislative
perspective, namely that legislators must not think
of the value of people like that of things as subject to
rational trade-off” (ibid.). Here, autonomy is consid-
ered to be the capacity that a free rational being has
to regard as valid some principle of action that can
be adopted by others, as against moral constraints
that require him to act only on maxims that he, at
the same time, wills as universal law (ibid., p. 121).

Hill, like Herman and Guyer, raises sceptical
notes about the legitimacy of moral constraint: what
is its purpose if it is of no value to the rational be-
ing whom the constraint ought to serve? Herman
has raised questions about the rationale for mor-
al constraint and suggested that there is a need to
“leave deontology behind” because deontological
reading’s primacy of the principle of right or duty
makes all considerations of value in Kant’s ethical
theory mere subordination to lawful willing. Her-
man, like Guyer, argues that the justification for
moral constraint amounts to mere scepticism if it is
devoid of a theory of value. As she puts it, “with-
out a theory of value the rationale for the moral con-
straint is a mystery” (Herman, 1993, p. 210). As 1
understand her, she is simply saying that in order
to rescue Kantian ethics from this mystery, lawful
action itself must be conceived as having value. For
her, moral agents should know how, and in what
sense, lawful willing is of any good in their every-
day living; without this knowledge they would be



3HAYHO CKENTUIIU3MY, eCJIV OHO JIUIIIEHO TeOPUN I1eH-
HocTn. [1o ee citoBam, «Be3 Teopmmt 11leHHOCTM 0OOCHO-
BaHIe MOPaJIBHOTO OrPaHMIeHNS OCTAeTCs 3aTaIKOvD»
(Herman, 1993, p. 210). Hackosbko s moHMMaro, oHa
IIPOCTO TOBOPWUT, UTO Il CHaceHMs KaHTUaHCKON
STUKM OT 3TOW 3araflOYHOCTM CaMO 3aKOHOCOOOpas-
HO€ [eVICTBIE TOJDKHO MBICJIMTHCS KaK MMeroIree I1eH-
HOCTE. 1o ee MHeHIIO, MOpaJIbHBIE ATeHTHI TOJDKHEI
3HATh, KaK M B KaKOM CMBICJIe 3aKOHOCOOOpas3Hoe BO-
JIEHVIE TI0JIe3HO B VX IIOBCEIHEeBHOVI XXM3H; 0e3 TaKoro
3HaHWMSI OHM CKeNTNYeCKM OTHeC/IMCh Obl K 000CHOBA-
auo Mopaym. Onnako xepom b. nuerag, n Kapit
AMepuKC BBICTYIIWIM peImnTeslbHO HpoTtms Ilosa
I'avtepa 11 bapGapst ['epmaH, 3agB1B, YTO MBI OTXOAVIM
ot camoro KaHTa, ocTaBiss 1103au JEOHTOJIOTIO U
cJrefryst 00OOINEeHHOMY M MCTOpPUYECKM IpeoOpaso-
BaHHOMY KaHTMAHCTBY (cM. Schneewind, 1996, p. 288;
Ameriks, 2000, p. 6).

st Xvyia MOpaJIbHBIN 3aKOH — 3TO IIPOCTO IIPUH-
LIWIT aBTOHOMUW; Y JIIOfIeVI CYIIeCTBYeT IIpepacIiosio-
JKEHHOCTB K PaIIMOHAJIBHOM CIIOCOOHOCTM YBaskaTh MO-
PAIbHBIV 3aKOH VI IEVICTBOBATH B COOTBETCTBMM C HVIM.
CBs3b MeXITy 9eJIOBEKOM VI aBTOHOMVIEV! 3aKJTIOYaeTCs
B €r0 CITOCOOHOCTM [TaBaTh cebe MOPasIbHBIV 3aKOH I10-
CPelCcTBOM pasyMa, KOTOPBIN SBJII€TCSl OCHOBOW I0-
cTomHCTBa. AjuleH By HaxoguTes Bo I1aBe CTOPOHHM-
KOB 3TOTO apryMeHTa, HO 3Ta TOYKa 3PeHMs IIVIPOKO
TIOIEP>XKMBAETCS M TaKVIMV COBPEMEeHHBIMI KaHTOBe-
namm, Kak ['epman, Xwwi, Kinemwme, 1léuexep, HImuar
Y MHOTMIMU OPYTUMM, YTBep>XHAIOIINMY, UTO pasyM
VI aBTOHOMMSL SIBJISIIOTCSI HOPMATUBHBIMI ITOHSTUSIM
(cm. Herman, 1993, p. 73, 101; Wood, 19996, p. 51; Hill,
2002, p. 36, 49; Schonecker, 2015, S. 72—73; Schmidt,
Schonecker, 2017, p. 149; Schonecker, Schmidt, 2018,
p. 95). Xanuep KitemmMme, HanpumMep, yTBepXKIaeT, UTO
VAEHTUYIHOCTE CTPYKTYP KaHTOBCKVX ITOHSITHU «I1eJTb
caMa I10 cebe» 1 «abcoyIroTHAs [IeHHOCTL» IejIaeT 10-
CTOMHCTBO HOpMaTuBHBIM IToHATHEeM (Klemme, 2015,
S. 93). Byn, Taxke 3aMmeuaeT, 4TO «yHIaMeHTaIbHOe
HOpMaTUBHOe JIercTBMe 1j1g KaHTa ecTh mocTaHOBKa
11eJ111, a IIOTOMY OHO eCTb IIpeporaTvBa UCKII0UNTe Tb-
HO Pa3syMHOV IIPUPOIBI 1, COOTBETCTBEHHO, CBOOOZ-
Hoe pevictBue» (Wood, 19996, p. 51). On yTBepxmaer
3TO McXofsd U3 Toro, uro y KaHTa «umges aBToHOMUM
OTOXIIECTBJISIET aBTOPUTET 3aKOHa C II€HHOCTBIO, CO-
CTaBJISIOIENI COMlepKaHe 3aKOHa, B TOM CMBICIIE, UTO
OH OCHOBBIBaeT 3aKOH Ha HallleM yBa’kKeHUW IOCTO-
VHCTBa pa3yMHOV IIPUPOBI B HAC caMMX, UTO JieJlaeT
KaKJI0e pasyMHOe CYIIIeCTBO LIeJIbI0 caMom 110 cebe»
(Wood, 1999a, p. 1). CiremoBaTerbHO, MOPaJIbHBIN 3a-
KOH — 3TO JIVIIE HPVHLWUII aBTOHOMMUV, ITOCKOJIBKY
dyHmamMeHTaIbHAs [IEHHOCTb CBOOOIBI ITPEMIIIeCTBY-
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sceptical about the rationale for morality. Howev-
er, Jerome B. Schneewind and Karl Ameriks have
trenchantly opposed Paul Guyer and Barbara Her-
man by stating that we are departing from Kant
himself by leaving deontology behind and following
a general and historically repositioned Kantianism
(cf. Schneewind, 1996, p. 288; Ameriks, 2000, p. 6).

For Hill, the moral law is merely a principle of
autonomy; there is a predisposition among men to-
wards the rational capacity to respect the moral law
and to act according to it. The connection between a
man and autonomy lies in his ability to give himself
the moral law through reason, which is the grounds
of dignity. Allen Wood is at the forefront of this ar-
gument, but this view is also widely held by con-
temporary Kantian scholars, such as Herman, Hill,
Klemme, Schonecker, Schmidt and a host of others
who argue that reason and autonomy are normative
concepts (c¢f. Herman, 1993, p. 73, 101; Wood, 1999b,
p- 51; Hill, 2002, p. 36, 49; Schonecker, 2015, pp. 72-
73; Schmidt and Schonecker, 2017, p. 149; Schoneck-
er and Schmidt, 2018, p. 95). Heiner Klemme, for
example, has argued that the identical structure of
Kant’s conception of an “end in itself” and “absolute
value” makes dignity a normative concept (Klemme,
2015, p. 93). Wood has also observed that “the fun-
damental normative act for Kant is setting an end,
which is, therefore, the prerogative solely of ration-
al nature, and it is an act of freedom” (Wood, 1999b,
p- 51). Wood contends that this is because Kant be-
lieves that: “The idea of autonomy identifies the au-
thority of the law with the value constituting the
content of the law, in that it bases the law on our
esteem for the dignity of rational nature in our-
selves, which makes every rational being an end in
itself” (Wood, 1999a, p. 1). Therefore, the moral law
is merely a principle of autonomy because the fun-
damental value of freedom precedes the moral law.
As I understand Kant, the moral law is not merely a
means to preserve our autonomy.

For Kant, the imperfect nature of our rationality
is responsible for the absolute necessity of the moral
law. He believes that, as rational beings, we be-
long to the intelligible world where we can cognise
our causality of the will as autonomy (in the posi-
tive sense), with its consequence, morality; against
a freedom of the will that is merely presupposed as
independence from heteronomy by means of which



C.A. ®acopo

eT MOopaJIbHOMY 3akoHy. OImHaKo, Kak s IIOHMUMaAIo, y
KanTa MOpasibHBIVI 3aKOH — 3TO He IPOCTO CPerCTBO
COXpaHeHVIS Halllell aBTOHOMMUIA.

Cornacno KanTy, HecosepllleHHad ITpupoza Ha-
IIIeV pa3yMHOCTH OTBETCTBEHHA 3a aOCOIIFOTHYIO HEOO-
XOAVIMOCTh MOPaJIbHOTO 3akoHa. OH cuMTaeT, 4TO MBI,
KaK pa3yMHBIe CyIIIecTBa, IPMHAIeXNM K MHTeIUIN-
rMOeIbHOMY MUPY, I7le MBI MOXKEM ITO3HATh IIPUYMH-
HOCTH HaIlleVl BOJIM KaK aBTOHOMMIO (B ITO3UTVBHOM
CMBICIIe) C ee CJIefICTBMeM — MOpayiblo, B IIPOTVUBO-
IIOJIOKHOCTH CBOOOE BOJIM, JIMIIIh ITpeAIiojIaraeMort
KaK He3aBVMCHMOCTb OT reTepoHoMum. llocpemcrBoM
reTepOHOMUV JTFOIM BOCIIPVHMMAIOT ce0sl TTOTIVHeH-
HBIMII 00s13aTeJIbCTBaM, KOTOPble He IIPOVCTEKAIOT 13
Hux cammux (AA 04, S. 453; KawnT, 1997, c. 241 —245).
ITockonpKy uernoBedecKkast BOJII PyKOBOACTBYeTCs He-
COBEpPIIIeHHBIM Pa3yMoM, HaM HY)XeH MOpPaJIbHBIN 3a-
KOH, YTOOBI HaIIPaBJIATh HAIITy BOJIIO IIOCPEICTBOM MO-
pastbHOM HeoOXOIMMOCTM HaIlmX aecTBuii. I1o ston
OpUYMHe BCe pa3yMHBIe CYIIecTBa TOJDKHBI OCYIIIecT-
BJISTH «IIpaKTH4ecKoe yrorpebienne pasyma 8 6udax
cBobodvi» (AA 04, S. 463; Kant, 1997, c. 273), n at0 —
pyHIaMeHTaIbHBIVT TIPVHIINII, COITIACHO KOTOPOMY
KaXk{loe pa3syMHOe CYIIeCTBO VCIOJIb3yeT CBOV pasyM
¥ cBOOO/TY UTOOBI OCO3HABAaTh a0COJIIOTHYIO He0OXOIM-
MOCTb 3aKOHa.

YenoBeuecTBO / YeJIOBEYHOCTDH

B «Ocnosornonoxenun...» KanT yrBepxxiaer, 4ro
«9eJIoBeK 71 BOODIIIe KaKgoe pa3yMHOe CYIIECTBO Cl-
wecmbyem Kak IieIb caMa 10 ceOe», IIOTOMY YTO OHW
«He TOJIBKO CyOBeKTMBHBIE IIEJIN... OHW SBJISIOTCS
obsexmubnoimu yeaamu» (AA 04, S. 428; Kant, 1997,
c. 165—167). Ecrmn mojpKeH CyIecTBOBaTh KaTeropwu-
YeCKUI VIMIIePATVB, TO IIOTOMY, UTO «pPaA3yYMHAS NPUpo-
0a cywecmbyem xak yeab cama no cebe» (AA 04, S. 429;
Kant, 1997, c. 169). D10 mI01pasymeBaet, uTo Or1aropa-
P 0br1a/TaHMIO CITOCOOHOCTBIO K ITPAaKTUYeCKO pariy-
OHAJIBHOCTY pa3yMHOe CYIIeCTBO aOCOJIIOTHO IIeHHO
B CpaBHEHWN C TOJIBKO IIPVIPOTHBIMY BeIllaMy I B TO
Ke BpeMsI SIBJISIeTCSI 11eTTbI0 caMoVt 1o cebe. TakoBa KaH-
TOBCKasi (POPMYJIMpPOBKa KaTeropmyeckoro mMiiepa-
TMBa Yepe3 desroBeuectso: «Ilocmynail mak, umobs. mol
HUK020a He OMHOCUACA K HesoBevecmby, kak 6 mboem Auye,
max u 6 auye Besakoeo 0pyeo2o, MoALKO Kax k cpedcmby, Ho
Bceeoa 6 mo sxe Bpema u kax k yeau» (AA 04, p. 429; Kanrr,
1997, c. 169). Dta dpopMyMpoBKa paclieHVBaeTcsl He-
KOTOPBIMM KaHTOBeHamu, ocobenHo Bynom, Kopcra-
apa, XwoioMm u ['epmaH, kKak Hamboslee BIIVSTeIbHAS
dpopMyIMpOBKa KaTEroOpmIecKoro MMItepaTyBa.
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human beings see themselves as beings under an
obligation that does not result from themselves
(GMS, AA 04, p. 453; Kant, 1998, p. 57). Because the
human will is guided by imperfect reason, we need
a moral law to determine our will through the moral
necessitation of our actions. For this reason, all ra-
tional beings must make “the practical use of reason
with regard to freedom” (GMS, AA 04, p. 463; Kant,
1998, p. 66), and it is a fundamental principle that
every rational being uses his reason and freedom to
be conscious of the absolute necessity of the law.

Humanity

In the Groundwork, Kant asserts that “the human
being and in general every rational being exists as an
end in itself” because they are “not merely subjec-
tive ends, [...] but rather objective ends” (GMS, AA 04,
p- 428; Kant, 1998, p. 37). If a categorical imperative
must exist, it is because “rational nature exists as an
end in itself” (GMS, AA 04, p. 429; Kant, 1998, p. 37).
This suggests that by virtue of having the capaci-
ty for practical rationality, a rational being is abso-
lutely valuable over mere things in nature and is, at
the same time, an end in itself. Here lies Kant’s for-
mulation of humanity: “So act that you use humani-
ty, whether in your own person or in the person of any
other, always at the same time as an end, never merely
as a means” (GMS, AA 04, p. 429; Kant, 1998, p. 38).
This formulation has been regarded as being the
most influential formulation of the categorical im-
perative by some Kantian scholars, notably Wood,
Korsgaard, Hill, and Herman.

Wood, for example, has claimed that Kant’s eth-
ical theory is based on “autonomy; grounded on
the dignity of humanity as an end in itself” (Wood,
1999b, p. 5). He argues that Kant places a special
value on humanity in a way that gives it precedence
over the “exaggerated emphasis usually placed on
the universalisability principle in moral reasoning”
(ibid.; cf. p. 83, 98). According to Wood, “if a “deonto-
logical’ ethical theory is one that precludes ground-
ing a moral principle on substantive values or ends,
then the aim of Kant’s argument in the Groundwork
is to show that no deontological theory is possible”
(ibid., p. 114).



Byn, nanipumep, BbIIBUHYI Te3uc, uTo 3TnKa Kan-
Ta OasmpyeTcsi Ha «aBTOHOMMY, OCHOBaHHOV Ha JJOCTO-
VIHCTBe UeJIoBeuecTBa Kak I1eJIv caMov1 ITo cebe» (Wood,
19996, p. 5). On yrBepxmaet, uro KaHT ycranasmmBaer
0co0yI0 IIeHHOCTD UeJIOBEeYeCTBY TaKMM 00pa3oM, UTO
9TO [1aeT eMy IIPMOPUTET Hall «Ipe3MEePHBIM BHUMaHN-
€M, KOTOpoe 0OBIUHO yaesIsteTcsl IPVHIINITY YHMBepCca-
JIM3MPYEMOCTHU B PacCy>XAeHMsIX 0 Mopaim» (ibid.; cp.
p. 83, 98). Coracuo Byny, «ecim “mgeoHTornoraeckas”
3TMYecKas Teopus He JIOITycKaeT OOOCHOBaHWMS MO-
PaJIBHOTO IIPMHIINIIA Ha CyOCTaHTMBHBIX IIEHHOCTSIX
VIV T1eJIsIX, TO 1iesib aprymeHnTos KanTa B “OcHoBoro-
JI0KeHMM...” — TI0Ka3aTk, YTO HMUKaKas [JeOHTOJIOTIde-
cKasl Teopus HeBo3MOXkHa» (ibid., p. 114).

Byn cuuraer, uro nonsTie yentopevectsa y Kanra
LIeJIMKOM CB$I3aHO C OOBEKTMBHOM I1eJIbI0, VITU I1eJIBI0
camort rio cebe. CorytacHo Byny, KanT 3ariern B Tynmk B
IIOVICKe KOHEeUHOVI 11eJIV WIV LIeHHOCTW, KOTOphIe oXa-
pakTepusosal B «VlccemoBaHMy OTYETIIMBOCTY IIPYUH-
LIVTIOB €CTeCTBEHHOV TeOJIOI MM 1 MOpaIn» KaK «HeJlo-
KasyeMble coflepKaTeTbHbIe ITPUHITUIIBI ITPaKTIIecKo-
ro mo3HaHMS» (AA 02, S. 299; Kanr, 1994, c. 189). Ilo-
CKOJIBKY OH He MOT [I0Ka3aTb JOOPOTY MCKOMOTI IIeJIV,
OH yTBepXXJaJl, 9TO UeJI0Be4eCcTBO — 3TO TO, B UeM MbI
yXe y3HaeM Iiejib caMy IIo ceDe, caMOIOCTaTOUHYIO
11es1b 1 abCoOTHYIO 1IeHHOCTH (cM.: AA 04, S. 437; cp.
AA 04, S. 428, 434; Kant, 1997, c. 165—167, 183 —187;
Wood, 19996, p. 114—115). ComracHO IIPOYTEHWIO
Byma, dertoBex m KaxKgoe pasyMHOe CyIIIeCTBO JOJDKHBI
paccMaTpuBaThCs KaK OOBEKT yBaKeHVs], IIOTOMY YTO
TakK IIOBeJleBaeT KaTeropuyecKuil uMieparus. Yesio-
BedecKoe IT0BeJleHe B 00IIleM paccCMaTpUBaeTCs B €ro
OTHOIIIEHUY K TOMY, KaKoe pacIIoJIoKeHue K APyTvM
oM OHO BhIpakaeT. CrlefioBaTe/IbHO, «HPaBCTBEH-
HO XOpolllee TIOBe/IeHVe BEIpakaeT yBakeHWe K UesIo-
BeYeCTBY KakK K CyIIecTBYIOIIeV LeIn (caMogoCcTaTod-
HOWI 1IeJIN)», a IUIOXOe IIOBeJleHIe, COOTBETCTBEHHO,
BBIpa@KaeT HeyBaXeHVe WIM IIpe3peHye K deJioBede-
crBy (Wood, 19996, p. 117).

Touno Ttak xe Kopcraapm Tonkyer Kanra kax
YTBEPKIAOIIIEro, YTO pa3yMHas IpUpora — 3TO CIIO-
COOHOCTL «IIpWJiaBaTh II€HHOCTb OOBEKTaM Hallero
pasyMHOro BbIOOpa», IIOCKOJIBKY pasyMHBIE CYIIle-
CTBa [IOJDKHBI paccMaTpuBaTh ceOs Kak Liedn W, Je-
Jlasl 9TO, OHV IIpeAIIosIaraloT CBOVI pa3yMHBIN BBIOOP
(Korsgaard, 1996, p. ix). ITloaToMy criocoGHOCTB f1€71aTh
COOCTBEHHBIVI BBIOOpP [IOJDKHA paccMaTpMBaThCA Kak
LIEHHOCTb, KOTOPOVI CTOUT JOPOXUTH M KOTOPYIO CTO-
UT coOXpaHATh U IponsuraTe. I1o croam Kopcraapr,
oOpariieHe ¢ JTIOABMU C YBaKeHVeM K MX JJOCTOVMHCTBY
«He eCTh BOIIPOC OTKPBITVSI MeTapm3MdecKoro daxTa
0 HVX», HE3aBVICMMO OT TOTO, pa3yMHBI OHV VJIV CBO-
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Wood holds that Kant’s conception of humani-
ty is all about an objective end or an end in itself.
According to Wood, Kant has come to a dead end
in finding an ultimate end or value, which Kant de-
scribed in the Prize Essay as “indemonstrable” (GSE,
AA 02, p. 299; Kant, 2011, p. 246). Since he could not
demonstrate the goodness of the end he was find-
ing, Kant submitted that humanity is something
we already recognise to be an end or end in itself,
a self-sufficient end, and an absolute value (GMS,
AA 04, p. 437; Kant, 1998, pp. 44-45; cf. GMS, AA 04,
p- 428, 434; Kant, 1998, p. 36, 41, Wood, 1999b,
pp- 114-115). As Wood reads Kant, human beings
and every rational being should be regarded as an
object of respect because that is the command of the
categorical imperative. Human conduct is funda-
mentally considered in relation to what it express-
es about his disposition towards others. Therefore,
“morally good conduct expresses respect for hu-
manity as an existent end (a self-sufficient end)” and
bad conduct equally expresses disrespect or con-
tempt for humanity (Wood, 1999b, p. 117).

Likewise Korsgaard interprets Kant as saying
that rational nature is the capacity to “confer val-
ue on the objects of our rational choice” because ra-
tional beings must regard themselves as ends, and
in doing so, they are presupposing their rational
choice (Korsgaard, 1996, p. ix). The capacity to make
choices for oneself must therefore be seen as a val-
ue worth treasuring, preserving and promoting.
According to her, treating people with the respect
their dignity demands “is not a matter of discov-
ering metaphysical fact about them,” whether they
are rational or free, or have value or not, or acting
from duty or from sympathy. Rather, it presupposes
that they are not the objects of knowledge or mere
phenomena but “authors of their own thoughts and
choices (as noumena)” (Korsgaard, 1996, p. xi). Be-
cause human beings must regard themselves as
having their own good and ends, they regard their
humanity as a source of value. Therefore, as they at-
tribute to themselves, they must attribute the same
magnitude of value to the humanity of others.

The centrality of Korsgaard’s conception of hu-
manity rests on the fact that it is not a purpose to
be achieved. Rather, by adopting humanity as the
unconditional end, our action can lead to conduct
that is universalisable (Korsgaard, 1996, pp. 17-



C.A. ®acopo

OoyHBL, 001a/1A0T JIM IIEHHOCTBIO, JEVICTBYIOT VICXOJIS
W3 Hoira i 13 codyserssi. Hanporus, Takoe oTHO-
IIIeH1e TIpeirioIaraeT, YTO OHV He OOBEeKTHI ITO3HaHS
VTV TOJIBKO JIVIIITH (DeHOMEHBI, HO «aBTOPBI CBOVX COO-
CTBEHHBIX MBICIIEVI U BBIOOPOB (Kak HOyMeHsI)» (ibid.,
p. xi). ITockoJIBbKY JIFOAM JJOJDKHBI CYMTATh, YTO OHM
VIMEIOT CBOe COOCTBEHHOE 0J1aro v 1eJIn, OHM CUUTAIOT
CBOIO YeJIOBEYHOCTh WMCTOYHWMKOM IeHHOCTH. IlosTo-
My, IPUIIMCHIBasi ee cebe, OHVI JOJDKHBI IIPUIVICHIBATD
TaKyIO JKe IIEHHOCTh YeJIOBEYHOCTN JIPYTVIX JIIOIEA.

LlenTpasyibHOE ITOJIOKEeHVIE KOHIIETIIINI YeJIOBEUHO-
cru Kopcraapr 3aKmogaeTcsi B TOM, 9YTO OHa He pe3yJlb-
TaT, KOTOporo TpedyeTcs mocTiab. Haoboport, c mpumHs-
TIeM YeJIoBeYeCTBa KaK 0e3yCITOBHOVI IeJIV, HallIV Jevi-
CTBVSL MOTYT IIPVBECTV K YHMBEPCAIVM3MPYEMOMY II0-
BerteHmo (ibid., p. 17 —18), HOCKOJIBKY «3TOT HPVHIINIL
JeJIopevecTBa M KakIOV pa3yMHOV IIPVIPOIEI BOOOIIe
KaK yeau camorl 1o cebe... SIBJIAETCS BEPXOBHBIM OrpaHVI-
YUTEJIBHBIM YCIIOBYIEM CBOOOIBI JIEVICTBUI KaXKIIOTO Je-
sioBeka» (AA 04, S. 430—431; KanT, 1997, c. 173—-175).
Tem ne menee Kopcraapp rosopur, uto «oOnamaHme
YeJIOBEUHOCTBIO — 3TO He CTUMYJI [JIs IPVHATHS MO-
PaJIBHOTO 3aKOHa; CKOpee MOPaJIbHBIN 3aKOH TpedyeT,
9TOOBI K YeJI0BEUeCTBY OTHOCWIIVICH KakK K IIeJIV CaMOVA
110 cebe, a He TOJIPKO KakK K cpericTBy. Takum obpasom,
cBODOOIHOE TIeVICTBOBaHMe 13 [IojIra (K OPYyruM) W BEI-
Bop uertoBeuecTBa Kak CBOer: Oe3yCcJIOBHOV eI — 3TO
oxgHo 1 TO Xe» (Korsgaard, 1996, p. 109; cp. Kitcher,
2017, p. 237 —238). Takoe nipourenue Kanra rompasy-
MeBaeT, YTO UeJIOBEKY He HY)KHO JIeVICTBOBATb 13 [I0JIra,
9TOOBI OTHOCUTBCS K OPYIMM Kak K HesrsiM. [devicTBu-
TertbHO, Kopcraapy, mpasa B TOM, UTO pa3yMHBIVI areHT
MOJXKeT COBepIaTh AEeVICTBIS, He MICXOMA PV 3TOM 113
IloJIra: Harpumep, KTO-TO MOXKET OTHOCUTBCI K JIpy-
roMy Kak K IIeJIV, yBaKasl ero Ipasa, [IOTOMY YTO TOIO
TpeOyeT 3aKOH, a He IIOTOMY, UTO OH IeVICTBYeT MCXO-
g w3 goira. Ho 3To, kKaxeTcs, ITOTHVMAET BaXKHBIV
BOIIPOC O KaHTOBCKOV Mjlee «CaMOOTPaHWYEHMs», TO
€CTB 1Jiee O TOM, YTO MBI JIOJDKHBI YBaXKaTh HaIITy BHY-
TPEHHIOI CKJIOHHOCTD JIEVICTBOBATh VICXOZS M3 JI0JIra,
[IpeXxiie YeM Hallla MaKCMa CMOYKeT CTaTh IIPUHIIVIIOM
BO3MOXKHOTO BCeoOIIero 3akoHa. B 3ToM 3axirodaeTcs
yuenne KaHTa o [IeVICTBIISIX, KOTOPBIE COBEPIIAIOTCS B
COOTBETCTBMV C 3aKOHOM, HO He 13 YBaKEHVS K MOPaIb-
HOMY 3aKOHY WJIV JOJITY, VIV O JIEVICTBUSIX, KOTOPBIE
cooTBeTcTBYIOT monry. CoryacHO MoeMy ITOHVIMAaHUIO
KanTa, ecyiit KTO-TO coBepIIaeT AeVICTBIIE, IIOTOMY UTO
3TOTO TpeOyeT 3aKOH, a He IIOTOMY, UTO OH JIEVICTBYEeT
vcxoms 13 gosira (0e3 yBakeHns K BHY TPEHHEV CKITOH-
HOCTU [IeVICTBOBATb VICXOI 13 nonra), €ro JIeVICTBIE SB-
JISI€TCS IIPaBWIBHBIM, HO HE MOPaJIbHBIM.

18), as “[t]his principle of humanity, and in gener-
al of every rational nature, as an end in itself [...] is
the supreme limiting condition of the freedom of ac-
tions of every human being” (GMS, AA 04, pp. 430-
431; Kant, 1998, p. 39). Nonetheless, Korsgaard says
“having humanity is not an incentive for adopting
the moral law; rather the moral law commands that
humanity should be treated as an end in itself and
not merely as a means. So, acting freely from duty
(to others) and choosing humanity as one’s uncon-
ditioned end are one and the same thing” (Kors-
gaard, 1996, p. 109; cf. Kitcher, 2017, pp. 237-238).
The implication of Korsgaard’s reading of Kant is
that one does not need to act from duty in order to
treat others as ends. Indeed, she is correct that a ra-
tional agent can perform an action without acting
from duty. For instance, one can treat another as an
end by respecting the other’s rights because the law
requires it, rather than because one is acting from
duty. But this seems to raise an important question
about Kant’s idea of “self-constraint” - that we must
respect our inner disposition to act from duty be-
fore our maxim can fit as a principle into a possible
giving of universal law. Here lies Kant’s account of
actions that are performed in conformity with the
law, but not from respect for the moral law or duty,
or actions that are in accord with duty. As I under-
stand Kant, if one performs an action because the
law requires it and not because one is acting from
duty (out of respect for the inner disposition to act
from duty), one’s action is right but not moral.

In Hill’s reading of Kant, the categorical im-
perative, through the formulation of humanity,
somehow involves what he calls “tests of rational
necessity” that impose some constraints on what a
rational being can rationally will as universal law.
This is because the formula of humanity prohib-
its the rational willing of any maxim as universal
law which expresses disrespect for the humanity of
others. Therefore, the duty to respect others is un-
conditional, for it is commanded as a categorical im-
perative.

As Hill sees it, Kant’s universal formula explicit-
ly urges us “to consider what we will as a universal
law, but the humanity formula asks us to consider
what the practical reason of those affected by our
acts could approve” (Hill, 2002, p. 177). This is be-
cause, on the one hand, Hill conceives humanity as
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B nHTepmpeTariy Xmula KaTeTOpUIeCcKuI VMIIe-
paTiB B POpMyIIMPOBKe Yepe3 UesIoBeuecTBO KaK/M-TO
o0pa3oM BKJIIOYaeT B ce0s TO, YTO OH Ha3bIBAET «IIPO-
BepKaMM palliOHaJIbHOV HeoOXOIMMOCTI», KOTOpbIe
HaK/IaJIbIBAIOT HEKOTOpEIe OTpaHWYeHNsI Ha TO, 9ero
pasyMHOe CYIIIeCTBO MOXKET pa3yMHO JKeJlaTb B Kade-
CTBE YHMBEPCAJIBHOI'O 3aKOHa. DTO IPOVICXOANT II0TO-
My, 9TO pOopMyJIa YesIoBedecTBa 3aIpeliaeT pasyMHoe
BOJIEHWE JII00O0VI MaKCVMBI KaK YHVMBEPCaJIbHOIO 3aKO0-
Ha, BeIpakalolllell HeyBakeHle K 4eJIOBeUHOCTI ApY-
rux. CiemoBarebHO, 0043aHHOCTD yBakaTb APYTHX
Oe3yciioBHa, ITOCKOJIBKY OHa IIpelIvicaHa B KadecTBe
KaTeTopu4IecKoro MMIlepaTyBa.

C Toukm 3peHus XwUla, KaHTOBCKasl YHUBEPCasIb-
Has ¢opMyIla SBHO IpM3bIBaeT HAaC «pacCMaTpuBaTh
TO, YeTro MBI JKeJjlaeM, KaK YHUBepCaJIbHBIV 3aKOH, HO
dopmysa uestopedecTBa IMIPWU3BIBAe€T Hac IIOAyMaTh,
uTO MOXET OJOOPUTH MPaKTIUIECKUIT pa3yM TeX, KOTo
sarparmBatoT Hamm pevicteus» (Hill, 2002, p. 177).
ITpuunHa 3TOrO, C OQHOV CTOPOHBI, B TOM, 4TO XMW1
BOCIIPVMHIMAaET YeJIOBEYHOCTh KaK BbIpakeHVie COCTpa-
TaHVs 1 1o0poXKeIaTeIbHOCTH, a C IPYrol — B TOM,
YTO MOPAJIbHO OIYCTUMO IIPUHSATH OFHM IIeJIn, KaK
3TO OIIpefesIeHO KaTeropmdYecKUM WMIIepaTUBOM, W
He IOIIyCTUTh IIpuHATUS apyTux. Ecim rosopurs Ko-
POTKO, TO XIJUT CYMTAET, YTO, KOT/a MBI OTHOCVIMCH K
JIIO[ISIM C YBa)keHWeM, KOTOPOTo TpebyeT MX TOCTOVH-
CTBO, MBI IIPOCTO-HAIIPOCTO EHNM MX KaK VCTOYHVIKI
MOPaJIbHO JIOITYCTMMBIX (JIMYHBIX) IIeJIe] U fejTaeM X
nerm ceovmm (Hill, 2002, p. 250).

Kpowme Toro, Xmwu1 nmomuepkusaeT, 9YTo KaTeropu-
JecKUil MMIIepaTiB TpebyeT, YTOObI Bce aBTOHOMHBIe
JIIOMY, KOTOPBIE BBICTYTIAIOT 3aKOHOHATEIIAMW CaMU
11t cebst, mofBeprayv cedsi oIpeelleHHOMY OIpaHV-
YeHUIO, VI 3TO OrpaHMYeHNe JOIDKHO OBITh IIOCTPOEHO
BOKPYT MOPaIbHOV pedieKcnm O HeoOXOmMMOCTHU
KaTeToOpy4HO 1 0e3yCJIOBHO yBaKaTh YeI0BEUHOCTh
IPYTVIX IPOCTO IIOTOMY, UTO MBI IIPU3HAEM, YTO OHU
SIBJISTIOTCS LIeJISIMIL CAaMVIMU TI0 cebe 71 MMeIOT abCcoITIoT-
Hyto renHocts (Hill, 2002, p. 306). Ho xaxovt crerniern
yBakeHMs OyIeT A0CTaTOYHO, UYTOOBI OKas3aTh IOJIK-
HOe yBaKeHIe YeJIOBEYHOCTV APYTUX?

Kopcraapn 1 Xvu1 HaCTOMYIMBO YTBEPKIAIOT, YTO
OKazaHWe JOJDKHOTO YBaKeHMs K 4eJIOBeYHOCTY HApPy-
I'MX — 3TO 3a00Ta, KOTOPYIO HeJIb3s MIHOPMPOBATh.
CortacHo Kopcraapz, uesioBedecTBy Bcerma I0JDKHA
IpuUaaBaThcsl JOIDKHas I1€HHOCTh, KOTOPYIO OHO 3a-
CTykuBaeT. [loJDKHasl II€HHOCTb dYejloBeuecTBa Tpe-
OyeT: «1) COXpaHSATh M YBaXXaTb YeJIOBEUECTBO B CBOEM
nmile (caMoyBakeHMe); 2) pa3BMBaTh CBOIO COOCTBEH-
HYIO YeJIOBEUHOCTb MHTEIUIEKTYaIbHO M (PUBIIECKIL;
3) comericTBOBaTh CUACTBIO APYIruX; 4) Oe3yciIoBHO
yBaXkaTh APYIVX (IIOCKOJIBKY 3TO SBJISIETCS IIPABOM)»
(Korsgaard, 1996, p. 21).
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being an expression of compassion and benevolence
and, on the other hand, because it is morally permis-
sible to adopt some ends, as determined by the cate-
gorical imperative, and not to adopt others. In short,
Hill believes that when we treat people with the re-
spect their dignity demands, we are simply valuing
them as sources of morally permissible (personal)
ends and making their ends our own (Hill, 2002,
p. 250).

Again, Hill emphasises that the categorical im-
perative demands that all autonomous people who
legislate for themselves should subject themselves
to a certain constraint, and that constraint must be
built around moral reflection that it is categorical
and unconditional to respect others” humanity, sim-
ply because we acknowledge that they are ends in
themselves and have an absolute value (Hill, 2002,
p- 306). But what degree of respect is sufficient to be
considered as being proper respect for the humanity
of others?

Korsgaard and Hill argue emphatically that giv-
ing proper respect to the humanity of others is a
necessary concern. According to Korsgaard, human-
ity must always be accorded the proper value it de-
serves. The proper value of humanity requires that:
“(1) we preserve and respect the humanity in our
own person (self-respect); (2) we develop our own
humanity, both intellectually and physically; (3) we
promote the happiness of others; and (4) we respect
others unconditionally (for it is a right)” (Korsgaard,
1996, p. 21).

According to Hill, the formula of humanity has
two distinct readings: persons are ends and human-
ity in persons is an end. That persons are ends sim-
ply means that humanity should be conceived as
“a human person”. In this view, humanity means
treating humanity in a person as an end and is an-
other way of saying that every human being is an
end in itself. But on the second reading (humanity
in persons is an end), we speak of both human be-
ings and rational beings. For Hill, the first reading
is an abbreviation of the second reading and not
vice versa. In elaborating on humanity in persons as
an end in itself, Hill identified five characteristics
of humanity: first, “the capacity and disposition to
act on maxims; second, the capacity and disposition
to follow rational principles; third, the capacity to
set ends and lower our animality; fourth, the capac-



C.A. ®acopo

CormnacHo Xy, (popMyria 4eJI0BeYHOCTH [IOIIY-
CKaeT iBa pa3/IN4YHbIX IIPOYTEHVIS: JIMIa — 3TO LIeJIV, U
4ueJI0BeYecTBO, IIpesicTaB/IeHHOe B JINIAX, — 3TO IieJIb.
To, uTo oAV SABJISIOTCA 11€JISIMM, IIPOCTO O3HAYaeT,
YTO YeJI0BEeUeCTBO CJIelyeT BOCIIPMHVMATE KaK «4eJsIo-
BedecKoe Jimio». C 3TOV TOUK 3peHMs 4eJI0BEUHOCTh
o3HauaeT oOpalrieHue ¢ 4eJI0BeuecTBOM B HeKoeM JINIIe
KaK C I1eJIBIO, ¥ 3TO ellle OJIVH CIIOCO0 CKa3aTh, YTO KaX-
IBIVI YeJIOBeK SBJISeTCs IeJIbio caMont 1o cebe. Ho Bo
BTOPOM IIPOYTEHNN (4eIOBEUeCTBO, IIpefCTaB/IeHHOe
B JINIAX, — 3TO 1ieJIb) MBI FOBOPUM KaK O uejioBeye-
CKMX CYII[eCTBax, TaK U O pa3syMHBIX CyIllecTBax BOOOD-
mie. [hrgs Xwola mepBoe IpouTeHMWe — COKpalleHue
BTOPOrO, a He HaoOopoT. PaspabaTeiBasi KOHIIEIIIIVIO
ueJI0BeYecTBa, IPeiCTaB/IeHHOTO JIMIaX, KakK 1eJIn ca-
Moz 110 ceOe, XviI BBIEIINII IISTh XapaKTePUCTUK Je-
JIOBEYeCTBa: BO-TIEPBBIX, «CIIOCOOHOCTE M CKIIOHHOCTB
HeVICTBOBATh COIVIACHO MaKCVIMaM; BO-BTOPBIX, CIIOCO0-
HOCTb ¥ CKJIOHHOCTB CJIe[JOBaTh pasyMHBIM IIPVIHIIV-
I1aM; B-TPeTbMX, CIIOCOOHOCTE CTaBUTh 1eJIV M COITPO-
TUBJIATBCS HaIlleVl )XMBOTHOVI CTOPOHE; B-U4eTBEPTHIX,
CII0COOHOCTh K 3aKOHOMATEIBCTBY; W B-IIATHIX, CIIO-
COOHOCTB ITOHVIMATh MUP ¥ pacCyXiaaTh aOCTpaKTHO»
(Hill, 1980, p. 86). D11 xapaKTepUCTVUKM IIPUIICHIBaA-
IOTCSL BCEMY UeJIoBe4ecTBYy 0e3 MCKITIOUeHMs], BKIIoYas
IJIYIIBIX VI aMOpPaJIbHBIX Jiroert. TakuM o0paszoM, InIio
He MOXeT OTOpPOCUTH WM IIOTepATh CBOIO desIoBed-
HOCTb. Yes10BeYHOCTH (OCTOMHCTBO) JINIIA COXPaHseT-
Csi 10 Tex IIOp, IOKa OHO CYIIeCTBYeT, U ero HeobXo-
IOVIMO BCeTZia yBaKaTb, JaXe B TeX CJIydasx, KOr[a OHO
YHIDKaeT, HapyIlaeT, obeclieHnBaeT, He yBaXkaeT VJIn
orpuraer cBoro uestopeuHocts (Hill, 2014, p. 216).

Prraapy [1vie 3asBI14€T, 9TO He 4eJIOBEYHOCTb SBJIS-
€Tcsl OCHOBaHMEM 1151 oOpallleHIs C IPYIVIMM C YBaXKe-
HeM, a MOPaJIbHOCTb. [ 1o ero MHeHI0, HacTauBaroIye
Ha TOM, YTO MMEHHO YeJIOBeYHOCTE, a He JI00PYIO BOJIIO
MBI [JOJDKHBI paccMaTpVBaTh Kak IiejIb caMy 1o cee,
npouwnrtaay 3TuKy Kanra Hepepro (Dean, 1996, p. 268).
Cormacuo [IyHy, 4eI0BeYHOCTh 0O3HavaeT IIPOCTO Oevi-
CTBOBaHMeE B COOTBETCTBIN C MOPaJIbHBIMM ITPVHIINIIA-
Mmu. Cxoxvim o6pazom OstvBep 3eH3eH YTBEPIKIaeT, YTO
TO, UTO MBI YBa’KaeM B IPYTUX, — 3TO He MX JIMIHOCTB,
a Hallle IIpM3HaHNeE B HUX MopasibHocTH (Sensen, 2011,
p- 128). V1 v, u 3eH3eH IOIYepKMBAIOT IIPVIMAT MO-
pay, a He TOJIBKO (pyHIaMeHTaJIbHYIO [IEHHOCTh pas-
YMHOT'O IeVICTBIIS, 100 OHM 00a COIIacHBL, 9YTO MOPasIb
VIMeeT BHYTPEHHIOIO IIeHHOCTh caMmy 110 cebe. Tem He
MeHee CyIIeCTBYeT 3HauMTelIbHasl pasHUIla MeXTy Te-
opusmMu [IyHa n 3enseHa. Hampumep, 3eHseH mory-
CKaeT, 4TO B CWIY CIIOCOOHOCTVI 4YesloBeuecTBa K HpaB-
CTBEHHOCTV OHO ¥ KaK/I0e Pa3yMHOe CyIIIeCTBO MMEeIOT
abCOIIOTHYIO 11eHHOCTh, M VMIMEHHO WX CTpeMIeHie
K JIOCTOVIHCTBY M MOpaJIi, a He VX peajm3alys — To,

ity for legislation; and fifth, the capacity to compre-
hend the world and reason abstractly” (Hill, 1980,
p- 86). These characterisations are attributed to all
human beings without exception, including foolish
and immoral persons. Thus, a person’s humanity
cannot be thrown away or lost. A person’s human-
ity (dignity) remains as long as he is on earth and
must be respected at all times, even in instances
where he degrades, humiliates, violates, debases,
disrespects or rejects his own humanity (Hill, 2014,
p- 216).

Richard Dean has argued that humanity is not
a justification for treating others with respect and
honour. It is, instead, morality. As Dean observes,
Kant’s ethics have been read mistakenly by those
who insist that humanity is what we should treat as
an end in itself, instead of a good will (Dean, 1996,
p- 268). According to him, humanity simply means
acting on moral principles. Similarly, Oliver Sensen
has claimed that what we respect in others is not
their personhood, but our recognition of morality in
them (Sensen, 2011, p. 128). Both Dean and Sensen
emphasise the primacy of morality rather than the
fundamental value of rational agency alone because
they both agree that morality has an inner value in
itself. Yet, there is a significant difference between
the accounts of Dean and Sensen. For instance,
Sensen allows that by virtue of humanity’s capac-
ity for morality, it and every rational being has an
absolute value and it is his striving for dignity and
morality that must be treated with respect and not
the actualisation of it. In fact, Sensen holds that “not
every dignity is tied to morality or an inner value”
(Sensen, 2015, p. 129). Dean, on the other hand, in-
sists that only those who actually obey the moral
law and become moral beings must be treated with
respect.

Human Rights
Human dignity is often thought of as the source

of a man’s innate right to freedom, through which
he derives his legal and political rights.? Kant’s idea

2 For emphasis, see John Ladd’s introduction to the trans-
lation of “The Metaphysical Elements of Justice: Part I of the
Metaphysics of Morals”, in Kant, 1999, p. XV. It must be noted
that before Ladd published the second revised edition in 1999,
the first edition that was published in 1965 was criticised as
“incomplete and rudimentary” by Flikschuh (1997, pp. 50-51).
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K 4eMy CileflyeT OTHOCUTBCS ¢ yBakeHMeM. Ha camom
Iejte 3eH3eH CUMTaeT, YTO «He BCSKOe IIOCTOVHCTBO
CBS3aHO C MOpPAJIbIO WIM BHYTpPEHHeN I[eHHOCTbIO»
(Sensen, 2015, p. 129). IuH, co cBOel CTOPOHBI, HacTa-
MBaeT, YTO TOJIBKO K TeM, KTO JIeVICTBUTEIILHO TIO/TuN-
HsIeTCsI MOPpaIbHOMY 3aKOHY I CTAHOBUTCS MOPaJIbHBIM
cyIecTBaM, AOTDKHO OTHOCUTBCS C yBayKeHVIEM.

ITpaBa uesr0BeKa

YestoBegecKoe TOCTOMHCTBO YacTO MBICJIUTCH KaK
VICTOYHVK BPOXK/IEHHOT'O IIpaBa desloBeKa Ha CBOOOLy,
Orraroapsi KOTOpOMY OH IIOJIy4aeT CBOM IOpVde-
CKMe 1 HOJIUTHYecKre mpasa’. Vimes o BpoXIeHHOM
npaBe, BelpaxeHHas KaHrom B «MeTadmsuke Hpa-
BOB», B HaCTO:dIIlee BpeMsl cumTaeTcs (PyHIaMeHTOM
JUIsl TaKMX PaCCyXKIEeHWIA. C 2TOVI TOUKM 3peHVIsI JIFOaU
o0JIafaloT oImpesieJIeHHBIM [IOCTOMHCTBOM, MOpasIb-
HBIM IIPeCTVDKeM, KOTOPBIVI OIpaBABIBaeT MX IIPaBO
HUKOIAa He OBITh «MHCTPYMEHTaJIM3UPOBAHHBIMW»,
WIN «IeryMaHW3MpPOBaHHBIMW», HO Bcerga OBITH
TIOJDKHBIM 00pa3oM yBakaeMbIMI. YTBep>KIaeTcsl, 9To
JIIOMVI VIMEIOT TIpaBa B CVJIY TOTO, UTO SIBJISIOTCS 11eJIsi-
MM caMUMMU 110 ceOe V1 MMeIOT abCOIIIOTHYO [IEHHOCTb.
Ho m3-3a ys3BMMOCTM 4eJ10Be9eCKOT0 IOJIOKEeH Vs 1TeH-
HOCTP YeJIoBeKa [JOJDKHA ITOOIIPSTECS U 3allUIIAThCS
KaK HepyIIiMoe IIpaBo.

DTa mpobrieMa IoIy4mIa I7100aIpHOe BHUMaHIE,
KOTOpOe BBIPa’k€HO BO MHOTMX MEXIyHapPOIHBIX II0-
KyMeHTax, BKmodass Ycras Oprammsamvm OObemu-
HenHbix Harmmmn (OOH), IlpeamOysty BceoOrment pme-
KIapauyu 1pas destoseka (BOITY), mpeamOyrry Kon-
cTuTyIViv MeXXayHapogHOV OpraHm3aliiyl MUTpaim
(MOM), MexxayHapOIHBIN TTaKT 00 3KOHOMIYECKIIX,
COLMAJIBHBIX U KyJbTypHBIX mpasax (MITDCKII),
MexnyHaponHBII OWUIb O IIpaBaxX 4ejloBekKa, Mex-
IyHapOIHBIN MaKT O TPakKHaHCKMX ¥ ITOJIUMTIYECKMX
npasax, Konsenumro o mpasax pedenka (KITP OOH),
AdprkaHcKy0 XapTuUiO IIpaB dejloBeKa ¥ HapOIOB
(AXITYH) m XapTiio ocHOBHBEIX IIpaB Eporrerickoro
coro3a (XOITEC).

3aboTa 00 yBakeHWUM, COXpaHEHUN U ITOOIIPEHNN
4eJI0BEeYeCKOTO IOCTOMHCTBA CTasIa He TOIIbKO MOpaIb-
HBIM, HO ¥ IIPaBOBBIM VleaJIoM: BO MHOTIX MeXIyHa-
POIHBIX IIOJIMTUYECKVIX VI IPAaBOBBIX JOKyMeHTax de-
JI0OBEYECKOe JIOCTOMHCTBO B HACTOSIIee BpeMs YIIOMMU-
HaeTcsl KaK HeIIPMKOCHOBEHHOe TUIM HeoTheMsIeMoe

2 IInsg yrouHeHus: cM. BBereHume [DkoHa Jlafja K IepeBoiy
nepsoit yactn «MeTadwsuky Hpasos» B msgarvm: (Kant, 1999,
p- XV). CiiefiyeT oTMETUTB, UTO /10 TOTO, Kak Jlaji1 oy OimKosaJt
00OHOBJIEHHOE BTOpOe m3tanue B 1999 r., nepsoe ns3gatnme 1965 r.
KpuTHKoBasoch K. MIIMKITyXOM KaK «HEIOJIHOE ¥ M3JIVIIIHEee»

(Flikschuh, 1997, p. 50 —51).
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of an innate right in the Metaphysics of Morals is now
reckoned as the foundational basis for this reason-
ing. In this view, human beings are believed to pos-
sess a certain dignity; a moral prestige that justifies
their rights never to be “instrumentalised” or “dehu-
manised” but always duly respected. It is argued
that human beings have rights by virtue of being
ends in themselves and having absolute value. But
because of the vulnerability of the human condition,
the value of a human being must be promoted and
protected as an inviolable right.

This concern has received global attention as
it has been expressed in many international docu-
ments, including the Charter of the United Nations
(UN), the Preamble of the Universal Declaration of
Human Rights (UDHR), the Preamble of the Inter-
national Organisation of Migration’s Constitution
(IOM), the International Covenant on Economic, So-
cial and Cultural Rights (ICESCR), the Internation-
al Bill of Human Rights, the International Covenant
on Civil and Political Rights, the Convention on the
Rights of the Child (UNCRC), the African Charter
on Human and Peoples” Rights (ACHPR), and the
Charter of Fundamental Rights of the European Un-
ion (CFREU).

The concerns of treasuring, preserving and pro-
moting human dignity have extended from the mor-
al to the legal ideal, as many international political
and legal documents now reference human digni-
ty as being an inviolable or inherent right.®> The im-
portant question is, how does the concept of human
dignity tie morality to a law? The link is self-evi-
dent in many of the documents mentioned above,
where the vulnerability of the human condition is
taken very seriously. For example, the Preamble of
the UDHR states that “all human beings are born
free and equal in dignity and rights”. The statement
emphasises three fundamental characteristics of hu-
man beings: freedom, equality, and dignity (rights
are presumably included in dignity) as an inherent
value they enjoy. Articles 1, 22 and 23 of the UDHR
re-emphasise that human dignity is the basis of the
inherent rights that all human beings possess. The

* For expanded discussions on how human dignity has be-
come the source of human rights, I recommend the follow-
ing works: (Pritchard, 1972; Mitchell, Howard and Donnelly,
1987; Meyer, 1989; McCrudden, 2008; Shaoping and Lin, 2009;
Sangiovanni, 2012; 2017; Menke, 2014; Michael, 2014).



C.A. ®acopo

HpaBo®. BaKHBIVI BOIIPOC 3aKIIOYAETCS B TOM, KaKVM
0o0pa3oM IIOHSTHME YeJIOBEYECKOTO JOCTOMHCTBA CBS-
3bIBa€T MOpaJIb 1 IIpaBo? DTa CBA3b OUeBUIHa BO MHO-
I'VIX YIIOMSIHYTBIX BBIIIe TOKYMeHTax, O4eHb Cepbe3HO
BOCITPMHVMAIOIIX YeJIoBeuecKylo ys3BMMOCTh. Ha-
npumep, B IlpeamOysie BIAITY rosopmrcs, 4ro «Bce
JIOAVL POXKIAIOTCS CBOOOAHBIMM 71 PaBHBIMI B CBOEM
IOCTOVMHCTBE ¥ IIpaBax». B 3ToM 3asiBjieHMM Homyep-
KMBalOTCs Tpu yHIaMeHTaIbHble XapaKTepUCTUKM
JesioBeKa: cBOOOJIa, paBeHCTBO M IOCTOVHCTBO (IIpaBa
IIPEeAIIOIOKITEIIFHO BKIIIOYEHBI B JJOCTOMHCTBO) KaK
HeoTbeMsIeMble IIeHHOCTY, KOTOPBIMM OH oObJIafaer.
B crarpax 1, 22 u 23 BAITY nogyepkuBaercs, 4To de-
JIOBEYEeCKOe JIOCTOVHCTBO SBJISI€TCS OCHOBOV HEOTHEM-
JIeMBIX IIpaB, KOTOPBIMM O0JTafatoT Bee jmoay. Camoe
pacIpocTpaHeHHOe CJIOBOCOUYeTaHVe BO BCeX 3TUX JI0-
KyMeHTax — «IIpUCyIlee TOCTOMHCTBO», KOTOpoe da-
CTO WMCIIOJIB3YIOT B3aMMO3aMeHsIeMO C «HeOTbheMJIeMbl-
MU IIpaBaMI1» VIV «<HePYIITVIMBIMV IIpaBaMiL» JIIOIETL.

Kpome TOro, AOCTOMHCTBO CTayIo IOPUAMYECKUM
MOHATVEM B IIPABOBOV W IOJIUTIYECKOV TeOpum, KO-
TOpasi IIpefloCTaB/IsieT BPOXKeHHbIe IpaBa JIO/SAM BO
MHOTYX IOPUCOMKIVX. DTO He TOJIBKO I0PUINIecKoe
MIOHATHeE, HO M I7IaBHOe prytocodcKoe OCHOBaHue ITpaB
yeJjioBeKa BO MHOTMX MeXIyHapOIHBIX JTOKyMeHTax.
ITpaBa uestoBeKka, KaK OHM ITOHMMAOTCS, pacCMaTpy-
BaIOTCA KaK HOPMATVBHBIVI KOMIIOHEHT, BBEITEKaIOIIIVII
13 BHYTpeHHeV IIeHHOCTV YeJIoBeKa, KoTopasi Bcerza
TpeOyeT yBakeHus. Hampumep, mocsraTenbcTBo Ha
JIMYHYIO aBTOHOMMIO YeJIoBeKa CUMTaeTCsl HapyIeH -
€M ero OCHOBHBIX UeJI0YeCKVX IIPaB.

Ha Ponaspia JIBOpKIMHa 9acTO CChbUIAIOTCSA KaK Ha
CTOPOHHMKA 3TOVI UJIeU M3-3a ero KOMMeHTapus, B KO-
TOPOM OH 3asiBIJI, UTO ITpaBa 4eJjloBeKa OCHOBaHBI Ha
«CMYTHOVI, HO MOTYIIIECTBEHHOVI MJiee YeJI0BEUeCKOro
mocrouHcTBa» (Dworkin, 1978, p. 198 —199). [y Hero
TOCTOVHCTBO SIBJIsIeTCsI OCHOBaHVeM /IS Bcex IIpaB ye-
soBeka. Mpl yBakaeM ITpaBa JIIOZIeVl, IIOTOMY UTO MBI
Hpu3HaeM, 9To OHM oOmamaroT mocTtomHCTBOM. Cre-
IIeHb, B KOTOPOVI MBI HajlesIsieM IIpaBaMi, He MOXKeT
OBITH IIpUpaBHEHA K CTeIeHN IOCTOVMHCTBA. MBI yBa-
JKaeM ITpaBa JIIoJIelt, IIOTOMY YTO OHM 00JI1a/JafoT JOCTO-
VHCTBOM, HO MBI He yBa’kaeM JIOCTOMHCTBO deJIoBeKa
M3-3a TOTO, YTO Y HETO eCTh ITpaBa, KOTOPbIe He 3aBUCAT
oT dyHIaMeHTaJIbHOV IIeHHOCTM [1ocTouHCTBa. He-
KOTOphle dpwiocodrl, cienys Mo cronaMm JIBopkuHa,
yTBEpKIAIOT, UTO IIpaBa UejIoBeKa SBIIAIOTCS CBOETO

® B kauecTBe MOAPOOHOT0 00CYXXIEeHMS TOro, KaK YesIoBeuecKoe
IIOCTOMHCTBO CTJI0 MCTOYHIMKOM IIpaB YeJIOBeKa, s PEKOMEHIY O
aenyrorye paboter: (Pritchard, 1972; Mitchell, Howard and
Donnelly, 1987; Meyer, 1989; McCrudden, 2008; Shaoping and
Lin, 2009; Sangiovanni, 2012; Sangiovanni, 2017; Menke, 2014;
Michael, 2014).
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most common phrase in all of these documents
is “inherent dignity”, which they often use inter-
changeably with the “inalienable rights” or “invio-
lable rights” of human beings.

Also, dignity has become a legal text in legal
and political theory that confers innate rights on
human beings in many jurisdictions. It is not only
a legal text, but also the major philosophical basis
of human rights in many international documents.
Human rights, as they are understood, are regard-
ed as a normative component derived from the in-
ner value of man, which always commands respect.
The infringement of a man’s personal autonomy, for
example, is considered to be a violation of his fun-
damental human rights.

Ronald Dworkin is widely referenced for this
very idea as a result of his comment that human
rights rest upon “the vague but powerful idea of
human dignity” (Dworkin, 1978, pp. 198-199). For
him, dignity is the basis of all human rights. We re-
spect the rights of people because we recognise that
they have dignity. The extent that we confer rights
cannot be equated with the extent of dignity. We
respect the rights of people because they have dig-
nity, but we do not respect the dignity of man be-
cause they have rights that are independent of the
fundamental value of dignity. Some philosophers,
following Dworkin’s footsteps, have argued that hu-
man rights are a sort of innate right or inner value
possessed prior to life. These include Martha Nuss-
baum, Alan Gewirth, Thomas Hill, Rachel Bayefsky,
Jeremy Waldron, to name only a few (Gewirth, 1984,
1998; Nussbaum, 1997; Waldron, 1999; Bayefsky,
2013; Hill, 2014).

Human rights are now considered to be guar-
antees that achieve the universal normative goals of
human beings. This right is held in these terms: it
is an idea that derives from the principle of justice
that comes from the moral law because the moral
law is fundamentally universal and boundless, so
the principle of justice is meant to respect and en-
force the laws that individuals set for themselves.
Any government guaranteeing these laws is ena-
bling the dignity of the autonomy of human beings.
In fact, this view is attributed to Kant. They argue
that his concept of dignity is the grounding of hu-
man rights, for it rests on the concept of autonomy.



polia BpOXXIEHHBIM IIPaBOM IV BHYTPEHHEV IIeHHO-
CTBIO, KOTOPOTVI JIFOAM 00Ia/JaloT elrfe A0 Xu3Hu. K Hum
oTHOCsTCHA, HanpuMmep, Mapra Hyccbaym, Asan Te-
BupT, Tomac X, Pavtaen bantedckn, [xepemu Yoii-
npoH (Gewirth, 1984, 1998; Nussbaum, 1997; Waldron,
1999; Bayefsky, 2013; Hill, 2014).

ITpaBa uwestoBeKa B HACTOsIIee BPeMsI CUMTAIOTCS
TapaHTVSAMIU JIOCTVDKEHNS YHUBEPCAIBHBIX HOPMa-
TMBHBIX IIeJIEVT JIIOHEV. DTU IIpaBa (POPMYIIMPYIOTCS
B MJlee, BBITEKAIOIIEN 13 IIPUHIIUIIA CIIPaBeJINBOCTY,
KOTOPBIN CJIeAyeT M3 MOPaJIbHOTO 3aKOHa, 100 Mo-
PaIBHBEIV 3aKOH (PyHIAMEHTAJIbHO YHUBEpCAJIeH W
OesrpaHnyeH, a IIOTOMY IIPVHIIVII CIIPaBeJIMBOCTI
IpV3BaH yBaKaTb 1 obecrieunBaTh cOOIIIONEHNE 3aKO0-
HOB, KOTOPbIe MHAVBIABL YCTaHABIMBAIOT IS CaMUIX
cebs. JIroOoe IpaBUTENILCTBO, TapaHTUpPYIOIIee 3TN
3aKOHbBI, 0DecIleyBaeT JOCTOMHCTBO aBTOHOMMM JIFO-
zert. B cymHocTH, 3Ta TOYKa 3peHMNs IPUIINCEIBAETCS
KanTy 11 yTBepXIaeTcs:, YTO ero KOHIIEIIIINS JOCTOVH-
CTBa SIBJIIETCS OCHOBAHVEM IIPaB UeJIOBeKa, TTIOCKOJIBKY
Gasupyercs Ha KOHIemVy aBToHOMMM. Kak 3ameuaer
Kpucrodep MakkpypeH, «KOHIIMIINS JOCTOMHCTBA,
Hambosiee TecHO cBs3aHHas ¢ KaHTtoMm, — 3TO wmes
JIOCTOMHCTBA KaK aBTOHOMUWM; T. €. VijIesl, COIVIaCHO KO-
TOPOVI O0paIaThCs C JIFOABMIU JIOCTOVHO 3HAYUT 00-
paraThCs ¢ HUMM Kak ¢ aBTOHOMHBIMM JIFOIBMU, CITO-
cobHBIMU BEIOMpaTE cBOIO cyapOy» (McCruden, 2008,
p. 659—660). MopasibHast aBTOHOMVISL YeJIOBeKa BBIOW-
paTh CBOVM COOCTBEHHBIE IIeJIM O3HA4aeT CBOEro poia
IIpaBo YeJIoBeKa HMKOIa He [IOIBePraThCsl YHVIKEHVIIO
71 OecdecTHIo, a BCeTTIa pacCMaTpPVBAThCS KaK IeJIb cCaMa
o cebe. Partuent bavtedpckm TakKe yTBepXKIaeT, UTO
KAHTOBCKasl KOHIIENIINS IIpaB 4deJloBeKa ITPOVCXOINT
He TOJIBKO 3 VeV MOPAJIbHOV aBTOHOMMY, HO TaKXe
73 VIeu «IOOBM K 4esIoBeYeCTBY», KOTopas ITOHVIMa-
eTcs KaK «BPOKIeHHOE JOCTOVHCTBO KaK/JOTO YesIoBe-
Ka», TO €CTb BPOXKIIEHHOE IIpaBo Ha CBOOOy, KOTOPBIM
Ka>K/IbIVI YeJIOBeK 10JDKeH 00J1aiaTh M JIeMOHCTPUPO-
BaTh ero ApyruM (Bayefsky, 2013, p. 825).

Opaako Mapu ['perop mpenynpexpaer, 9ro 3Ta
TOYKa 3peHMs, XOTs U IpuiiceiBaercd KaHty, He BbI-
TIISIAUT KaHTuaHcKom. [lo ee cyitoBaM, B «YueHMM O
mpaBe» 7 JIEKIIVISAX, M3BECTHBIX 10 KOHcIekTy «Ecre-
cTBeHHOe 11paBo Dertepabenn», KauT BeIpaxaeT mpero
BPOXXJIEHHOTO IIpaBa, a He IIpaB 4YeJioBeKa. ['perop
yTBepXKaeT, 4YTO KAHTOBCKAs Vsl BPOXXIEHHOIO IIpa-
Ba MOXKeT OBITB CBSI3aHA C IIpaBaMy UeJIoBeKa TOJIBKO B
TOM CJIyd4ae, eCJIV IIpaBa YeloBeKa paccMaTpUBAIOTCS
KaK IIpaBa, KOTOPbIE BCE JIIOAM VIMEIOT ITOCPEICTBOM
JIVIITb TOTO, YTO OHMU JIIOAM, I KOTOPBIe «He TOJDKHBI
mprobpeTarbest akToM BeIOopa» (Gregor, 1995, p. 11).
Ho mpaBa 4esioBeka BKJIIOYAIOT «IIpaBa Ha HeBMeIlla-
TEeJIBCTBO W IIpaBa Ha TOBAPbI 1 yoiIyrm» (ibid.), moato-
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As Christopher McCrudden observes, “the concep-
tion of dignity most closely associated with Kant is
the idea of dignity as autonomy; that is, the idea that
to treat people with dignity is to treat them as au-
tonomous individuals able to choose their destiny”
(McCrudden, 2008, pp. 659-660). The moral auton-
omy of a person to choose his own ends signifies a
sort of human right never to be treated with indigni-
ty and dishonour but always to be treated as an end
in himself. Rachel Bayefsky also claims that Kant’s
conception of human right is not only derived from
his idea of moral autonomy but also from his idea
of a “love of humanity” which is “an innate dignity
of every person”; that is, an innate right to freedom
which every man must enjoy and show to others
(Bayefsky, 2013, p. 825).

But Mary Gregor has warned that this view,
which is attributed to Kant, does not seem to be
Kantian. According to her, Kant expresses an idea of
innate right rather than human rights in his “Doc-
trine of Rights” and “Naturrecht Feyerabend” lec-
ture notes. She argues that Kant’s idea of innate
right can only be associated with a human right, if
a human right is regarded as a right that all human
beings have merely as human beings and that “it
does not have to be acquired by an act of choice”
(Gregor, 1995, p. 11). But human rights include
“rights to non-interference and rights to goods and
services” (ibid.), so it is not clear how we can es-
tablish the connection between an innate right to
freedom and human rights — even by associating
Kant’s idea of the rule of law (in which power be-
longs not to the rational agent with innate right but
to law) with the socioeconomic rights that human
rights embody. Thus, for her, the innate right to
freedom in Kant does not represent all that is now
observed as human rights. It must be emphasised
that Gregor is not the only scholar to be sceptical
about whether human rights were Kant’s intention.
Some Kantian scholars have recently expressed sim-
ilar scepticism, namely Byrd and Hruschka, as well
as Caranti and Beck (Beck, 2006; Byrd and Hrus-
chka, 2010; Caranti, 2011).

Otfried Hoffe has, however, disagreed with Gre-
gor and her heirs, who insist that Kant does not
speak of human rights but one innate right to free-
dom. Hoffe claims that Kant does have a conception



C.A. ®acopo

MY HESICHO, KaK Mbl MOXKeM YCTaHOBUTH CBS3b MEXIY
BPOXIEHHBIM IIPaBOM Ha CBOOO/Y V1 IIpaBaMI1 dejIoBe-
Ka, Jake CBA3bIBas meio KaHTa o BepxOBeHCTBe 3aK0-
Ha (IIpY KOTOPOM BJIaCTb IIPVHAJIEXNUT He pa3yMHOMY
areHTy C BPOXKI€HHBIM IIPaBOM, a 3aKOHY) C COLMaIb-
HO-3KOHOMMYECKVMI IIpaBaMy, KOTOpPble BOIUIOIIA-
I0TCS ITpaBaMI desioBeKa. TaknM o0pa3oM, KaHTOBCKOe
BPOXXJIEHHOe IIpaBo Ha cBoOozy, cornacHo ['perop, He
OTpa’kaeT BCEro TOrO, YTO B HaCTOsiIllee BpeMs pac-
CMaTpuBaeTcs Kak IIpaBa 4esioBeka. CilenlyeT mogdep-
KHYTb, 9TO I'perop He eIVHCTBEHHBIVI YUEHBIV, CKell-
TUYECKV OTHOCSIIIUIICS K TOMY, OBUIO I HaMepeHHBIM
obocHoBanme KaHTOM 1IpaB dYesoseka. Hexoropere
KaHTOBelIbl, a mMeHHO bépr n Xpymika, a taxke Ka-
paHaTV 1 bek HemaBHO BBIPA3WIIV CXOXKWII CKEITTUIIVI3M
(Beck, 2006; Byrd, Hruschka, 2010; Caranti, 2011).
Otdpun Xédde He cornaceHn c I'perop u ee mo-
CJleioBaTeIIMY, HacTaMBaIOIIMMM Ha ToM, 4ro KaHT
TOBOPWT He O IIpaBaXx 4ejIoBekKa, a 00 OTHOM BpOXKIeH-
HOM IIpaBe Ha cBoOoxmy. Xédde yTBepXkmaer, 4To y
KaHTa mevicTBITeNIFHO ecTh IOHSTHE KBasudesioBeye-
CKOTO IIpaBa V1 OH TOBOPUT CKOpPee O «JIMIHOM IIpaBe»,
9eM O «IIpaBax dertoBeka» (AA 06, S. 223 —224, Ka#T,
2014, c. 71). Xots, 1o MHeHMIO Xédde, MBI He MOXeM
TOBOPUTH O JIMYHOM IIpaBe KaK O IIpaBax 4eJIOBeKa,
OH y0eXIIeH, 4TO OHO Ba)KHO IS IIpaB 4eJIoBeKa, I10-
CKOJIBKY BPOXKIIE€HHBIE IIpaBa IO pa3yMeBaloT HaJll-
4ie IIPaBOBOVI CUICTEMEI, IIYCTh 3TO ¥ «4JacTHasl, a He
yoymuaHag cucrema» (Hoffe, 2010, p. 91). Xédbde cun-
TaeT, uro KaHT TeM He MeHee BbIpaXkaeT B «Y4eHUNU O
IIpaBe» MIIEI0 «KBa3IeI0BeYecKOro IipaBa». [laree ox
yTBepXaeT, 9To KaHT jmmb yCjI0BHO IpUITMCHIBAET
BPOXIEHHOe IIpaBO 4eMy-JI100 B CHCTeMe YacTHOTO
IIpaBa, HO BPOXKIeHHOe IIPpaBo Ha 4To-JI00 ObuIo Oe3a-
HEeJUTAIVIOHHO IPW3HAHO B Iy OJIMYIHOM IIPaBOBOM ITO-
pazke (ibid., p. 92). HecmoTpst Ha aTOT aprymeHT, Xéd-
dpe IpMXOONUT K CHIpaBeyINBOMY BBIBOAY, UTO IIpaBa 1
00s13aHHOCTY BCera CBSI3aHbl, [IOTOMY 4TO «BPOXKIEH-
HOe IIpaBO COCTOUT B IOPVINYECKOM ITOJTHOMOYMM Ha-
JlaraTh 00s3aHHOCTM Ha Bcex ocTalbHbIX» (ibid., p. 78).

3aksIroueHme

Bompoc o cBsI3u MeXIy JOCTOMHCTBOM W IIpaBaMit
4eJIoBeKa, 110 CMX IIOP OCTaloIINVics Oe3 OTBeTa, 3aKJIo-
4aeTcs B TOM, CJIelyeT JI pacCMaTpUBaTh JOCTOMHCTBO
KaK ITpaBo caMo 10 cebe, a He IIPOCTO KaK OCHOBaHMe
JJI 1paB, WIW JKe JOCTOMHCTBO, IIOHMMaeMoe Kak
VICTOYHVIK ITpaB YeJIoBeKa, — JKejlaeMasi [1eJ1b, KOTOPYIO
BHeIIIHMe IIpaBa JIOJDKHBI 3aluinaTe. B jmreparype
IO CUX IOP HeT OTBETOB Ha 3TU BOIpockl. HekoToprie
TaKKe YTBEPXKJAIOT, YTO IIOHATHE YeI0BEYeCKOro 10-
CTOMHCTBA He SBJIseTcs pu3mdecknuM peHOMeHOM, Cy-
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of a quasi-human right. He argues that Kant speaks
of ‘personal right” rather than “human right” (MS,
AA 06, pp. 223-224; Kant, 1991, pp. 49-50). Still, he
maintains that although he cannot speak of person-
al right as a human right, yet he is convinced that
it is something of importance as a human right be-
cause an innate right connotes a legal order, though
it is “a private and not a public legal order” (Hoffe,
2010, p. 91). Hoffe believes that Kant nonetheless ex-
presses ‘a quasi-human right” idea in the “Doctrine
of Right”. There, he argues that Kant only ascribes
the innate right to something in a private legal order
provisionally, but the innate right to something was
acknowledged peremptorily in a public legal order
(ibid., p. 92). Notwithstanding this argument, Hoffe
concludes, and rightly so, that rights and duties are
always connected because “the innate right consists
in the legal authority to impose a duty upon all oth-
ers” (ibid., p. 78).

Conclusion

The question about the connection between dig-
nity and human rights that is still unanswered is
whether dignity should be conceived as a right in
itself rather than the mere grounds for rights, or
whether dignity, conceived as the source of human
rights, is the desired end that external rights should
protect. There is still a lack of answers to these ques-
tions in the literature. Some have also argued that
the concept of human dignity is not a physical phe-
nomenon that exists prior to human life, and called
this a useless concept or abstract value (Macklin,
2003; Byk, 2014). I think it is still unclear how hu-
man dignity is the foundational basis of human
rights, given that dignity, as it is so conceived, pre-
supposes rights as being what is good for human be-
ings prior to a duty of doing what is right. Beyond the
claim that respect for human dignity gives us an ob-
ligation not to treat others as means but as ends in
themselves, it remains to be seen how human rights
are defensible in a legal and political context with-
out there being obedience to duties.

Furthermore, it is unclear if what Kant said
about rights is actually connected to the claim that
the categorical imperative is not just about univer-
sality, but includes also (and maybe more impor-



IIeCTBYIOIIVIM [I0 UeJI0BEYeCKOVI XKV3HV, 1 Ha3bIBaIoT
ero OecriosIe3HbIM TIOHSTVIEM VUIV aOCTPaKTHON IIeH-
Hocteio (Macklin, 2003; Byk, 2014). 5 mymato, uTo 110
CMX IIOP OCTaeTCs HeSCHBIM, KaKiM 00pa3oM uesioBe-
JecKoe JIOCTOMHCTBO MOXeT OBITh (PyHIaMeHTaIbHBIM
OCHOBaHVEM IIpaB YeJloBeKa, YUMThIBasl, 9YTO JOCTOVMH-
CTBO, KaK OHO ITOHVIMAeTCs, IIpeAIIoaraeT IIPYOPUTET
IpaBa — TO €CTb TOTO, UIM0 XOpouio 045 At0del, — Hap,
TIOJITOM deAamb mo, 4mo npaduivto. IToMuMo yTBepke-
HVISL O TOM, UTO yBaKeHVIe YeJI0BeUeCKOro JOCTOVHCTBA
00s3bIBaeT HaC OTHOCUTBCI K APYIMM He KaK K Cpefi-
CTBaM, a Kak K IIeJISIM caMVIM II0 ce0e, ellle IIPefCTOUT
BBISICHUTB, KaK IIpaBa 4eJloBeKa MOXKHO 3allIMINATh B
IIpaBOBOM W ITOJINTIYECKOM KOHTeKCTe Oe3 ropunHe-
HIS VX 00S3aHHOCTSIM.

Kpome Toro, HesicHO, cBsisaHO m TO, uro KanT
TOBOPWI O IIpaBax, C yTBepKIeHVeM O TOM, 4TO KaTe-
TOPUYeCKNUII VMIIEPATUB KacaeTcsl He TOJIIBKO YHUBEP-
CaJIPHOCTY, HO TaKXe BKIIIOYAeT (M 3TO, BO3MOXHO,
Oostee BaxxHO) Ipyrvie (POPMYIIMPOBKI: aBTOHOMMIO,
4eJI0BeveCcTBO VWINM LIapCTBO Liesiert. ericTBUTeIbHO, cy-
IIIeCTBYET CIIOP BOKPYT YTBEPIKIEHS O TOM, UTO IIPVH-
v npasa KaHTa ocHOBaH Ha MOPaIbHOM IIPVHIIVIIE.
EcTb psiit KaHTOBEIOB, KOTOPBIE OTCTAMBAIOT 3Ty TOUKY
3penms, Hattpumep [1. lanep, P. Bpasar (Brandt, 1982)
n b. JTronsur (Ludwig, 1982), Ho ecTh 1 Apyrue, KOTO-
pBle He corlacuiIch OBI ¢ 3TnM, B ToM umcite A. By,
M. Bwuiarek (Willaschek, 1998) u K. ®mkiyx.

ITybaukayua noodepkana Hemeyxoi cayxboi axade-
Mmuteckux 00meHob, nepcorasvtuitl Homep 91606230.
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tantly) various other formulations — autonomy,
humanity or the kingdom of ends. I understand
that there has been controversy surrounding the
claim that Kant’s principle of right is grounded on
the moral principle. There are a number of Kan-
tian scholars who would defend this view, such as
Guyer, Brandt (1982) and Ludwig (1982), but there
are also others who would oppose it, including
Wood, Willaschek (1998) and Flikschuh.
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Scientific Supervisor: Prof. Dr Thomas Sturm
(Germany), ICREA Research Professor at the Uni-
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Scientific Assistants: Dr habil. Vadim A. Chaly
(Russia) and Dr Rudolf Meer (Austria), Senior Re-
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Baltic Federal University, Kaliningrad, Russia.
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THEMATIC PROGRAMME OF LECTURES
AND SEMINARS

Open Lecture: Kant and the philosophy of science
today

Lecture 1: Beginnings in cosmology: The General
Natural History and Theory of the Heavens (1755)

Seminar 1: Cosmology and scientific hypotheses

Lecture 2: Philosophy’s lessons from science: Reason
in logic, mathematics, and natural science

Seminar 2: A priori presuppositions of science

Lecture 3: Philosophy’s framing of science: A priori
knowledge, metaphysics and natural science
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More information:
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This Summer School is part of the International
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supported by the Forum “Petersburger Dialog” and the
Russian Academic Excellence Project at the Immanuel
Kant Baltic Federal University.
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