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CTATBHU

OMAOCOONI KAHTA

VIIK 111.8:117

IIPOBJIEMA EIVHCTBA OIIbITA:
TPAHCLIEHIEHTAJIbHBIVI PAKYPC

A.A. MéodoBa '-?

Cmamosa nocBawiena paspabomie npodiemst B03mox-
HOCMU 0NbiMA 6 pamMKax MpancyeHOeHMaAbHO20 Uoeau3-
ma. B xaaccuueckoit nocmanoBke Kanma sma npobaema
Kacaemcs, KoppesAyul anpuopHulX cCmpykmyp pasyma c
peasvHocmuio. A6mop cmabum Bonpoc 00 ycaobusx 6o3-
MOXKHOCTU Onblma 6 arbmepHamubrom kaoue — kax 60-
npoc 00 ycaoBusx ezo edurcmba, ocmabasce npu 3mom 8
pamKax mpancy,eH0eHmaibHo20 udeasusma. 3a0ana ucce-
dobanus — npodemoHcmpupoBams, kakum odpasom npo-
Osema edurcmba onvima npoHussiBaem npodaemy mpam-
clyeHOeHmalbHblx ycaobuil eeo Bosmoxcrocmu. Ha ocrobe
nepenucky Kanma, « Kpumuxu wucmoeo pasyma», «I1po-
/1€20MeH08. ..» U p0a coBpemMeHHbIX KOHYEeNY ULl CO3HAHUA
npousBooumcs pekoHCHpyKyus MmpaHcyeHOeHMaibHOl
Mmodeau onvima 8 acnekme yca0Butl e2o c6asHocmu. Ima
Modeaw Bratonaem cucmemamuyeckoe eourcmbo cboticmb
npedmemo, Bvicmynaroujee 00pamHoLl CopoHo payu-
OHAAbHO020 eOuHcmba nosHaoueo ux paccyoxa. Hema-
A0BAXKHBIMU  YCA0BUAMU eOUHCMBA ONBIMHBIX OAHHBIX
cayxkam ux cBasHocms 6 cusy o0HOpoOHocmu Bpemenu
u npocmparcmba (Heamnupuveckoe cosepyanie) u opea-
Husytowas paboma anpuopHuix opm uybcmbernocmu,
co30arouyas noc1e00BamesvHoOCHL U PAOONOA0KEHHOCHTD
Abnenuil. Kax Oosee croxHoe, cunmemuueckoe ycaoBue
eduHcmba onvima onucaHa akmMuBHOCHL MpaHcyeHoeH-
manvHulx cxem; 8 kauecmbe npebpaujeHHvlx opm npo-
cmparcmbenHo-Bpementblx npedcmabieHutl oHu onocpe-
oytom kameeopuu u Abaenus, 6yoyuu «00HOPOOHBIMU»
u ¢ memu, u c Opyeumu. Ha Bepuune paccyoouorl Oe-
AMEALHOCU  HAXO00UMCA HAubosee NpodAeMAMUUHBLIL

! Cubupcknit rocyHapCcTBEeHHBIVI YHUBEPCUTET HAyKU U
TeXHOJIOImM M. akageMuka M. @. Permretnéna,

Poccmst, 660049, KpacHostpcK, IpOCTI. M. Ta3eThbl
«Kpacnospckmit pabounii», . 31.

2KpacHOSpcKmTI TOCyAapCTBeHHBIV TIeflarOTMIeCKIT
yHuBepcuteT vM. B. I1. Actadnpesa,

Poccms, 660049, KpacHospek, yir. Anst JleGenesors, 1. 89.
Ilocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 01.02.2024 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2025-2-1

ARTICLES

KANT’S PHILOSOPHY

THE PROBLEM OF THE UNITY
OF EXPERIENCE FROM THE
TRANSCENDENAL PERSPECTIVE

A.A. Medova >

This article is devoted to the problem of the possi-
bility of experience in transcendental idealism. In its
classical formulation by Kant, the problem pertains to
the correlation between a priori structures of reason
and reality. I approach the question of the conditions of
the possibility of experience in an alternative way, i.e.
as a question about the conditions of its unity, while
remaining within the framework of transcendental ide-
alism. The purport of this investigation is to demon-
strate how the problem of the unity of experience per-
meates the problem of the transcendental conditions of
its possibility. Proceeding from Kant’s correspondence,
the Critique of Pure Reason, Prolegomena to Any
Future Metaphysics, and some modern conceptions of
consciousness, 1 reconstruct the transcendental model
of experience in terms of the conditions of its coherence.
This model includes the systematic unity of the proper-
ties of objects, which is the flip side of the rational unity
of cognizing reason. Important conditions of the unity
of experiential data are their connectedness due to the
homogeneity of time and space (non-empirical intui-
tion), and the organizing work of the a priori forms of
sensing, which creates the sequence and coordination of
phenomena. The activity of transcendental schemes is
described as a more complex, synthetic condition of the
unity of experience; as modified forms of spatio-tempo-
ral representation, they mediate categories and phenom-
ena, being “homogeneous” with both. At the top of the

! Reshetnev Siberian State University of Science and
Technology.

31 Prospect named after the Newspaper “Krasnoyarsk
Worker”, Krasnoyarsk, 660037, Russia.

2Krasnoyarsk State Pedagogical University named after
V.P. Astafyev.

89 Ada Lebedeva st., Krasnoyarsk, 660049, Russia.
Received: 01.02.2024.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2025-2-1
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A. A. Ménosa

ypobens edurcmba onvima, HA KOMOPOM CO3EPYAHUS
ynopsadouubBaromes Oeiicmbuem anpuopHuiX Kamezopuil.
Kaxk opueunasvhole, Boixodsiujue 3a npedess. 2HOCEOA0U-
ueckoil npobieMamuxu ocMuicaubaomes ciedyouue yc-
/106U 00HOpoOHoCmU onvima: 1) 00HOPOOHOCTIb CO3HAHUS
BHewnux Bewjett U camoco3Hanua u 2) edurncmbo onvima,
3a0abaemoe KOHEUHBIMU YeAAMU HUCHI020 NPUMEHEHUS.
Hauie2o pasyma. B saxatouenue 6 kauecmbe karwoueboi u
Haubosee NOKA3AMEALHOTL 045  MPAHCYEHOeHMAAbHOT
¢husocogpuu npednocwLik 00HOpoOHOCU Onvima Buvide-
saemcs eunomesa Kanma o mpancyenoeHmaisHom cpoo-
cmée ABaenutl, co30aiouem 00HOPOOHOCHb MEHIMAALHBIX
axmob8 u 00vekmMuBHoI peasbHOCHIU.

KaroueBuvie caoBa: Kanm, yciobus Bosmoxrocmu
onvima, anpuoptvie opmul uybcmbenrocmu, Mpan-
CUeHOeHMabHble  KAme20pul, —MpaHcyeHOeHMasbHbLil
cybwexm

1. BBegenme

KaHTOBCKMTI IPMHITNTI, HBIHe CTaBIIN OOIIle-
NPU3HAHHBIM, TAKOB: UTOOBI M3y YUTh pa3yM, HyX-
HO BBIBECTVI YCJIOBVISI, HEOOXOIMMBIE IS ITOJTyde-
Hus onblTa (Brook, Wuerth, 2023). Pabotsr Kanra
OTKPBIBAIOT HOBBIVI, TPaHCIIEHIeHTAJIBHBIVI JTall
pa3paboTky mpobsieMbl OmbITa, POPMYIIPyeMOT
VM KakK IIpobsieMa KOppesIamy MeXXay IPUHIIV-
IaMu pasyMa U SMIOMpPUYecKMu JaHHbIMIU. KaHT
co3[1aJl TpaHCleHIeHTaIbHYI0 MeTapM31KYy OITbl-
Ta, IIpeTeHIyIOIIyI0 Ha IlepeoCcMBbIC/IeH e HOPMBI,
COIJIaCHO KOTOPOW MBI IIpyaeM OOBEeKTY CTaTyc
peaneHOCTM (Mazijk, 2020, p. 25). Onnako Kanr
TakXXe pa3paboTayl KpUTHUUYecKyro duiocoduio,
KOTOpasi He MOXeT, B OTIN4Me OT 3KCIIeprMeH-
TaJIBHOV HayKM, HaCJIaXAaThbCsl «JOCTOBEPHBIM
IIIaroM». B ocHOBe ero MeTaV3MKI OIIBITA JIEKUAT
KJIIoueBasi IIpoOsieMa — YCJIOBUI BO3MOXKHOCTM
IOCJIe/THEro, KOTopasi IPUBOAUT K YCJIOBUSAM BO3-
MOXXHOCTM camort MeTadmsukn. CyTb 3TOM IIpo-
671eMbI B TOM, YTO IIPVHIIUITBI IIO3HAHWS JOJKHBI
dopMIMpPOBaTBCSA OIBITOM, HO OIIBIT HEBO3MOXKEH,
ecJIV eMy He IIperocIaHbl IIPVHIINIIBI TTO3HAHMSL.

Lletb cTaTbit — paccMOTPeTh 3Ty OCHOBOIIOIA-
raollyio KaHTOBCKYIO IIpo0JieMy B HOBOM PaKyp-
Cce, B KOTOPOM IJIaBHOVI ITPEIITOCHIJIKOVI BO3MOX-

activity of reason is the most problematic level of the
unity of experience, on which intuitions are ordered in
accordance with a priori categories. The following con-
ditions of the homogeneity of experience are assessed
as being original and going beyond the epistemological
problematics: 1) the homogeneity of the consciousness
of external things and self-consciousness, and 2) the
unity of experience created by the end-goals of the pure
application of reason. In conclusion, I examine Kant's
hypothesis that the transcendental affinity of phenome-
na creates the homogeneity of mental acts, and that ob-
jective reality is the key and most telling prerequisite of
the homogeneity of experience.

Keywords: Kant, conditions of the possibility of
experience, a priori forms of sensibility, transcendental
categories, transcendental subject

1. Introduction

The now universally accepted Kantian prin-
ciple reads: in order to study reason, the condi-
tions of experience must be established (Brook
and Wuerth, 2023). Kant’s works mark a new,
transcendental stage of the study of the prob-
lem of experience, which he views as the prob-
lem of correlation between the principles of
reason and empirical data. Kant created a tran-
scendental metaphysics of experience which
claims to revise the norm whereby we grant an
object the status of reality (Mazijk, 2020, p. 25).
But Kant also developed a critical philosophy
which, unlike experimental science, cannot be
content with “an authentic step”. The key prob-
lem of his metaphysics of experience is the con-
ditions of the possibility thereof, which leads to
the conditions of the possibility of metaphysics
itself. The core of the problem is that the princi-
ples of cognition should arise from experience,
but experience is impossible unless it is prem-
ised on the principles of cognition.

This article purports to look at this under-
lying Kantian problem from a new angle, in
which the main prerequisite of the possibility of



HOCTU OITBITa 4BJISeTCS €ro eIMHCTBO. DTa CMeHa
paKkypca IIpoAyKTMBHA [1J1d pa3pabOTKM Tpobiie-
MBI OIIBITa: COXPaHsI CIEVMPUKY 1 OCTPYIO IIPO-
071eMaTYHOCTDb ee TpaHCIeHIeHTaIbHOV ITOCTa-
HOBKM, OHa II03BOJISIET VICCITeNIoBaTh poliieMy B
OoJlee MIMPOKOM KOHTEKCTE, YUUTHIBasL Pe3ysIbTa-
THI APYTMX HaIlpaBJIeHUM VCCIIeIoBaHMs CO3Ha-
HUs — (¢PeHOMEeHOJIOTUY, KOIHUTUBHOW IICHIXO-
JIOTMV, aHAJIVTUYECKOTO KaHTOBEIEeHMS U axe
aHTUTpPaHCLIEHAeHTaM3Ma. MBI HaMepeHBI IIO-
CJIEJIOBATEIIBHO BBISIBUTH BCE BO3MOXKHBIE IIOIIXO-
OBl K MHTePIIPeTaIVV eIVHCTBA OIIbITa, KOTOPBIe
«CBEpHYTBI» B TpPaHCIIeHeHTaIbHOM jieasIn3Me
KanTa, coxpaHss mpu 3TOM ayTeHTUYHYIO KaH-
TOBCKYIO YCTaHOBKY, TO €CTh IIOCTOSIHHO yIIepXKI-
Bas B I10JIe BHMMaHWS IIPO0IeMaTIHOCTb CaMOVI
BO3MOYXHOCTVI OITBITa. B 1ITOre MBI HaMepeHBI II0-
Ka3aTh, YTO IIPEITIOCHIIKOV IIPOOIEMBI BO3MOXK-
HOCTH OIIbITa B TpaHCIeHJIeHTaJIbHOM (PuIoco-
dum BBICTYTIAET CaMa IIPVPOJIa ero OpraHu3aInm,
a IMEeHHO HeoOXOVIMOCTBD €T0 eIMHCTBA, 113 KOTO-
POro CJIefIyoT TaKVe ero KadecTBa, KaK CBSI3HOCTB,
YTIOPSIO4€HHOCTD VI OITHOPOITHOCTb.
OTTOJIKHYBIINCH OT KAHTOBCKOVI IIOCTAHOB-
KV IIpOOJIeMBI YCJIOBUTI BO3MOXKHOCTM OITBITa (2),
rcciIeioBaHMe OyJleT pasBopadynBaThCs OT OOlle-
ro K 4acTHOMYy. MBI pacCMOTpVM BHadJasie IIpe-
JIeJTbHO OOIITvie yCJIOBYMSI eIMHCTBA OITbITa TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIBHOTO cyObekTa (3): KOTHUTWMBHOE
(cucTemaTdecKoe palliOHaJIbHOe €IVMHCTBO IIo-
3HaBaTeJIbHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEVI) 11 TeJIe0sIoryecKoe
(MHTepec K OCYIIeCTBIEHNIO CYIIHOCTHBIX IieJIert
pasyma). 3adpukcrpoBaB IIpo0IeMaTIHOCTD STVIX
MIPEeNITIOCEIIOK, MBI IleperyieM K aHaium3y Ooriee
KOHKPETHBIX (POPM €IVHCTBA OIIbITa, CKOHIIEH-
TPUPOBABIINCh Ha IIPUYMHAX €ro CBA3HOCTU U
yIIOpsiZIO4eHHOCTH (4), KOTOpBle, KaK MBI TIOKaXkeM,
VMHTErpypOBaHbI B IIpo0JIeMy YCIIOBIVI BO3MOKHO-
ctv omblTa. [lonck mprymH 1po0IeMaTIHOCTI
OITBbITa B KOHTEKCTe KaHTOBCKOTO MeTofa IIpVBe-
IIeT Hac K CyITHOCTHBIM IIOJIOKEHVISIM TPaHCIIeH-
IeHTasIbHOM drtocodmnt (5), 13 KOTOPBIX CTaHO-
BUTCS BO3MOXXHBIM Ilepexofl K pa3paboTke Tesvca
00 OHOPOIHOCTM OIbITa KaK €ro KJIFOUeBOM YcC-
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experience is its unity. This change of perspec-
tive helps to advance the study of the problem
of experience: while preserving the specificity
and problematic character of the transcenden-
tal approach to the problem, it makes possible
its study in a broader context, taking into ac-
count the results of other areas of the study of
consciousness such as phenomenology, cogni-
tive psychology, analytical Kant scholarship,
and even anti-transcendentalism. I propose, se-
quentially, to reveal all the possible approaches
to the interpretation of the unity of experience,
which are “compressed” in Kant’s transcenden-
tal idealism, while sticking to authentic Kantian
principles and keeping in mind that the possi-
bility of experience is itself a problem. I intend
to show that the prerequisite of the possibility
of experience in transcendental philosophy is
the nature of its organization — that is, the ne-
cessity of its unity, its orderliness, and homoge-
neity.

Proceeding from the Kantian view of the
problem of the conditions of the possibility of
experience (2), I propose to go from the gener-
al to the particular. I will first look at the most
general conditions of the transcendental sub-
ject (3): cognitive (the systematic rational uni-
ty of cognitive faculties) and teleological (the
concern with finding the essential goals of rea-
son). After illustrating the problematic charac-
ter of these prerequisites, I will move on to the
analysis of more concrete forms of the unity of
experience, focusing on the causes of its coher-
ence and orderly character (4) which, as I will
show, are integrated with the problem of the
conditions of the possibility of experience. The
search for the causes of the problematic charac-
ter of experience in the context of the Kantian
method will lead us to the substantive propo-
sitions of transcendental philosophy (5), from
which it will be possible to pass on to the thesis
about the homogeneity of experience as its key
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sioBum (6—8). VITorom viccireoBaHVISI CTaHeT BbIIIe-
JIeHVe VI IIpoOsieMaTu3alisl BOCBMY Pas/INIHBIX
YCJIOBUV €IVHCTBa OIIbITa, KOTOPbIe IIPOCIIeXIBa-
10Tcst B prtocodpum KaHTa, 113 Hux Kak Hanbosiee
IIOKa3aTeJIbHOe IIJIs TpaHCLIeHIeHTaIbHOV Iapa-
AUTMBI Oy/IeT OCMBICJIEHO SMIIVPUYecKoe U TpaH-
CLIeHJIeHTaJIbHOe CPOZICTBO SIBJIEHWTA.

2. Victopust mpo0s1eMBbl yCJIOBUM
BO3MO>KHOCTW OITBITa

B3anMocBs3p BOCIIPMHMMAEMOTO ¥ YMOIIOCTV-
raeMoro MupoB ObUIa OIHOVI 3 IJIaBHBIX TEM VIC-
crrenosanmyi Kanra. Ero nHapacrarormi HTEpec
K 3TOV ITpo0JIeMe IIPOCIIEXMBAETCS B IIepeIvicKe
Ha4lHas ¢ OMcbMa K MeH/IelIbCoHYy OT 8 arrpe-
ng 1766 1. 3pece Kant dopmysmpyeT ee Kak Bo-
IIPOC O BO3MOYKHOCTW OITBITHOTO 3HAHWMS O IIPU-
pozie ay1Iv, KOTOPOro ObIJI0 OBl «JOCTAaTOYHO IS
TOro, uTOOBI MICXOOS M3 HEro I103HaTh, KaKUM 00-
pa3oM OHa IPUCYTCTBYeT B MUPOBOM IIPOCTpPaH-
CTBe KaK B OTHOIIIEHUV MaTepwuy, TaK U B OTHO-
IIIeHNM CYIIIeCTB OJIVIHAKOBOV C HeVl IIPUPOIBL. ..»
(AA 10, S. 68; KanT, 1980a, c. 517). KanT nipenmo-
JlaraeT, YTo 0coOOro BHVIMaHMS 3aC/IyXKVBaeT BO-
rpoc BocpuaTys. CIIocOOHOCTb BOCIIPVISITIS M3~
BHe y 4eJIoBeKa JJOJKHA ObITh OCOOEHHOV, TaK KaK
yeJIoBeuecKoe CYIIeCTBO IIpeICTaBIseT cO0OVI 0Co-
ObIT BUJI cOeVMHEHMs pasyMa C OMOIorm4ecKmM
TesioM. 3arpynHeHus BuagaTca KaHTy B TOM, 4TO
BOCITPVISITVIE CBSI3aHO C TeJIECHOV JIeSITeTbHOCTHIO
CTOJIb K€ $IBHO, KaK M C [esITeJIbHOCTBIO pasyMa.
CriemoBaTeIbHO, €CTIV MBI XOTVIM ITO3HAThb BOCIIP-
SITVIe KaK BHEIITHIOKO CVITY VIV CLIOCOOHOCTH YeJIo-
BeKa, HY>KHO IIPVHSATh BO BHUMaHe OTHOIIIeHs
aymm 1 Testa. Ho mocrieHMe ecTh OTHOIIEHVIS
BHYTPEHHEr0 K BHEIIIHEMY, TO eCTb COCTOSHVIS
ITYTIIVI, MBITIUTEHVIS Vi JKeJIaHVISI K COCTOSTHIIO TeJle-
CHOVI MaTepum. VI3 3TOro mosiokeHms He BUINUTCS
BO3MOXXHOCTY 3aHSTh APYTYIO ITO3HABATEJIBHYIO
MIO3UIINIO VI IepeNiT K OTHOLIEHWIO BOCIIPVHV-
MaIOITIETO 11 0OBEKTOB BOCIIPUSITHSL, KOTOpbIe (-
710cod XapaKTepusyeT KaK OTHOIIIEHVIE BHEIITHETO
K BHellTHeMy. KaHT mbITaeTcst ITOCpesicTBOM yMO3a-
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condition (6—8). The outcome of the study will
be the identification and problematization of
eight conditions of the unity of experience that
are traceable in Kant’s philosophy, of which the
empirical and transcendental affinity of phe-
nomena will be discussed as being the most
characteristic of the transcendental paradigm.

2. The History of the Problem
of the Conditions of Possibility
of Experience

The interconnection of the perceived and in-
telligible worlds was a key problem of Kant’s
research. His growing interest in this problem
can be traced from his correspondence, begin-
ning in his 8 April 1766 letter to Mendelssohn
in which he frames the question of the possi-
bility of experiential knowledge in terms of the
nature of the soul that would be “sufficient to
inform us of the manner in which the soul is
present in the universe, how it is linked both to
matter and to beings of its own sort” (Br, AA 10,
p- 68; Kant, 1999, p. 92). For Kant, the question
of perception merits particular attention. The
human faculty to perceive the external must be
special because the human being is a peculiar
connection of reason with a biological body.
Kant sees problems here, in that perception is
as obviously linked with bodily activity as it
is with the activity of the mind. Consequently,
if we want to study perception as an external
force or human faculty, we have to take into
account the relations between the soul and the
body. But these are relations of the internal to
the external, i.e. the state of the soul, thinking,
and volition to the state of matter. From this
provision Kant sees no way of taking a differ-
ent cognitive position and moving on to the
relation between the subject and object of per-
ception, which he describes as the relation of
the external to the external. Kant tries through



KJTIOUEeHVV HaTVI UICTOYHMK VIJIV CVIJTy BHEIITHEro
BO3ZIEVICTBYS ITPEIMETOB Ha HaC U IIPUXOLNUT K BbI-
BOZly, YTO 3TO HEBO3MOXKHO, IIOCKOJIBKY 3TV CVJIBIL
He nanbl B onibiTe (AA 10, S. 69; KanT, 19804, c. 517).
ITocTerieHHO PpaKypc 3asiBJIEHHOM ITpOOJIeMbl
Menstercs. B xonne 1773 r. KanT nvmer Mapky-
cy I'eprty, uTo vcciiemoBaHMs TOro, KaKMM obpasoM
OCYIIIECTBJISI€TCS CBSI3b MEXIy OpraHaMm Tejla U
MBICJIIMY, C €rO TOUKM 3peHVis, COBeplIeHHO Oec-
CMBICJIEHHBI 1 B HVIX HET HMKaKOV HEOOXOIMMOCTY
(AA 10, S. 138; KanT, 1980r, c. 535). AkuieHT niepe-
HOCUTCS Ha JPyTyIo IIpobsiemMy: HeOOXOOIMO OT-
YeTIIMBO ITOHVIMATh pa3/INyls MeXIy CyOBeKTB-
HBIMY IIPYHIMIIAMI YYBCTBEHHOCTY ¥ paccyiKa
1 dopMaMm HerocpeCcTBeHHOV HallpaBIeHHO-
CTV CO3HaHMS Ha mpenmMersl. OOpamrasich K I'ep-
11y B IvicbMe OT 7 mioHs 1771 1., oH Ha3bIBaeT 3TO
pasjideHvie OCHOBHBIM ITPaBVIOM PrIoCOPCKmX
VICCTIEIOBAHUI M OXWJAAeT OT ero IIpUMeHeHMs
Oospimix 1wI040B. OHO IMO3BOJINT BBISBUTH «OT-
HOIIIeHVIe OCHOBHBIX IIOHSITUW M 3aKOHOB, KOTO-
phBle oIpeieIsioT YyBCTBeHHO BOCIIPUHIMaeMbIV
MUp, a TaKXe HaMeTUTb B OOIIMX depTax TO, YTO
cocTaBJIsgeT CYIIHOCTh y4eHMs O BKyce, MeTadpm3u-
ke 11 Mopan» (AA 10, S. 117, KanT, 198006, c. 524).
ITpovist cKkBO3b LIeJIBIN Psify, IviceM K JInmHIHe-
py, I'epnepy, Mennenbcony, I'epiy, mpobiema B3a-
VIMOCBS3M IIO3HAIOIIero pasyMa ¥ II03HaBaeMBbIX
OOBEKTOB HAKOHeIl KpWCTa/UIM3yeTcsl B 3HaMe-
HUTOM BOIIPOCe, 3a/laHHOM B IMcbMe K Mapkycy
I'epiry ot 21 dpepasist 1772 r.: «...Ha YeM OCHOBBI-
BaeTCs OTHOLIIEHVe TOrO, YTO MbI Ha3bIBaeM IIpefi-
CTaBJleHVeM B Hac, K IpenmMeTy?» (AA 10, S. 124;
Kanrt, 19808, c. 527). Peub 3mech mieT, BbIpaxa-
Ch A3BIKOM «KpUTHMKM 4mcToro pasyma», o Koop-
IOVHALMY allpYOPHBIX CXeM, Kareropuit n ¢opm
UyBCTBEHHOCTM C ITO3HaBaeMOV ITPeIMeTHOCTHIO.
Ha uem ocHOBaHa KoppesIsiis IIpeacTaBIeHn I 1
00BEKTOB 3TMX IIpeICTaBJIeHNIL, €CIIV IIPVHIIIIBI
oOpa3oBaHMs IIpefCTaBIeHNI anpyopHbr? Vi,
MHade, II0YeMy Hallle IOHMMaHMe IIPUHIINIIOB
IIO3HaHM ABJIseTCs OJHOBpeMeHHO HOHVIMaHVeM
o0pexToB rto3HaHMA? (Allais, 2015, p. 186).
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inferences to find the source or force of the ex-
ternal action of objects on us, and comes to the
conclusion that this is impossible because these
forces are not given to us in experience (Br, AA
10, p. 69; Kant, 1999, p. 92).

Gradually, the focus changes. In late 1773,
Kant writes to Markus Herz that it is meaning-
less and unnecessary to study the connection
between bodily organs and thoughts (Br, AA 10,
p- 138; Kant, 1999, p. 141). The emphasis shifts
to a different problem: it is necessary to clearly
understand the differences between the subjec-
tive principles of sensibility and reason, and the
forms of directedness of consciousness toward
objects. In a letter to Herz of 7 June 1771, he de-
scribes this distinction as the main rule of philo-
sophical inquiry, an approach which he expects
to yield bountiful fruit. It may help to reveal “the
foundational principles and laws that determine
the sensible world together with an outline of
what is essential to the Doctrine of Taste, of Met-
aphysics, and of Moral Philosophy” (Br, AA 10,
p- 117; Kant, 1999, p. 127).

Having gone through a series of letters to
Linder, Herder, Mendelssohn, and Herz, the
problem of the connection between the cog-
nizing mind and the cognized objects finally
jells into the famous question asked of Herz in
a 21 February 1772 letter: “What is the ground
of the relation of that in us which we call ‘rep-
resentation” to the object?” (Br, AA 10, p. 124;
Kant, 1999, p. 133). To use the language of the
Critique of Pure Reason, this is about the coordi-
nation of a priori schemes, categories, and forms
of sensibility with the objective world being cog-
nized. What is the ground of the correlation of
representations and their objects if the principles
of forming these representations are a priori? To
put it in another way, why is our understanding
of the principles of cognition simultaneously un-
derstanding of the objects of cognition? (Allais,
2015, p. 186).
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Taxmum obpaszom dopmupyeTcss HallpabiIeHVe
IIOVICKA OHTOTHOCEOJIOTMYECKMX YCJIOBUV  BO3-
MOXXHOCTM onbiTa. ONVH U3 MePBbIX €ro pesyiib-
TaTOB — JIaTMHCKas auccepranms «O dopme u
NPUHIIAIAX YYBCTBEHHO BOCIIPUHIMAEMOro
HTeuMrmudesbHOro Mupa» (1770). 3arem pertie-
Hue IpoOsieMbl ycsioBumt onibiTa KaHT mpepyiara-
eT B «Kputuke umcroro pasyma», «[Iposeromenax
KO BCSKOVI OysyIert MeTadusuke», OTTauMBaeT B
nocszepyrommx «Kpurmkax». C Toro MOMeHTa, Kak
KanT BbISIBUII TaHHYIO ITpo0JIeMy, OHa CTaHOBUT-
Cs1 JIEITMOTVBOM €ro VICCIIe[IOBaHIA, ITPeJIOMIISIO-
IIVMCS B IPYyTOM KJIIOYeBOM BOIIpPOCe — «KaK BO3-
MOXKHBI alTpVOPHBIE CUHTETUYeCKIe CYKIeHVS».

3. EgHacTBO OnIbITa
KaK ycJIOBVe er0 BO3MOXKHOCTU

EnmncTBo aTpubyTHBHO /14 OIbITa. YXKe mep-
LIENTUBHBINI yPOBEHb BOCIPUATUS aHTaXMpPo-
BaH eIMHCTBOM MHOTOOOPA3HOrO, U 3TO €IVTHCTBO
CTOJIb pafMKaJIbHO, UTO I CyObeKTa Bce BpeMs
IJTUTCS TOJTBKO 00uH onbim. Eciv vexomnTs 13 3T0-
rO CYHIHOCTHOTO €[IMHCTBA — 3TO IIYTh, KOTOPBIM
Vet (peHOMEeHOIIOr s, — MOYKHO IIPUMTH K I1apa-
nokcastbHbIM BbiBopaM. Tak, JIx. I1. Manyccakwc,
viccrienyss (peHOMeH CaKpasIbHOTO, YTBEpXKaeT,
4uTO BCe (PeHOMEHBI B PaBHOVI CTeIleH) caKpalb-
HBI, TIOCKOJIBKY YeJIoBeK He MOXET VIMeThb pa3Hble
TWUIIBI OITbITa: «Bce SIBJIeHS peUrio3Hbl, 100 HI-
KaKoe VICKJIIOUeHVe He MOXeT OBITh OITpaBIaHo, 1,
cJlefjoBaTesIbHO, BCaKast prytocoduist ecTb prizoco-
dust perurun, eciiv ee elrie XOTAT TaK Has3bIBaTh.
MBsI roBOpMM 371eCh He 00 aHaJIOTMTUHBIX ITepeXi-
BaHIIX, a CKOpee 0 “paKaIbHOV OOIITHOCTI, TIO
BBIpaKeHMIO ['ycceprist, MeXay oObeKTamu OITbI-
ta» (Manoussakis, 2019, p. 44).

EnuHCTBO OmbITa TakXe BBICTYIIAeT BaKHBIM
ITyHKTOM KaHTOBCKOVI TEOPWVI, IIPUYEM CBS3b 3Ha-
MeHMTOro Borpoca Kanrta 00 ycoBusix BO3MOX-
HOCTW OIIBITA C TpeDOBaHMEM €ero eaMHCTBA IIPo-
CJIeXMBaeTcs yXXe B IepBoM NpuOmvokeHun. [
TOT'O YTOOBI OIIBIT COCTOSIICS, HEOOXOIMMO cOOIIIO-
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This shows the direction of the search for on-
to-epistemological conditions of the possibility
of experience. One of its early results is the Latin
dissertation, On the Form and Principles of the Sen-
sible and the Intelligible World (1770). Subsequent-
ly, Kant offers a solution to the problem of the
conditions of experience in Critique of Pure Rea-
son, Prolegomena to Any Future Metaphysics, and
gives it the final touches in the later Critiques.
From the moment Kant articulates the problem
it becomes the leitmotif of his research, which is
reflected in another key question: “how are a pri-
ori synthetic judgments possible?”

3. The Unity of Experience
as the Condition of its Possibility

Unity is an attribute of experience. Already
the perceptive level of perception is engaged
with the unity of the manifold, the unity being
so radical that for the subject only one experi-
ence lasts all the time. If one proceeds from this
essential unity — the path followed by phe-
nomenology — one may come to paradoxical
conclusions. For example, John Panteleimon
Manoussakis (2019, p. 44), investigating the
phenomenon of the religious, the sacred, main-
tains that “All phenomena are religious for
no exclusion can be justified, and therefore all
philosophy is a philosophy of religion, if one
still wishes to designate it so. We are not talk-
ing here of analogous experiences, but rath-
er of “a radical community” — to use Husserl’s
phrase — between the objects of experience.”

The community of experience is also an im-
portant requirement of Kant’s theory, where
the link to Kant’s famous question about the
conditions of the possibility of experience is
apparent at once. For an experience to hap-
pen, at least two conditions must be met: 1)
all possible phenomena should be together in
one experience and 2) all these representations
should be connected according to laws (KrV,



IeHre KaK MMHVMYM JIByX YCJIOBUIL: YTOOBI BCe
BO3MOXKHBIE SIBJIEHVISI MOLJIV HAXOOUTHCS BMECTE B
OJIHOM OIIBITE U 2) YTOOBI BCE 3TV IIPeJICTaBIIeHS
ObUTV CBSI3aHBI coriacHO 3akoHaM (A 108). Orcroma
crlemyeT KiodeBoe TpebosaHMe KaHTa K BO3MOX-
HOCTVI OITbITA — IIOZIBEZIeHVIe ITPeJICTaBIIeH NI IO
3aKOHBI, TO €CTh «COBMECTVIMOCTB» CO3€PIIaHMIT
alpUOpPHBIX KaTeropuii. V1 KOHeUHO, ITpeieIbHOoe
yCJIOBME OIIbITa — 3TO COOOIIaeMOCTh OOBbeKTMB-
HOM " Cy6’BeKTT/IBHOT7{ PpeaytbHOCTM, TPaHMUIIbI I10-
CIIeTHeV! 113 KOTOPBIX TaKXKe OCHOBATeIbHO OCMBIC-
neHbl KanToMm.

Obpamraer Ha ceOs BHMMaHMe, yTo KaHT He
duKcHpyeT CyOBEKTHOCTb KaK yCJIOBME OIIbITa.
TpancrieHeHTasIbHOE €OVMHCTBO allllepLeinin
He sBjigeTcs POPMOVI CAaMOMIEHTUYHOCTY, M03-
TOMY OHO He MOXeT UI'paTh 3Ty Poilb. ToXIecTBo
anmeprentny eCcTb CUHTe3 MHOrooOpasHOro, a
VIMEHHO CITOCOOHOCTB ITPVICOEAMHSTH OHO IIpef-
crasjieHMe K npyromy (B 133). OHo ecTs, ckopee,
dopmaIbHOe eVHCTBO, YHUBEPCAIIbHBIN aKT CY-
XKIIeHM, HeoOXOMMMBIN IJIS TOrO, «dTOOBI emnu-
HBIVI YM MOT IlepeMellaThCsl 10 psAly IpelcTaB-
JISIEMBIX 2JIEMEHTOB ¥ OCO3HABaTh MX KaK OLOVH
00BexT» (Brook, 1994, p. 131). B 11e11oM e «cyOB-
€KT, KOTOpOMY IIpMHA/JIeXNUT MBIIIIeHe, 000-
3Ha4aeTcs TIOCPeICTBOM $I, COIyTCTBYIOIIETo BCs-
KOVI MBICJIV, TOJIBKO TPaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHO, TaK YTO
MBI He BOCIIPVHVIMaeM HMKAKIX CBOVICTB €r0 11 BO-
o0r111e HIYero He 3HaeM O HeM U He IIpeJICTaB/IseM
ero» (A 355; Kant, 1999, c. 320).

Tot daxT, uto KaHT He nosaraet cyObeKTHOCTD
yCJIOBUEM OIlbiTa, OOBSICHSIeTCs, Ha Halll B3IVIAM,
IIPOCTO: AVCKYpPC CyObekTa, KaK MBI €ro ceirdac
IIpefiCTaBJIsieM, TOr7la ellle He IOSBWIICS Ha CBeT.
Tem ne menee I'1. @. CrpocoH cumTaeT 3T0 JIaKyHOM
y KanTa. /111 1IOJTHOTHI ycstoBuy onibITa 1) Hy>XKHa
BO3MOXHOCTH ITPOBOAWUTE pasjmurie MexXiy o0b-
eKTaMI ¥ BOCIIPUATUSAMM OOBEKTOB, TO eCTh HYX-
Ha CChUTKA Ha OT/Ie/IVIMBIVI KOMIIOHEHT CyOBeKTIB-
HOTO OITbITa B JIIOOOM KOHKPETHOM OOBEKTVBHOM
CyX1eHun o0 ombITe; 2) cyOBeKT OIbITa JAOJDKeH
VIMeTb CBOIO POPMYy MIEHTUYHOCTY, a IMEHHO —
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A 108). From this follows Kant’s key require-
ment for the possibility of experience: rep-
resentations should conform to laws, that is,
the “compatibility” of intuitions and a priori
categories. And, of course, the ultimate condi-
tion of experience is the link between objective
and subjective reality, the boundaries of the
latter having been thoroughly delineated by
Kant. It is noteworthy that Kant does not name
subjectivity as a condition of experience. The
transcendental unity of apperception is not a
form of self-identity and, for that reason, can-
not play that role. Rather, the unity of apper-
ception is a synthesis of the manifold, i.e. the
capacity to add one representation to another
(KrV, B 133). It is a formal unity, the universal
act of judgment needed “for a single mind to
range over a number of represented elements
and be aware of them as one object” (Brook,
1994, p. 131). On the whole, “the subject of in-
herence is designated only transcendental-
ly through the I that is appended to thoughts,
without noting the least property of it, or cog-
nizing or knowing anything at all about it”
(KrV, A 355; Kant, 1998, p. 419).

The fact that Kant does not posit agency as
a condition of experience is easy to explain: the
discourse of the subject, as we think of it today,
had not yet come into being. Nevertheless Peter
F. Strawson considers it to be an omission on
Kant’s part. The full conditions of experience
require 1) the possibility of drawing a distinc-
tion between objects and perceptions of objects,
i.e. there should be a reference to a detachable
component of subjective experience within any
concrete objective judgment about experience;
2) the subject of experience should have its own
form of identity — namely, it should be able to
ascribe experiences to itself. An adequate ex-
plication of experience would point out the full
conditions of the possibility of ascribing expe-
riences to oneself, including the existence of
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IOJDKeH OBITH CIIOCOOeH IIPUIVCHIBATE ceDe CBOM
nepexxmBaHMs. AJleKBaTHOe OOBsSCHEeHVe OIIbiTa
3aKJTIOYaJIOCh OBl B YKa3aHWM Ha IIOJTHbIE YCIIOBVAS
BO3MOYKHOCTVI CAMOIIPUIIVICBIBAHVIS IIEPEXVIBAH,
BKJIIOUAs CyIeCTBOBaHVE CyObeKTa KaK co3epriae-
Moro obbekTa B Mupe (Strawson, 1966, p. 63—64,
76). VIHpIMU c710BaMVL, 9TOOBI OOBSICHUTD, KaK BO3-
MOKEH OITBIT, HY>)KHO OOBSICHUTD, II0YeMY CYOBEKT
HaJIeJIseT ero CTaTyCcoM cf0e20 0nblima.

Ho xaHTOBCKasi MOIe/Ib OpVeHTVpOBaHa MHa-
Ue — ero MHTepecyeT IIPeXX/ie BCero CTPYKTYPHOe
VI KaueCTBEHHOe eJIVTHCTBO MeHTaIbHBIX CofleprKa-
HUV KaK IIpefIBapuTeIbHOe YCIIOBYe IIPUMEeHVIMO-
CTVI AIIPVIOPHBIX ITOHSTU K CO3epLaHsiM. MOXHO
CKa3aTh, YTO yCJIOBVIE €IVIHCTBA OITbITA IIPeICTaB-
nsetcs KanTy OoJlee cyliecTBeHHBIM, HeXeJIN yc-
JIOBUe ero cyOBpeKTHOCTI. VTest enqyHCTBa KCIUIN-
LVIPyeTcss M Ha pa3HBIX YPOBHSX, Yallle BCEro B
KOHTEKCTe eIMHCTBA IT03HaBaTeIbHBIX CIIOCOOHO-
crent. KaHT, B 4acTHOCTM, IIOITyCKaeT, UTO CBOVI-
CTBa IIPEIMETOB, B PaBHOV Mepe KaK M IIpUpoaa
MIO3HAOIIIETO MX paccyiKa, camu 1o cebe mper-
Ha3HA4YeHb! K CHCTEMATIYeCKOMY eJIVIHCTBY, I103-
TOMY BCe pe3yJIbTaThl IO3HaHWS IOIUMHEHBI 00-
MM IIPUHITATIAM, U3 KOTOPBIX OHV MOTYT OBITBH
BBIBEJIEHBL. DTO YTBEPK/IeHVIe OH Ha3bIBAeT MpPaH-
ClYeHOeHMarbHbIM 0CHOBonoA0KeHueM pasyma (A
648 / B 676). ITouemy K crcTeMaT4eCKOMY paliu-
OHAJILHOMY €JIVIHCTBY IIpe/THa3Ha4eHbI CBOVICTBA
IIpeIMeTOB — 3TO IposicHseT Te3nc KaHTa «ycito-
BUs 603MOXKHOCTU ONbimA BOOOIIIe CYyTh BMeCTe C
TeM YCIIOBUS B03MOXHOCTU npedmemol onvima...»
(B 197, Kanr, 1999, c. 188). To ecTb peus 31ech maeT
He O IIpefIMeTe KaK TaKOBOM, a O npedMenie onbvima.

EcTp eme onmH pakypc, B KOTOPOM MOXHO
MBICJTUTE €OUHCTBO OITbITa, — TEJIeOJIOIIYeCKITI,
B CBeTe KOHEUHBIX IleJIel YmcToro pasyma. Kak
ormeuaeT JI. FOmm, apXmUTeKTOHMYECKUII TPOEKT
pasyMa ¥ HeOOXOIVMOCTb OCMBICIIEHVISI OITBITa
KaK CMCTEMATIYeCKOro I1eJIOr0 Hepas3pbhIBHO CBS-
3aHpl y KaHTa ¢ MHTepecoM K OCYIIECTBIIEHUIO
CYIIHOCTHBIX Iesieit pasyma. OIBIT MOXeT OBITh
00BeIMHEeH B OTHO CHCTeMaTrYeckoe 11eJ10€ TOJThb-

the subject as an observable object in the world
(Strawson, 1966, pp. 63-64, 76). In other words,
to explain how experience is possible, it is nec-
essary to explain why the subject invests it with
its own experience.

But Kant’s model has a different purpose;
he is interested first and foremost in the struc-
tural and qualitative unity of mental contents
as a preliminary condition of applicability of a
priori concepts to intuitions. It can be said that
Kant considers the unity of experience to be
more important than the condition of its agen-
cy. He explicates the idea of unity at various
levels, more often than not in the context of the
community of cognitive faculties. Kant, for ex-
ample, allows that the properties of objects, like
the nature of the mind cognizing them, are in-
herently intended for systematic unity, which
is why all the results of cognition conform to
the common principles from which they can
be derived. He calls this the transcendental
foundation of reason (KrV, A 648 / B 676). Kant
explains why the properties of objects are in-
tended for systematic rational unity: “The con-
ditions of the possibility of experience in general
are at the same time conditions of the possibili-
ty of the objects of experience” (KrV, B 197; Kant,
1998, p. 283). It is not about the object as such,
but about the object of experience.

Yet another angle from which one can look
at the unity of experience is the teleological
one, in the light of the ultimate goals of pure
reason. Lea Ypi (2021, pp. 44-45) notes that the
architectonic project of reason and the need
to study experience as a systematic whole are
inseparably bound up, for Kant, with an in-
terest in the attainment of reason’s essential
goals. Experience can only be brought together
into one systematic whole through coordina-
tion with the goal that reason recognizes as its
own—different from the other goals which are
linked to it only instrumentally. Kant derives
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KO IIOCPEZICTBOM COOTHECEeHWsI C 11eJIbI0, KOTOPYIO
pasyM Ipu3HaeT CBOeV COOCTBEHHOW, 11eJIbl0, OT-
JIMYHOV OT OPYIUX, KOTOpbIe JIVIIb MHCTPYyMeH-
TaJIbHO cBA3aHBI ¢ HUM (Ypi, 2021, p. 44—45). Ko-
LI IIpVMeHeHMs
Halrero pasyma KaHT BBIBOOUT 13 ero OTHOIIIe-
HVS K TPeM IIpeaMeTam: cBoOozie BoyM, Oeccmep-
Turo nym u 6srTiro bora (B 825).

31ech BO3HMKaeT yyKe 3HaKOMOe HaM ITPOTUBO-
peune OITbITa, XOTs U B ApyroM pakypce. [Tocien-
HVle 11eJI YVCTOrO pa3yMa BBIXOIST 3a IIpeestbl
aMIIMpuyeckon peasibHocTn. Ho B TO ke Bpems
KaHT cunrait cBoert 3aciryrovt 000CHOBaHIMe MeTa-
dU3MKI KaK HayKyM IIyTeM OCMBICJIEHVIS allpyiop-
HBIX IIOHSITUVI, COOTBETCTBEHHO KOTOPBIM TOJIBKO
U MOTYT OBITH JaHBI IIpeMeThI B onbiTe. Kak oH
caM 3aMedaeT BO BBeIEHWY KO BTOPOMY M3IaHWIO
«KpuTnkm», 13 3THUX ero JOCTVDKEHUN «II0JTyda-
eTcs CTPaHHBIN U, TIO-BUIAVMOMY, BecbMa Hebila-
TOIIPVISATHBIVI IJIsI 1IeJIeVT BCeVI BTOPOV YacTU Me-
Tacpusukm pesynsrar» (B XIX; KanTt, 1999, c. 36).
Benp MeTadri3mKa orrbITa IleHHA TeM, YTO ITOKa3bl-
BaeT I'PaHMUIIEI IIPMMEHVMOCTY aIllpUOPHBIX pac-
CYHAOYHBIX HOHATUV M KaTeropum K IIpefMeTaM.
B TO Xe BpeMsi MMeHHO 3Ta IIeJlb — C ITOMOIIIBIO
aIIpYOPHOTO 3HAHMS BBIVITY 3a TPAHMIIBI BO3MOX-
HOTO OIbITa — COCTaBJIsIeT CyIIleCTBeHHYIO 3a/ia-
4y «I0csIefIHel» MeTadV3VKM, eCIIV B35ITh BO BHU-
MaHVie CYIITHOCTHBIE VIV KOHEeYHBIe 11eJI1 pa3yMa.
Tax uTo 1O GOMIBIIIOMY CUeTy HesCHO, KaK KOHeY-
HBbIe 11eJIV YVCTOrO pasyMa MOTYT 3a/iaBaThb eIVH-
CTBO SMIIVPUYECKOrO OIIbITA.

Msbl owepTwim [Ba DJIOOAJIBHBIX ¥ BecbMa
IIpo0JIeMaTVYHBIX OCHOBAHWS €IMHCTBA OIIbITA.
IlepBoe 13 HMX IJIaCUT, YTO €OVMHCTBO OIIbITA Ta-
PaHTUPOBAaHO TpaHCIIeHeHTa/IbHBIM OCHOBOIIO-
JIO)KeHVeM pa3yMa, TO eCTh CHCTeMaTHYecK M pa-
IIVOHAJIBHBIM €IVHCTBOM CBOVICTB ITO3HaBaeMBbIX
IIpeaMeTOB. DTO JIMIIb popMasibHas IIPeIIoChll-
Ka, OHa HMKaK He OO'BsICHSIeT IT0UeMy OITBIT BIIVICAH
B CTPYKTYPY aIllpMOPHBIX IIOHSATHUV, HO TI03BOJISET
3aMeTUTh, KaKuMM oDOpa3oMm IpobsiemMa eauHCTBa
OITbITa IIPOHM3bIBAET IIPO0JIEMY YCIIOBUTL €r0 BO3-

HedHble, VI II0CJIegHe,
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the end, or ultimate goals of the use of our rea-
son, from its relation to three objects: free will,
immortality of the soul, and the existence of
God (KrV, B 825).

This brings up a contradiction of experi-
ence with which we are already familiar, albeit
from a different perspective. The end-goals of
pure reason go beyond empirical reality. At the
same time, Kant claimed credit for grounding
metaphysics as a science by studying a priori
concepts by means of which, alone, objects can
be given in experience. As he writes in the in-
troduction to the second edition of the Critique,
from these achievements of his “emerges a
very strange result, and one that appears very
disadvantageous to the whole purpose with
which the second part of metaphysics concerns
itselt” (KrV, B XIX; Kant, 1998, p. 112). For the
value of a metaphysics of experience consists
in its showing the limits of the applicability of
a priori reasonable concepts and categories to
objects. At the same time, precisely this goal —
reaching the limits of possible experience with
the help of a priori knowledge — constitutes
an essential part of the task of the “last” meta-
physics if one keeps in mind the substantive or
ultimate goals of reason. So, at the end of the
day, it is unclear what ultimate goals of pure
reason can be set by the unity of empirical ex-
perience.

I have described two global and highly prob-
lematic grounds of the unity of experience. The
first of them claims that the unity of experience
is guaranteed by the transcendental ground-
ing of reason; that is, by the systematic rational
unity of the properties of the objects cognized.
This is a merely formal prerequisite which does
nothing to explain why experience is written
into the structure of a priori concepts, but ena-
bles us to notice how the problem of the uni-
ty of experience permeates the problem of the
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MOYXHOCTVL. BTropoe 3akiTioueH e He MeHee ITpo0Jie-
MaTWYHO: OITBITYy COOOIIAIOT eAVHCTBO KOHEUHBIe
LIeJIVI YMCTOTO pasyMa. DTOT Te3WUC IIPOTUBOpe-
YUT TOMY (PaKTy, YTO B KAHTOBCKOVI TEOPWVI OITBITA
VIMEHHO CO3€pIaHs OIPeNeIsSioT IPaHMIIbl IPY-
MeHEeHVIS allPYOPHBIX TIOHS T, 3aIlpelliasi pasyMy
paboTaTh «BXOJIOCTYIO». BO3MOXHO, 31ech cilemyer
TOBOPWTB O ABYX Pa3HBIX CMBICTIAX CJIOBA «OITBIT»,
TO €CTh MBI CTaJIKVBaeMCsl C BCTPEYAIOIINMCS Y
KanTa cMerrreHvemM pasHBIX TUIIOB AVICKYpca, SM-
IVIPUYECKOro M TpaHcIeHaeHTaTbHOro (Karpeu-
K0, 2022, c. 16). Bo BcsaxoM citydae, 3TV IIpeneIbHO
0000IIIeHHbIe YCITOBYS eMHCTBA OIIbITa He CHIMa-
I0T ero npobsemarraHocT. OOpaTuMcs K Oosiee
KOHKPeTHBIM (pOpMaM €eIVHCTBA SMIIVPUYIECKIIX
JAHHOCTEV VI allpYOPHBIX IOHATUI — K IIPUYN-
HaM VIX CBSI3HOCTVI M YIIOPSIIOUeHHOCT.

4. CBA3HOCTB M YIIOPAJOYE€HHOCTH
KaK ycJIOBMsI BO3SMOXKHOCTY ONbITa

KanToBckas rocTaHOBKa IIpoOJIeMBI OITBITa ak-
TyaJIbHa TIO ceVl feHb. DeHOMEeHOJIOr Y, KOTHUTH-
BUCTBI, HEVIpOydeHble VI aHaJITUIecKye puIoco-
¢BI TO-TIpeXXKHEMY 3a7IalOTCsT BOIIPOCOM: €CJIVI MBI
IIOHVIMAeM OIIBIT KaK «IOCTYI» K II03HaBaeMbIM
IIpeMeTaM, TO KaKOro pofa 3TOT JOCTYII 1 UTO fle-
J1aeT ero BosMOXHbIM? CortacHo KaHTy, BaxKHer-
IIlee yCJIoBYe JOCTYTIa — 3TO B03MOXHOCHY 643U
Bocnpusamuil, X OOITHOCTM M COIJIACOBAaHHOCTML.
JlaHHBIe CBOVICTBA COOOIIAIOT OIBITY ANPUOPHDLE
Gopmul uybembennocmu M MpancyeHOeHmMaAbHbIe
kameeopuu. Hammpumep, Tosibko Oraromaps ampu-
OPHOMY IIPVHIINITY, TpeIVIVPYOIIeMy TPUYMH-
HOCTb BO3MOXXHBIX OOBEKTOB OITBITa, MBI MOXXEM
OOBEKTMBHO CBA3aTh CBOV IIpefiCTaB/IeHNsI O CTaJl-
KMBarommxcs OmpsipoHbix Imapax (Boer, 2010,
p- 69) v JII0OBIX APYrMX (PU3MYECKMX B3arIMO-
HeVCcTBUSAX. B TpaHCIleHIeHTaIbHOM Wjleas3Me
CBSI3HOCTb OITbITa €CTh OOpaTHasi CTOpOHa ero y1o-
pAdouerrocmu. Mbl BHOBb TIOIa/iaeM B 30HY JIeVi-
CTBUS WCXOMHOV IIpoOJIeMBl: IOYeMy SIBJIeHMS
YIIOPAI0UYeHbI COITIaCHO MOHATVAM, He VIMEeIOIIVIM
SMIIVPITIECKOTO ITPOVICXOXKIEHST?

conditions of its possibility. The second conclu-
sion is no less problematic: experience acquires
unity owing to the end-goals of pure reason.
This thesis contradicts the fact that the Kantian
theory of the experience of intuition determines
the limits of the applicability of a priori concepts
by forbidding reason to “run idle”. Perhaps
we are looking at an instance of two differ-
ent meanings of the word “experience”, i.e. a
case of Kant mixing up different types of dis-
course, empirical or transcendental (Katrechko,
2022, p. 16). In any case, these highly general-
ized conditions of the unity of experience do
not make it any less problematic. Let us turn to
more concrete forms of the unity of empirical
givens and a priori concepts: the causes of their
connectedness and orderliness.

4. Connectedness and Orderliness as
Conditions of the Possibility of Experience

The Kantian approach to the problem of ex-
perience has lost none of its relevance today.
Phenomenologists, cognitivists, neuro-scien-
tists, and analytical philosophers still ask them-
selves: if we understand experience as “access”
to the objects being cognized, what kind of ac-
cess is this and what makes it possible? Accord-
ing to Kant, the key condition of access is the
possibility of connection of perceptions, their unity
and coherence. Experience acquires these prop-
erties through a priori forms of sensibility and
transcendental categories. For example, it is only
thanks to the a priori principle which predicates
causality of the possible objects of experience
that we can objectively connect our representa-
tions of colliding billiard balls (Boer, 2010,
p. 69) or any other physical interaction. In tran-
scendental idealism, the coherence of experi-
ence is the reverse side of its orderliness. Again,
we are confronted by the initial problem: why
are phenomena ordered according to concepts
which have no roots in experience?
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Konnenmms, ynacnenopannas Kanrom ot pa-
1yoHam3Ma HoBoro BpemeHn, TakoBa: OITBIT fe-
Jla€T BO3MOXXHBIMW «IIOPSIZIOK ¥ CBSI3b BeITer»,
aHaJIOTMYHbIe TIOPSAAKY M cBsAsu mpent. OpHako
B KaHTOBCKOV BepCUM aKIeHT CMellleH B CTOPO-
HYy TpaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHOrO CyObeKTa: KOHTaKT I10-
CJIeTHETO C peaJIbHOCTBIO BO3MOXKEH JIUIIb B CUITY
TOT0, YTO IIPEIMEeTHOCTY PacIiojIaratoTcs B HeKO-
TOopoM nopske. He vmes BosMoXXHOCTI yIIOpsI0-
YUTH CO3EPLIAHIS, MBI He IMeJIV Obl OIIbITa. TakmM
o0Opa3oM, BaKHeVIIllee yCJIOBMe OIbITa — 3TO BO3-
MOYXHOCTb YHOPSIAOYMBaHMS IeVICTBUTEIIbHOCTH,
HO caMa 3Ta BO3MOXXHOCTB C TOUKM 3peHNs TpaHC-
1leHJIeHTaJIbHOM (prytocodnm TpyIHOOOBACHIMA.
CrielyeT OTMETUTb, UTO YIOPSIOYeHHOCTh O0b-
eKTVBHOV peayIbHOCTV IIpeJCTaBjIsdeTcs 3arajod-
HOVI He TOJIBKO B paMKaX TpaHCIIeHeHTasI/3Ma.
Kak ormeuan A. DuHinTenH, «caM ¢akT, 4TO CO-
BOKYITHOCTb HaIlIIX UyBCTBEHHBIX BOCIIPUSATUI C
IIOMOIIIBIO MBIITUIEHNS! (OIlepypoBaHVie TIOHATHUS-
MV, CO3[IaHMe ¥ VCIIOJIb30BaHWE OIIperesIeHHBIX
PYHKIMOHAJIBHBIX COOTHOIIIEHU MeXy HVMWU,
COIIOCTaBJIeHVe UYyBCTBEHHBIX BOCIIPUSATUI 3TUM
TIOHSITVSIM) MOXeT OBITh IIpUBefleHa B TOPSIOK,
ABJISIeTCsl, TI0-MOeMY, TIOpa3UTeIbHbIM, ¥ MBI HU-
KOI7Ia ero He noviMem» (DuHITelH, 1967, c. 201).

Bce xareropmmt Kak 4mcTble IIOHATHSI, KOTOPBIE
a priori OTHOCATCS K OOBEKTaM, SBJISIOTCS CITOCO-
Gammt cricreMaTm3arium ombita. CozepriaHue TOXe
YIIOPsI0U4eHO: MPOCTPAHCTBO ¥ BpeMsl ITPUBHO-
CSAT B OIBIT PsIONOIOKEHHOCTh sABjieHn. CBs3-
HOCTb OIIBITA €CTh YCJIOBVE BO3MOXKHOCTY TIOCIIe]-
HETO, UTO IOCTyJmpyeTcs KanTom B «AHasorax
orbITa». OMHAKO CBSI3b MHOTOOOPa3HOIO He MOYKET
OBITH BOCIIPMHSITa YyBCTBEHHBIM 0Opa3oM. OmbIT
€CTb He cCaMV BOCIIPUSITS, a MIX CMHTe3, He Cofiep-
Katmiica B Bocopusitusax (B 129, 219); onbiT ecThb
TpaHClIeHIeHTasIbHas 100aBKa K MepIIerIIn.

B nepsont «Kputuke» KaHT oObsdcHseT cBsA3-
HOCTb OITbITa Te€M, YTO Bce (POPMBI SIBJIeHWS CyIIle-
CTBYIOT TOJIBKO B O[JTHOM IIPOCTPAHCTBE V1 B OITHOM
Bpemenu (A 110). ArrpropHble POpPMEI UyBCTBEH-
HOCTV WUI'PalOT OOBEIVHSIONIYI0 ¥ OpraHM3yIo-
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The concept Kant inherits from Modern ra-
tionalism is this: experience makes possible an
“order and connection of things” analogous to
the order and connection of ideas. However, in
the Kantian version, there is a tilt toward the
transcendental subject: the latter’s contact with
reality is only possible because objects are ar-
ranged in a certain order. Without the possi-
bility of ordering intuitions, we would have no
experience. Thus, the key condition of experi-
ence is the possibility of ordering reality; but
this ability is hard to explain from the view-
point of transcendental philosophy. It must be
noted that the orderliness of objective reality is
enigmatic, not only within the transcendentalist
framework. Albert Einstein (1936, p. 351) wrote:
“The very fact that the totality of our sense ex-
periences is such that by means of thinking (op-
erations with concepts, and the creation and
use of definite functional relations between
them, and the coordination of sense experienc-
es to these concepts) it can be put in order, this
fact is one which leaves us in awe, but which
we shall never understand.”

All the categories, as pure concepts which
are objects a priori, are ways of systematizing
experience. Intuition is also ordered: space and
time introduce connectedness into experience.
Connectedness of experience is the condition
of the possibility of the latter, which Kant pos-
tulates in Analogies of Experience. However, the
connection of the manifold cannot be perceived
by the senses. Experience is not perceptions but
their synthesis, which is not contained in the
perceptions (KrV, B 129, 219); experience is a
transcendental addition to perception.

In the first Critique, Kant attributes the con-
nectedness of experience to the fact that all
forms of a phenomenon exist in the same space
and at the same time (KrV, A 110). A priori
forms of sensibility play a uniting and organ-
izing role. Thus, the notion of time determines
the order of givenness of the manifold in the
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mIyto posb. Tak, IpescTabiieHVie BpeMeHU OIlpe-
HeJIsieT MOPSIOK TAHHOCTY MHOrooOpasus B J1yIe
(B 69), a uyBCTBEHHBIVI OIBIT HOKOUTCS Ha CUH-
TeTUYeCKOM e[IVIHCTBe OTHOIIIEHWUII BO BpeMeHU
Bcex BocrpusaTuin (B 220). Cesisp MHOroobpasms
cocTaBiIsieTcsl BO BpeMeHI. ITocKoIbKy camo Bpe-
MsI He MOXET OBITh BOCIIPMHSTO, TO BpeMeHHO
MOJIYC OIIBITa €CTh COeIVIHeHVe 0OBEKTOB BO Bpe-
MEeHV IIOCPeACTBOM IIOHATUV, 4 priori ycTaHaB-
vBarommx 310 coenvHenue (B 219). OmHospe-
MEHHOCTb ¥ IIOCJIe[IOBAaTeJIbHOCTD, BasKHEVIIIIVie
CTPYKTYPBI OIIbITa, He BOCIIPMHVIMAIVICH ObI HaMM
B SBJIEHVSIX, eciIv ObI B OCHOBe He JIeXaslo aIlpu-
OpHOe IIpeJICTaBJIeHNe O BpeMeHN. B pycre mpo-
Or1eMBI BO3MOXKHOCTM OITBITA (OHA Xe «IIpobriema
JIOCTYIIa») BOIIPOC COCTOUT He B TOM, KaK pasyMy
yIIaeTcsl yCTAaHOBUTH IIOPSIIOK B OOBEKTVBHON pe-
aJIBHOCTV, HO B TOM, ITIOYEMY PeasTbHOCTh «IIOfIa-
€TCs» STOMY YCTaHOBJIEHWIO.

CBSI3HOCTB ¥ YHIOPSIIOYEHHOCTb OIIBITa, KaK
MBI BUIVIM, He BBOISTCS B TPAHCIIEHIEHTAIBHYIO
MofIeJIb CyOBbeKTa KaK HedTO caMo cobovm pasyMe-
IOITleecs], OHM HAcKBO3b ITpoOJIeMaTH4HBbL B Hux
KpoeTcs IpoTvBOpedrie — Kareropuu, o Kanry,
OyImyum ampuopHBIMM, OOpeTalT aKTyaJIbHOCTh
TOJIBKO M3 BHEIITHNX co3epliaHmi. Tak, eciIv Mbl X0-
TVIM COCTaBUTh ceDe IIpeicTaBIIeHVie O TOM, UTO Ta-
KOe V3MeHeHVIe B paMKaXx VeV Kay3aJIbHOCTH, «Mbl
JOJDKHBI B3STh 1715 ITpUIMepa JIBVDKeHVe KaK M3Me-
HeHUIe B IIPOCTPAHCTBE, VI TOJIBKO TaKVIM ITyTeM MO-
JKeM MBI CIIeJIaTh 1115 ceOsl HarIsTHBIM V3MeHeHe,
BO3MOXKHOCTH KOTOPOT'O He MOXKET OBbITb ITOHSTA Y-
CTBIM paccynkom» (B 291; Kant, 1999, c. 246).

ITogemy ke «113 OIHWX JIUIIIb KaTETOPWUIL MBI He
MOXKEM YCMOTpPeTh BO3MOXKHOCTV KaKov ObI TO HI
6but0 Beru...» (B 288; Kant, 1999, c. 244)? [Totomy,
UTO OOBEKTVBHAS PeaIbHOCTh UVCTBIX ITOHSTU
paccyika JI0JDKHA ITOCTOSTHHO IIOITBEp)KIaThCs B
HAIIAOHBIX IIPENICTaBIeHMsIX. 31eCh SIBCTBEHHO
OIIyIIIaeTCsl HellepexoayMasi IpaHuIla OIbITa: y
Hac HeT OCHOBaHWII J1JIs1 YBePeHHOCTU B TOM, UTO
YVCTBIe PAacCyIOYHBIe IOHSTMS CKOOPIVIHVPOBA-
HBI C MaTepUaIbHOV PeasIbHOCTBIO, TO €CTh C M-
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soul (KrV, B 69), and sensible experience rests
on the synthetic unity of all perceptions of re-
lations in time (KrV, B 220). The connectedness
of the manifold is formed in time. Since time
itself cannot be perceived, the temporal mode
of experience is a connection of objects in time
through concepts which establish the connec-
tion a priori (KrV, B 219). We would not be able
to perceive simultaneity and consecutiveness,
the key structures of experience, in a phenome-
non if they were not based on the a priori notion
of time. In terms of the problem of the possibil-
ity of experience (or “the problem of access”),
the question is not how reason manages to es-
tablish order in objective reality, but why reali-
ty “submits” to such establishment.

The connectedness and orderliness of experi-
ence, as we see, are not introduced in the tran-
scendental model of the subject as something
taken for granted; they are problematic through
and through. They contain a contradiction: cat-
egories, according to Kant, being a priori, are
actualized only through external intuitions.
Thus, if we want to get an idea of such change
within the framework of causality, “we must
take motion, as alteration in space, as our ex-
ample, indeed only by that means can we make
alterations, the possibility of which cannot be
comprehended by any pure understanding, in-
tuitable” (KrV, B 291; Kant, 1998, pp. 335-336).

Why is it that “we cannot have insight into
the possibility of any thing in accordance with
the mere categories” (KrV, B 288; Kant, 1998,
p. 334)? Because the objective reality of pure
concepts of understanding must be constantly
reaffirmed in visual representations. There is a
clear sense here of the uncrossable boundary of
experience: we have no grounds for being sure
that pure concepts of understanding are coordi-
nated with material reality, i.e. with the world
of phenomena. Nor do we have a means of be-
ing assured of it once and for all; the reality



oM siBJTeHMTL. Y Hac Tak>ke HeT crioco0a B 3TOM pas3
I HaBcerjja yoenmuThCs, Hy>KHO ITIOCTOSTHHO ITpOBe-
PATH IeVICTBUTEIBHOCTD 3TOM CBsizut (A 149 / B 188).

VItak, BHeIlIHVE cO3epllaHMs He IIOPOXKIAOT
KaTeropuii, OHM «Marepuannsyor» mux. Ho mopu
3TOM IIpVIMeHeHVe KaTeropuil UaeT Topasio 1aib-
Ille, YeM OpraHM3alNs CBA3VM BOCIPUSATUIL OHO
IIpefnychbiBaeT 3aKOHBI IIPUpPOHe, B CWIY 4Yero
Iprpozia Takxke IproOpeTaeT yIOPsIO4eHHOCTE:
«aIlpVYOpPHBIe YCJIOBMS BO3MOXHOCTM OITBITa CyThb
BMeCTe C TeM VICTOYHVIKM, 3 KOTOPBIX IOJIKHBI
OBbITE BBIBEIIEHBI BCe BCeOOIITVie 3aKOHBI ITPVPOIBI»
(AA 04, S. 297, KanT, 1994, c. 54).

5. TpaHCcOoeHOeHTAIN3M
MpOTHUB IIPOM3B0JIa pasyMa

ITpoGsiema yciI0BUI BO3MOXKHOCTY OIBITa BO3-
HMKaeT M3 TOro TUIIa KaTeroprajabHOV aKTUBHO-
CTV, KOTOpBIN moctyiupyeT KaHT: Bermm cyire-
CTBYIOT caMM 1O ceOe, HO OHV BO3MOYKHEI B OITBITE
TOJIBKO corylacHoO KareropmsiM (A 399 / B 291), To
eCTb OIIBIT yKe M3BjleKaeTcs B oHsATusAX. [Ipobite-
Ma BO3MOYKHOCTW OITbITa KaK ITpo0sieMa «I0CTyTIa»
CO3HaHMS K PeaJIbHOCTY He SBJISeTCS VICKITIoUM-
TeJILHO TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOV, ee yHacJle[oBaIn
MHOT'VIe CYICTeMBI MBICJIN. VI B TO JXe BpeMs OHa SB-
JIIeTCSL UMCTO TPaHCIeHIeHTaIBHON: B TaKOM pa-
Kypce OHa MOIJIa BO3HVMKHYTB TOJIBKO B (prjI0Co-
dum, 1718 KOTOPOVI IPUHITUIIMAIBHO IIpU3HaHe
aIrpUOPHBIX OCHOBaHU pabOTEI pazyMa.

Ms1 ycMaTpriBaeM MICTOUYHVIK 3TOTO 3aMKHYTO-
ro Kpyra B xesjlaHuyn KaHTa ocTaBaTbcs I10CII€[10-
BaTeJIbBHBIM B MeTOfe, C IOMOIIBI0 KOTOPOro OH
IIPUXOANT K 3aKJ/TIOYeHVSIM. DTO MPOsiBIIeHe II0-
CJIeoBaTeIbHOCTY SIBJIIeTCSl peaKIlyell Ha JIOTV-
Ky IIO3HaBaTeJIbHOI'O IIpoliecca, a MMEeHHO Ha To,
YTO HeJIb3sl OOBSICHUTE, KaK II03HaHVe HeoOxomau-
MOCTY B CyOBbeKTVBHOM IIOpsIJIKe Halllero BOCIIpY-
ATV IIpeBpalaeTcs B I03HaHe 00beKToB. VIHBI-
MU CJIOBAMW, HeAb35 3AKA0UANMb 0m CY0veKkmubHo
Heobxodumocmu k obsexkmubron (A 368, 379). Dty
ycraHoBKY KanTa 1iesvkom mommepxkusai Crpo-
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of this connection must be constantly checked
(KrV, A149 / B188).

Thus, external intuitions do not generate cat-
egories — they “materialize” them. But the ap-
plication of categories goes much further than
organizing the connection between perceptions.
It prescribes laws to nature, owing to which na-
ture, too, becomes ordered: “the conditions a
priori of the possibility of experience are at the
same time the sources from which all the uni-
versal laws of nature must be derived” (Prol,
AA 04, p. 297; Kant, 2001, p. 38).

5. Transcendentalism versus
the Arbitrariness of Reason

The problem of the conditions of experience
arises from the type of categorial activity pos-
tulated by Kant: things exist by themselves, but
they are possible in experience only accord-
ing to categories (KrV, A 399 / B 291), i.e. ex-
perience is already derived in concepts. The
problem of the possibility of experience as a
problem of the “access” of consciousness to re-
ality is not exclusively transcendental; it has
been inherited by many systems of thought. At
the same time, it is purely transcendental: in
this form, it could have emerged only in philos-
ophy for which the recognition of a priori foun-
dations of the work of reason is crucial.

I attribute the source of this vicious circle
to Kant’s wish to be consistent in the method
by which he arrives at conclusions. This mani-
festation of consistency is a reaction to the log-
ic of the cognitive process — namely, the fact
that it is impossible to explain how the cogni-
tion of the necessity of a subjective ordering of
our perception turns into cognition of objects.
In other words, it is impossible to infer objective
necessity from subjective necessity (KrV, A 368,
379). Strawson supports this Kantian proposi-
tion to the hilt: it is impossible to ground not
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COH: HeJIb3s O0OOCHOBATh He TOJIBKO ITPVHITVITBI
PpeayIbHOCTM, HO JIa’ke caMy Hallly Bepy B OObek-
TUBHBIV MUp, paboTas «BOBHE», TO €CTb VICXOIIs 13
YaCTHBIX TAHHBIX MHAVBUIYaJIBHOTO CO3HAHMSL.
JIroGomt dpmsocod, KOTOPBINT HBITAeTCS 3TO Cre-
71aTh, 110 csioBaM CTpPOCOHA, TeM CaMBIM JIE€MOH-
CTPUPYET CBOIO HECITOCOOHOCTD YJIOBUTD YCIIOBYS
BO3MOXXHOCTM OITbITa BooOIIe (Strawson, 1966,
p- 5). 3mech Ha ClieHy BBIXOOWUT 3[paBblii CMBICII,
CBOEro pofia MO3HaBaTeJIbHBIV «IIPVHIINII Pealb-
HOCTVI», TJIACSIIIIVIVL, UTO IIOC/IIHSISI HEe MOXeT ObITh
IIPOVM3BOIHON OT HAIIVX CIIOCOOHOCTEN YTO-T100
o Hev1 3HaTh. Ho 11 paboTaTh «13BHE», OT OOBEKTOB,
KaK Oy[TO peasIbHOCTB [JaHa HaM B CBOEM «ecCTe-
CTBEHHOM» COCTOSIHVM, TOXKE€ HEBO3MOYKHO, VI 9TOT
JKeCT CTajI OKOHYATETHbHO HEBO3MOXXHBIM VMIMEHHO
B TPpaHCLIeH/IeHTaJIbHO (Pry1ocopmi.

Kaxkori ke 3meck Beixon? KaHT cumMTaeT, 4To MbI
MOXKeM OTKPBITh HEOOXOIVIMOCTB B Cy ObeKTMBHOM
HopsIKe TOJIBKO B TOM CJIydae, eIV Mbl yKe IIpefl-
IIOJIOXKVIM, YTO CYIIECTBYIOT IIOCTOSHHBIE OOBEK-
TBI VUIVL CyOCTaHIIVV, COCTOSHMSMM KOTOPBIX SIB-
JISTIOTCS TaHHBe gBiteHns (A 104, 252; A 93 / B
126; B 142; Paton, 1936, p. 263). Ho omsiTe-Taku B
KOpHe HeBepHO II0jIaraTh, YTO TPaHCIeH/IeHTa/Ib-
Hasl aHaJIMTHKA OIMCHIBAET OIBIT KaK HeoOXomu-
MO COCTOSIINV 3 He3aBUCHMO CYIIeCTBYIOLINX
00BEKTOB, 00pa3yIOLIVIX eAVHYI0 IIPOCTPaHCTBEH-
HO-BPEMEHHYIO CUCTEMY, VI IIbITAaeTCs Ha 3TOM OC-
HOBaHWM YCTAaHOBUTD Ja/IbHEVIIVie HeOOXOIVIMbIe
yCJIOBM BO3MOXHOCTM ombITa (Strawson, 1966,
p- 9). Tak MBI IONIaZTaeM B 3aMKHYTBIVI KPYT ITO3Ha-
HWSL B €T0 3MMCTeMITYeCcKOM MOJlyce: Mbl He MOXKeM
3aKJTIOYaTh HY OT CyOBEKTMBHBIX IPeICTaBIeHNII
K oObekTaM (B CMJIy IIO3HaBaTeJIbHOTO IIPVHIIV-
I1a peasIbHOCTH), HV OT OOBEKTOB K MIesIM (B CHITY
aIIPYIOPHOCTY TIOC/IeHMIX).

ITpenrockyIKy 3TOro IIPOTMBOPEUNS MOXKHO
YCMOTpeTb B caMOVI IIPMpofie TpaHCIleHIeHTaIb-
HOro cyopekTa. OHO BO3HMKAeT, KOIr7la MBI ITbITa-
eMCsl «HaTypaI30BaTh» TPaHCIEHEHTaIbHBIE
IIPVHIINIIBL TIO3HAHMS, TO eCThb HaWTW WX aHa-
Jlor B Ipuporne. TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHBI CyOBbeKT
He MOXeT ObITh YCTaHOBJIEH M3 IIPVPOIbBI M BHY-

only the principles of reality but even our faith
in the objective world from “outside”, that is,
proceeding only from the particular data of
individual consciousness. Any philosopher
who tries to do it, Strawson maintains, hereby
demonstrates his inability to capture the condi-
tions of the possibility of experience in gener-
al (Strawson, 1966, p. 5). Here, common sense,
that cognitive “principle of reality”, comes
to the fore. It declares that reality cannot be a
derivative of our capacity to know something
about it. Nor is it possible to proceed “from
outside” — from the objects as though reality
is given to us in its “natural” state — and this
posture becomes impossible precisely in tran-
scendental philosophy.

What is the way out? Kant believes that we
can discover the need for subjective order only
if we assume that there exist permanent ob-
jects or substances of which these phenomena
are states (KrV, A 104, 252; A 93 / B 126; B 142;
Paton, 1936, p. 263). But there again, it is quite
wrong to think that transcendental analysis de-
scribes experience as necessarily consisting of
autonomously existing objects which form a
single spatio-temporal system, and on that ba-
sis tries to establish further necessary condi-
tions of the possibility of experience (Strawson,
1966, p. 9). This gets us, epistemologically, into
a vicious circle of cognition: we cannot infer
either objects from subjective representations
(owing to the cognitive principle of reality), or
ideas from objects (owing to the a priori charac-
ter of the latter).

The source of this contradiction can be
traced to the very nature of the transcenden-
tal subject. It arises when we try to “natural-
ise” the transcendental principle of cognition
by finding its analogue in nature. The tran-
scendental subject cannot be established from
or within nature insofar as nature is constitut-
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TPU Hee, KOJIb CKOPO HPUpPOIa KOHCTUTYUPYeT-
Csl TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHBIM cyOBekToM. IlosTomy,
ecyIM TpaHCIIeHJIeHTaIbHasl pedpiekcus obparria-
eTca K CyOBeKTMBHBIM YCJIOBMSIM BO3MOXKHOCTV
€CTeCTBeHHBIX HAyK, TO MBI He MOXeM VCIIOIb-
30BaTh 3TV HayKM JJId M3y4eHUs VMMMaHeHTHOM
opraHm3aluy TPaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHBIX CyOBEKTOB,
KaK ecsiv Obl OHM camy OBUIM eCcTeCTBeHHBIMU
cymHocTamu (Catren, 2018, p. 161). Dto denome-
HOJIOTMTYEeCKUTI TIOAXO, K IpodsieMe 3aMKHYTOrO
Kpyra ycJoBuUii onbiTa. Tak, B § 64 Bropon Jactu
«Vpen x umcTovt peHOMeHOJIOrMM 1 (peHOMeHO-
norydeckont dwiocodpunm» I'ycceprb morryckaer,
YTO pasyM MOXKeT ObITb IIpesicTaBjleH KakK 3aBUCH-
MBIVI OT IIPUIPOMBL VI CaM HaTy paIvi30BaHHbIVI, HO
TOJIBKO JI0 M3BECTHOW cTelleHn. B 1esioM aToT X071
HeIIPOIyKTVMBeH, II0CKOJIbKY HeBO3MOXKHO IaTh sIC-
HOe oIIpeziesieHe 1y Xa, TO eCTh MeHTaJIbHBIX IIPO-
11€CCOB, Yepe3 ecTecTBeHHbBIe 3aBUCUMOCTI. TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTa/IbHble OCHOBaHMs CyObeKTa VMeIOT
CBOM CITIOCOOBI OITpeiesieHsl, OT/IMYHbIe OT CIIOCO-
60B ompenenenus pusmdeckux spjeHUN: «Cyob-
eKTbI He MOI'YT OBbITh IOIJIOIIeHBI ObITHEM IPUPO-
Ibl, 0O TOrda TO, UTO IpuaaeT IIPUpPOIe CMBICTI,
Oynet ynymmeHo» (Husserl, 1952, S. 297).

Ho sToT BBIXOH 13 ITpOOJIeMBl YCIIOBUI BO3-
MOXKHOCTM OITbITa HeOpraHWdYeH IIJIsg TpaHCIIeH-
IeHTasibHOrO MaeaimsMa Kanra. Kant He mesaer
IIOCJIe[THETO I11ara: OH He TOBOPUT, YTO Y allpuop-
HBIX IIPUHITATIOB IIO3HAHWS HeT HMKAKX 000CHO-
BaHWL, YTO OHM CyTb caMU TI0C/IefITHee 0OOCHOBa-
HMe BCceX Halllux IpescTa/ieHunt. Hanporus, on
yTBepXKAaeT, YTO 3TU IPUHIIUIIEL ITPOANKTOBAHEI
PeasIbHOCTBIO, YTO OHV He CyTb IIPOM3BOJI pasyMa
VI MOT'YT OBITH SMIIMPUYECKN IIpoBepeHs! (A 149 /
B 188). 3mech kpoeTcs AMCCOHAHC, CTaBIIINT ITPUH-
IMIIVAQJIBHBIM IYHKTOM TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOM
dutocodpum.

Cornacno ['yccepmo, cama KaHTOBCKas ITOCTa-
HOBKa ITpOOJIeMBbI BO3MOXKHOCTM OITbITa HeIIpa-
BoMepHa. TpaHClleHIeHTaIbHBle CTPYKTYpPBI U
ecTeCTBeHHble 3aKOHOMEpPHOCTV He JO/DKHBI Ha-
XOIUTBCSA B COOTBETCTBUM APYT C IPYyroM, TaK Kak
OHVI MIMEIOT Pa3HYIO OHTOJIOT TYeCKYIO IIPUPOLY, 1
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ed by the transcendental subject. Therefore, if
transcendental reflection turns to the subjective
conditions of the possibility of natural sciences,
we cannot use these sciences to study the im-
manent organization of transcendental subjects
as though they were natural entities (Catren,
2018, p. 161). This is the phenomenological ap-
proach to the problem of the vicious circle of
conditions of experience. Thus, in §64 of the
second part of the Ideas Pertaining to a Pure Phe-
nomenology and to a Phenomenological Philosophy,
Husserl allows that reason can be represented
as being dependent on nature, and is itself nat-
uralized, but only to a degree. On the whole
this is not a productive approach because it is
impossible to clearly define the spirit, i.e. men-
tal processes, through natural dependencies.
The transcendental grounds of the subject re-
quire their own methods of definition, different
from those by which we define physical phe-
nomena: “Subjects cannot be dissolved into na-
ture, for in that case what gives nature its sense
would be missing” (Husserl, 1989, p. 311).

But this way out of the problem of the con-
ditions of the possibility of experience is not or-
ganic for Kant’s transcendental idealism. Kant
does not take the last step: he does not say that
a priori principles of cognition are groundless,
and that they are the ultimate justification of
our ideas. On the contrary, he maintains that
these principles are dictated by reality, that
they are not arbitrary products of reason and
can be empirically verified (KrV, A 149 / B
188). This element of discord became a crucial
point of transcendental philosophy.

Husserl challenges Kant’s very approach
to the problem of the possibility of experi-
ence. Transcendental structures and natural
laws need not correspond to one another be-
cause they have different ontological natures;
and knowledge of the world is not the result of
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caMo 3HaHUe O MVUpe He eCcTb pe3yJIbTaT HaTypa-
Jvsanyy IpyHIMIIoB pasyma. Ho misa Kanra sta
HO3UILIVS HellpyieMsleMa, IIOCKOJIBKY pedb MIEeT O
BO3MOXXHOCTY MeTadpM3MKM KaK HayKu, HeoCIIo-
pumort B cBoent 3ddexkTmBHOCTI. MeTadmsnka
BO3MOXKHA TaKMM ke 00pa3oM, KaKM BO3MOXKHBI
4lCTasi MaTeMaTuKa ¥ UMCTOe eCTeCTBO3HaHE,
oIVparoIyecs: Ha II0JIOKeHMs], «JacThiO arlofuK-
TUYeCKM JOCTOBEPHBIe Ha OCHOBE OTHOTO TOJIBKO
pasyMa, 4acThlO ke Ha OCHOBe OOIIIero corsiaciusi
u3 omblta» (AA 04, S. 275; KauT, 1994, c. 28). D10
3HA4WT, YTO allpVOPHbIe IIPUHIINAIIBL U UyBCTBEH-
Hble JaHHBIe JI0JDKHBI IMeTh oOIlee OIoCpeyro-
Ilee 3B€HO VI e oOIIlee KauecTBO, OHM JIOJKHBI
ObITE 00HOpP0OHbIMU. MBI ITPUOIIVDKaeMcs K KIToue-
BOMY ITyHKTY Hallleyl CTaThIL.

6. MeHTasIPHasA OMHOPOOHOCTH ONbITA:
anpuopHble pOpMBI YyBCTBEHHOCTM

EnmacTBO, OOIIHOCTB, YHMBEPCAIBHOCTD —
3TO KOHCTAaHTBI, KOTOpBle OOYCJIOBIIMBAIOT HaIll
KOHTAKT C PeaJIbHOCTBIO, caMy Oy/1yun 4yBCTBeH-
HO HeHa0JIIoTaeMbl 11 HEBBIWIEHVIMBI M3 ITOTOKa
BOCIIPVSITUVL. DTOT MOMEHT BaykeH /1151 TPaHCIIeH-
JeHTaJIbHOV IOCTaHOBKM Ipo0sieMbl omnbiTa. OH
VIMIUIVILITHO IIpeNIioyiaraeT, YTO OIBITHBIE [TaH-
HBIe U3HAUAAbHO 001a0at01m 00HOpoOHoCmbi0. TakIM
00pa3oM, MBI IlepeKIIIodaeM IIpOOJIEMHBIN PaKypcC
U yTBep>XKIlaeM, 9YTO OJTHVIM V3 OCHOBHBIX YCIIOBUT
BO3MOYKHOCTV OIIBITa B TPaHCIIeH /IeHTaIbHOV (pu-
s10copum ABIISETCS €r0 OMHOPOTHOCTE. OTHOPOI-
HOCTB OITBITa IIPEJIONPe/IesIsieT BCe ero OCTaIbHbIe
oIVcaHHBIe HaMU BBIIIIe KauecTBa.

31ech MOXXHO BBIIE/INTH ABa aclleKTa — MeH-
TaJIbHasl OJTHOPOIIHOCTH COMep>KaHWUV CO3HaHMS U
OTHOPOIHOCTh MEHTAJIBHBIX aKTOB ¥ ITPEIMETOB,
JIAHHBIX B OITBITE. B 001IIMX YepTax oHV Koppepy-
IOT C IBYMsI TUIIaMM YCJIOBUVI BOSMOKHOCTY OITBITa,
KoTopble BeilesigeT y Kanra P. Xanna: dpopmais-
HBIe VUIVI JIOT/TYecKyie YCIIOBYS Y MaTeprasIbHbIe yC-
JIOBVISI, CTIEIIMaIbHO OTHOCSIINECS K OOBbeKTVBHOM
3HAYVIMOCTV VI OOBEKTVBHOVI PeasTbHOCTV, TO eCTh K
SMITMPUYECKOV OCMBICJIEHHOCTVI VI IIPVIMEHVIMOCT
npencrasienui (Hanna, 2001, p. 67—68).
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naturalization of the principles of reason. For
Kant, this position is untenable since at issue is
the possibility of metaphysics as a science in-
disputable in is effectiveness. Metaphysics is
possible in the same way pure mathematics and
pure natural science are possible. They proceed
from propositions “which are everywhere rec-
ognized as apodeictically certain, partly by
mere reason, partly by universal agreement
from experience” (Prol, AA 04, p. 275; Kant,
2001, p. 17). This means that a priori principles
and sensible data must have a common mediat-
ing link or even a common property, they must
be homogeneous. This brings me to the key point
of my article.

6. The Mental Homogeneity of Experience:
A Priori Forms of Sensibility

Unity, community, and universality are all
constants of our contact with reality, while they
themselves cannot be observed or isolated from
the stream of perceptions. This is important for
the transcendental approach to the problem of
experience. It implies that experiential data are
inherently homogeneous. Thus, we switch our fo-
cus and assert that one of the main conditions
of the possibility of experience in transcenden-
tal philosophy is its homogeneity. Homoge-
neity of experience predetermines all its other
properties described above.

The two aspects that stand out are the men-
tal homogeneity of the content of conscious-
ness, and the homogeneity of mental acts and
objects given in experience. By and large, they
correlate with two types of condition of the
possibility of experience which Robert Han-
na (2001, pp. 67-68) identifies in Kant: formal
or logical conditions, and material conditions,
specifically related to objective significance and
objective reality, i.e. empirical meaningfulness
and applicability of representations.



Obparmmcs K MEHTaIbHOVI OTHOPOIHOCTY KaK
YCJIOBMIO BO3MOXKHOCTM OIIBITa. B coBpeMeHHOV
IIOCTaHOBKe ITPO0JIeMbI CUTYyallVsl BBIITIAOUT TaK:
ecJIV MbI TOBOPUM O e[ITHOM KOHTMHYYyMe CO3Ha-
HUs, TO CJIeflyeT IpU3HaTh, YTO OHO aflallTUpyeT
JaHHBbIE Ppa3sHBbIX MOMAJIBHOCTEV ¥ PasHOWM HIpu-
ponbl (MEHTaJIBHOV, JIOTMYecKo, pu3noJIormye-
CKOVI M T.IL) C 1IeJIbIO 00ecriednTh eIVHBIV JOCTYII
K HVIM, TO eCTb ITPVBOINT pa3HooOpasue corepKa-
HVVI K HEKOTOPOVI OITHOPOITHOCTVA. Haue xkak 00b-
SCHUTB, YTO MUP sIBJIgeTcsd y3HaBaeMbIM IJIS SM-
OVPUYECKOro CyObeKTa, XOTS B KaXKIIbII MOMEHT
BpeMeHM IICUXWYecKye IIPOIYKTHl YHUKaIbHbBI?
B xorHMTMBHOV IICMXOJIOrMM 3Ta OJHOPOLHOCTD
OOBSICHSETCS IIOHATVIEM «CMBICI1», CMBICTI B IHTEP-
npetauym A. FO. Aradporoa — 310 popma amo-
JTQJIBHOVI ITpefiCTaBJIeHHOCTY JaHHBIX B CO3HAHWUU
0e30THOCUTEIPHO KaHajla MX IIOJIy4YeHMsl, CIIOo-
coba mx xpaHeHMs U KoauposaHUs (AradpoHOB,
2003, c. 14, 98—99). To ecTb CMBICII B TAHHOWV KOH-
LeINU — 3TO M eCTh YHUBepcaJbHasl «TKaHb»
CO3HaHMsI, COOOMIAOIIas eMy OIHOPOIHOCTb.

Y Kanrta MeHTasibHasi OJHOPOAHOCTBH rapaH-
TUpOBaHa B IIepBYIO ouepeb allpMOPHBIMU dPOp-
Mamm gyscTBeHHOCTH. CorstacHo KanTy, ipemme-
TBHI H/YeT0 He MOT'YT COOOIIIUTE O CBOEM e[IVIHCTBE
VIJIVI CBSI3M, HO OHVI MOTY T OBITh OOBbeIVIHEHEI Bpe-
MeHeM ¥ MeCTOM VX BOCHPUSTHS. XapaKTepusys
IIpeficTaBiIeH e O IIPOCTPAHCTBe KaK HESMIIMPU-
yeckoe M HpuM 3ToM HamggHoe, KanT ormeua-
€T, UTO cnocobHocms nodBepeamscs 6030eiicmbuio
npeomemol HOIDKHA C HeOOXOOVIMOCTBIO IIperl-
IIIeCTBOBAaTh BCSIKOMY CO3epIIaHMIO 3TUX IIpeiMe-
TOB (B 42). ®opMa Bcex BOCIIpUATII JaHa B IyIIle
PpaHBbIIIe JeVICTBUTEIIBHBIX BOCIIPUSTIU, 10 BCSIKO-
TO OIbITa OHA COAEPXKUT IIPUHIIVITBI OTHOIIIEHW
IIpeIMeTOB APYT K JIPYTYy.

BocipusiTiie mipeziMeTOB B IIPOCTPAHCTBE U
BpeMeH1 ellle He eCTb ITI03HaHe, HO TOJIBKO VX 3M-
nupudeckoe cosepuianve. OgHako Bpems U IIpo-
CTPAHCTBO JIeXXaT B OCHOBe TpaHCLIeHIIeHTaIb-
HOTO CxeMaTm3Ma — TOrO MexaHW3Ma, KOTOPBIN
obecrieunBaeT IIPVMEHVIMOCTD YVICTBIX TIOHSITU
paccyzika K siieHusIM (B 178). TpaHclieHIeHTaIb-
HBIE CXEMBI, 3TV «<MOHOI'PAMMBI YVICTOVI CIIOCOOHO-
CTV BOOOpakeHM a priori» (A 142 / B 181; Kanr,
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Let us regard mental homogeneity as a con-
dition of the possibility of experience. The
modern approach to the problem is as follows:
if consciousness is a single continuum, we must
admit that it adapts the data of different mo-
dalities and different natures (mental, logical,
physiological, etc.) to ensure a common access
to them, that is, it brings the diversity of con-
tents into a degree of homogeneity. Otherwise,
how does one explain the fact that the world is
recognizable for the empirical subject although
the mental products are unique at every mo-
ment in time? In cognitive psychology, this
homogeneity is called “sense”; sense as inter-
preted by Andrei Yu. Agafonov (2003, pp. 14,
98-99) is a form of amodal representation of
data in consciousness irrespective of the chan-
nel through which they are received, the way
they are stored and encoded. Sense on this con-
ception is the universal “fabric” of conscious-
ness which makes it homogeneous.

For Kant, mental homogeneity is guaranteed
above all by a priori forms of sensibility. Ac-
cording to Kant, things cannot tell us anything
about their unity or interconnection, but they
can be united by the time and place of their
perception. Characterizing space as non-empir-
ical and yet tangible, Kant notes that the capac-
ity to be influenced by objects must precede any
intuition of these objects (KrV, B 42). The form
of these perceptions is given in the soul before
actual perceptions; it contains the principles of
relations between objects prior to any experi-
ence.

Perception of objects in space and time is not
yet cognition, but merely their empirical intu-
ition. However, time and space form the basis
of transcendental schematism, the mechanism
which ensures the applicability of the pure con-
cepts of understanding to phenomena (KrV, B
178). Transcendental schemes, these “mono-
gram[s] of pure a priori imagination” (KrV, A
142 / B 181; Kant, 1998, p. 274), constitute the
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1999, c. 179), ecTb TO camoe orocpeyIoIee 36eHO,
KOTOpOe CO3[1aeT OHOPOIHOCTD OIBITA: B CBOEM
VHTeJUIeKTyaJIbHOM MOJIyCe OHV OTHOPOIHBI Ka-
TeropusIM, a B UYyBCTBEHHOM MOJIyce — SBJIEHVISIM.
ITpocTpaHCTBEHHBIE ITPeJICTaBIeHNS TIOPOXKIAIOT
CXeMy BeJIMYMHEL, BpeMeHHbIe — CXeMY peasIbHO-
CTV M OTPpUILIAHMS (peasIbHOCTh €CTh TO, YTO OIILY-
IIJaeTCsl KaK CYIIeCTBYIOlllee BO BpeMeHW; OTpu-
IIaHVIe ITPeJICTaBIIsIeTCs] KaK HeObITie 4ero-imoo
Bo Bpemenm) (B 182). K npumepy, cxema mevicTsu-
TEJIBHOCTY €CTh CYIIleCTBOBaHMe B OIlpefieJileHHOe
BpeMs, a cxeMa HeoOXOIVIMOCTM eCTh CYIIeCTBO-
BaHUe IIpeIMeTa BO Besikoe Bpems (B 184) m 1.1

TakmmM oOpa3om, jorndeckyie KareropyiaabHble
CBsI31, 11O KpaviHell Mepe OpraHu30BaHHBIE KaTe-
rOpMsIMM KauecTBa, OTHOIIEHNS I MOJAIBHOCT,
KanT paccmaTpuBait Kak IipeBpaltieHHble POpMBI
IIPOCTPaHCTBEHHO-BPEMEHHBIX IIpeJICTaB/IeHNTA.
AnpuopHble POpMBI UyBCTBEHHOCTM, KaK MOXKHO
yOenmThbcst, 00ecriednBaOT He TOJIBKO SMITMpIIde-
CKYI0, HO VI MEHTAJIbHYIO OITHOPOIHOCTH OIIBITa,
TO eCTb IIpeBpalllaloT IIPeIMeThl B 3HaHWe, feiTas
VIX OIHOPONHBIMM OJHOBPEMEHHO ¥ BOCIIPUS-
TUIO, VI PaCCY[KY.

OmHOPOIHOCTE HAIlero BOCHPUSTUS MUpa —
Ppe3yJIBTaT PaboThI alIPUOPHBIX (POPM UyBCTBEHHO-
CTV, V1 TIO3TOMY MBI TOBOPVM 3[1€Ch O MEHTaJIBHOV
ogHOpOoIHOCTY. OIIBIT BO3MOXKEH ITOTOMY, UTO yCTa-
HAaBJIVIBAIOTCSI €IVHBIe ITPVHITUAIIEI COOTHOIIEHMT
oowvekToB omblTa. [y Kanrta ampumopsble dop-
MBI YyBCTBEHHOCTVI He 00eCTIeunBaroT COOCTBEHHO
CBSI3b BeIllel], a CKopee BKJTIOYAOT VX B OOIIYIO CU-
CTeMy, co3laBaeMyI0 UYMCTBIM CO3epLIaHVIeM.

7. TpaHcIleHAEeHTaIbHOE CPOACTBO

EcTb 11 mpyToOTI, He MeHee Ba>KHBIN acIleKT MeH-
TaJILHOVI OJTHOPOIHOCTV — 3TO YHubepcassHocmb
MblcAUMOCY npedMemo8 onvima, VX oOmmiast mo-
CTYIHOCTh mo3HaHMIo. Ha HeoOxomyMocTh [10-
IIycKaThb HedTOo IofoOHoe KaHT HaTOIKHYJICH,
vccrienyss pOpMBI PacCyHOYHON [1eATeJIbHOCTL.
OpHOpOIHOCTL OIBbITa OH (PUKCUPYeT TepMIUHa-
MU SMNUpudeckoe Vi mpaHcyeHOeHmaibHoe cpoo-
cmBo abrenun (A 113). Peur TyT mpaer o0 amamn-
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mediating link which creates homogeneity of
experience: in our intellectual mode they corre-
spond to categories, and in the sensible mode,
to phenomena. Spatial representations gener-
ate the scheme of size and temporal ones the
scheme of reality and negation (reality being
that which is sensed as existing in time; nega-
tion, the non-being of something in time) (KrV,
B 182). For example, the scheme of reality is the
existence of something at a certain time, and
the scheme of necessity is the existence of an
object at any time (KrV, B 184), and so on.

Thus, Kant considers logical categorical
links, at least those organized by categories of
property, relation, and modality, to be modi-
fied forms of spatio-temporal representations.
As can be readily seen, a priori forms ensure not
only empirical, but also mental homogeneity of
experience, turning objects into knowledge and
making them homogeneous simultaneously to
perception and understanding.

The homogeneity of our perception of the
world is the result of the work of a priori forms
of sensibility, which is why we speak about
mental homogeneity. Experience is possible
because common principles of correlation be-
tween the objects of experience are established.
For Kant, a priori forms of sensibility do not
ensure the connection of things, but rather in-
clude them into a common system created by
pure intuition.

7. Transcendental Affinity

Another equally important aspect of mental
homogeneity is the universality of thinkability of
objects of experience, their common accessibility
for cognition. Kant became aware of the need to
allow something of this kind when investigat-
ing the forms of the activity of understanding.
He refers to the homogeneity of experience us-
ing the terms empirical and transcendental affinity
of phenomena (KrV, A 113). It has to do with the



TallUV SMIVPUYECKOro OIBITa IS  pasyMa,
Orarofapsi yeMy Bce IIpeIMeTHl [IeIalOTCS MBIC-
JIVIMBIMVL; MBI IIEPEXOMM 371eCh B 30HY «MaTepu-
QJIBHBIX YCIIOBUVI OITBITa», IIPEIITOIarafominx Ofl-
HOPOITHOCTb MEHTaJIbHBIX aKTOB ¥ OOBEKTMBHOM
PeaIbHOCTA

JJOCTYIIHOCTD BCex IIPeIMETOB JIJIsI MBICIIV BOC-
HpyHMMasiach B coppeMeHHoV KanTy dniocodpm
KaK JJOJDKHOe, HO He cJlefTyeT 3a0bIBaTh, UTO TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTa/IN3M VIMeeT WCTMHHO KPUTUYeCKUN
nyx. g atonn dputocodpmm HUUero He sIBJIseT-
Csl caMo coOOVI pa3yMeFOIIIMCS, VI B 3TOM CMBICIIe
OHa HacJleflyeT paHHen PrIocopum IPeBHOCT.
Ha s3ape dwmtocodpcTBoBaHmMS TOT (PaKT, UTO BCe
MO)KHO TIOMBICJINTD, BbI3bIBaJl MHTeJIJIEKTyaIbHOe
notpsiceHue. ITudaroperiiibl 0ObsICHSIIN 3TO TeM,
YTO «BCE eCTh YMcjIo», [TapMenus — ToXIecTBOM
OBITVISA ¥ MBIIIIEHMS. DTV PaHHWE BePCUN IIpU-
YMH OHOPOIHOCTY MIIpPa, IOCTYITHOCTY €TO OIIbI-
Ty ¥ TIO3HAHWUIO IIPEJCTABIIAIOT 3HAYMTEIHHBIN
mHTepec. Tak, mdaroperiie! MCIIoIb30BaIN Tep-
MMH pipnolg (mimesis), mosiarasi, 4To Bce IIpefl-
MeTBI «ITOApa’katoT» VIV YIIOHOOIIAIOTCS YmCiIaM.
[T1aton xe BBen roHsTHE MeDEClg (methexis), ko-
TOPBIM OH ODOO3Hauasl TO K€, YTO MIparopeIipl
Has3bIBaJIV MUMECVICOM: TIparopeIibl TOBOPVIIN
0 TIOfpakaHWMM Cylero umciaM, a [DiaroH, Kak
nmirer Apucrorens B «MeTtadmsike», TOBOPUT
00 yuacmuu (methexis) cymiero B umciax (Apu-
crorestb, 1976, c. 79 (A VI 987b 10)). ITo mHeHMIO
A.H. Yantxena, I 1aToH 1cI1os1b308aJ1 TEPMUH CO-
yuacmue (methexis) 117151 BeIpa’keHMsI OTHOIIEHMS
HEKOTOPOIro CJIOKHOIo ¢pakTa K WILIIOCTPUPYIO-
ment ero yactuuHou crpykrype (Yamrxen, 1990,
c. 644). B gmasnorax «®emon» 1 «locymapcTBo»
OH TPaKTOBaJI YYBCTBEHHOe OBbITVE KaK COBOKYII-
HOCTb TOTO, UTO yuacmbyem B obIIeM MHOrooopa-
3um popM; TaKKe U pa3yM COIIpUYacTeH OBITUIO,
y4acTByeT B HeM. OTHOIIIeHVe MeX[y Belllbio
dopmort orrpeiesisieTcs 311eck Kak IapTUILAIAIIAS
(coyuactme), TakuM >xe obpazom IlimaToH pemraer
IpobsieMy COOTHOIIEHVISI YacTV VI IeJIOrO.

VITax, mpobrieMa OIHAKOBOV IOCTYITHOCT Be-
ITIeVi IS pa3yMa, TO eCTh OITHOPOIHOCT IIpeaMe-
TOB B VIX MBICJIIMOCTV, IMEeT [JOJITyIO VICTOPUIO.
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adaptation of empirical experience to reason,
owing to which all things are thinkable; here
we enter the zone of the “material conditions of
experience”, which presuppose the homogenei-
ty of mental acts and objective reality.

In Kant’s time, all things were assumed to be
accessible to thought — but we should not for-
get that transcendentalism has a truly critical
spirit. This philosophy takes nothing for grant-
ed, a quality it inherits from ancient philoso-
phy. At the dawn of philosophy, the fact that
everything can be thought produced an intel-
lectual shock. Pythagoreans attributed it to the
notion that “everything is a number”, and Par-
menides to the identity of being and thought.
These early versions of what makes the world
homogeneous and accessible to experience and
cognition present considerable interest. The
Pythagoreans used the term pipnoig (mimesis),
believing that all objects “mimic” numbers. Pla-
to introduced the me0eSig (methexis) to refer to
what the Pythagoreans called mimesis: the Py-
thagoreans thought that things mimic numbers
while Plato, as Aristotle (1933, p. 43) informs
us in Metaphysics, speaks about the participa-
tion (methexis) of things in numbers (A VI 987b
10). Alfred N. Whitehead (1961, p. 242) believes
that Plato used the term participation (methex-
is) to refer to the relation of a complex fact to a
partial structure thereof that illustrates it. In the
dialogues Thaedon and The State, he interpreted
sensible being as the totality of what participates
in the overall diversity of forms; similarly, rea-
son is part of being. The relation between thing
and form is here defined as participation, simi-
larly to the way Plato solves the problem of the
relation between a part and the whole.

We see that the problem of things being
equally accessible to reason, i.e. the homogene-
ity of things in being thinkable, has a long his-
tory. How does Kant approach this problem?
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Kak Bunut a1y mpotiiemy KanT? AHasiormnm ombl-
Ta OOBSICHSIIOT, KaKVM O0pa3oM eIVHCTBO OITbITa
IIOJDKHO BO3HWMKHYTbH W3 BOCIPUSATUIL. B mepsoM
viBmanvm «Kputnkm» KaHT mmimeT, 9To 0HO co3-
JlaeTcsl IIOCPEACTBOM UMCTOrO TPaHCIIeHeHTaIb-
HOro cuHTe3a BooOpaxkenms (A 101—102). Ho mo-
MMMO 3TOrO ecTb O0IIasi popma onwima, TO ecThb
HeIIpepbIBHOE CUHTETUYeCKOe eIVHCTBO BOC-
OpusATUSA, KOTOpoe 00pa3oBaHO CHHTETUYEeCKUM
€IVIHCTBOM SIBJIEHUVI coryTacHO moHATHSM (A 110).
Taxum oOpasoMm, Bce sBJIeHMS HaXOISTCS B MpaH-
cyendenmanvHom cpodcmbe (transzendentalen Af-
finit&t), 13 KoToporo smMnMprYecKoe CPOICTBO BbI-
TeKaeT Kak IIpocToe ciieficTere (A 114).

Cponcro mirst Kanta — 3T0 OOIIIHOCTE siBile-
H, 6naro;£1ap51 KOTOPOVI OHWU IIOAUMHSIIOTCS OH-
HUM " TeM Xe 3akoHaM (A 113). DTo HOBOIBHO
HeoXMaHHas M MaJIo pa3paboTaHHas MBIC/IB: Y
IIpeIMeTOB ombITa, o KaHTy, JO/DKHO OBITH YTO-
TO OOITlee (3TO OmHA M3 IMPUYVMH OTHOPOIHOCTV
OITbITa), YTOOBI OHWM MOIJIV ITOAIIa[IATh IO, HeVi-
CTBVE OJTHOTO alIpVIOPHOrO MPUHIINIIA MJIN aKCU-
OMBI YMCTOTO pasyMa, HarlofioOue TOro Kak orpe-
IieJleHHBle (Pr3IdecKye CBOVICTBA TeJl JIeJIaloT WX
MTOZIBEP)KEHHBIMI BO3IEVICTBUIO I'paBUTalim. Tak
JKe U IIpeJICTaBIIeH e O IIpeIMeTe TOJKHO OBITh 00-
HopooHbiM (gleichartig) ¢ moHsATMEM, YTOOBI ITpen-
MeT MOXKHO OBLJIO TIOJIBECTM IO, 3TO MOHsTHE. Tpe-
OoBaHMe HOBOJIBHO ITpOOIEMaTNYHOE, TTOCKOJIBKY
4VCTBIe TIOHATMS pacCyiKa (IPUYMHHOCTD, eIVH-
CTBO U T.IL) He VIMEIOT HUKAKOV HaJISTHOCTU U B
HPVHIINIIE He MOT'YT OBITH OITHOPOIHBIMM C KaKM-
MU-TIOO AMIMPUYECKUMI HIpercTaBieHnsMu (B
176). KaHT 1o3BosIsieT HaM yMaTh, YTO CBSI3HOCTB
OITbITa YeM-TO IofliepKaHa Ha CTOpOHe BellleV] ca-
MMX 110 ceOe.

KaHTOBCKMIT XOm MBICIIENT MOXXHO IIOHMMAaTh
CJlefyromyM o0pa3oM: Ha CTOpOHe peaslbHOCTH,
KaK OHa CyIIIeCTByeT He3aBMCKMO OT HaIllero pas-
yMa, BCe )Ke eCTh UTO-TO, YTO II03BOJIfeT el IIpe-
BpalllaThbCs B sIBJIEHME [IJISL Hac, XOTs HUKaKMe M3-
BeCTHBIe HaM IIPVHINIIBI ObITIS He TapaHTUPYIOT
KOppPeJIAIMIO PeayIbHOCTI C HAIMM CO3HaHUEM.
DTO SICHO 13 KaHTOBCKOIO JIOITyIIIeHNs, UTO sIBJjle-
HMSL MOIJIM OBl OBITH TaKVMIMM, YTO «PacCy[AOK He
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Analogies with experience explain how the
unity of experience must arise from perception.
In the first edition of the Critiqgue, Kant writes
that it is created by the pure transcendental
synthesis of the imagination (KrV, A 101-102).
But, in addition, there is the general form of ex-
perience, that is, the continuous synthetic unity
of perception formed by the synthetic unity of
phenomena in accordance with concepts (KrV,
A 110). Thus, all phenomena are in a position
of transcendental affinity from which empirical
affinity follows as a simple consequence (KrV,
A 114).

According to Kant, affinity is the unity of
phenomena thanks to which they conform to
the same laws (KrV, A 113). This is an unex-
pected and little-studied thought: objects of ex-
perience must have something in common (this
being one of the causes of the homogeneity of
experience) if they are to conform to a single a
priori principle or axiom of pure reason, simi-
larly to the way certain physical properties of
bodies make them amenable to gravitation.
Likewise, the representation of an object should
be homogeneous (gleichartig) to the concept in or-
der for the object to be put under this concept.
This is a rather problematic requirement, since
pure concepts of understanding (causality, uni-
ty, etc.) cannot be observed and, in principle,
cannot be homogeneous with any empirical
representation (KrV, B 176). Kant lets us think
that the coherence of experience is supported
by something in the things-in-themselves.

Kant’s train of thought can be understood
in the following way: reality, as it exists inde-
pendently from our reason, has something that
enables it to become a phenomenon for us, al-
though no known principle of being guarantees
the correlation of reality with our conscious-
ness. This is clear from Kant’s admission that
phenomena can be such that “the understand-



HartesI Obl ¥X COOOpa3HBIMU C YCJIOBUSIMU CBOETO
€IIVIHCTBa» VI TOT/Ia, HAIIpVIMep, «B Py SIBJIEHUN
He IIPe/ICTaBIIsUIOCh ObI HIYEero, YTo OOHApYXViBa-
710 OBI TIpaBWIIa cuHTe3a» (B 123; KanTt, 1999, c. 129).

8. OnHOPOAHOCTH OCO3HAHWMS Belllen
¥ CAaMOCO3HaHWMsI

EcTp, HaKoHeI], ellle OflHa BepCUs CBSI3HOCTIL
3TO NPUHYUN 00HOPOOHOCHIU CO3HAHUA BHewHUX Be-
weil u camocosHanus, o KotopoM KaHT Briepsble
OUIIeT B KPUTMKE YeTBEPTOrO IIapasjiormsMa B
nepsoM m3gaHum «Kputukm gmcroro pasyma» (A
371, 380), 3arem B Ilpemmciosun n «Onposepke-
HUW Vleasi3Ma» BO BTOpoM m3maHun. KanT 1o-
JlaraeT, YTO MexaHWM3MBl, olecriedmBaroIie co-
3HaHMe CBOEro COOCTBEHHOro OBITHMS BO BpeMeH!
VI OTHOLIIEHVe K YeMYy-TO, HaxOHSIIeMycsl BHe Hac,
VIIEHTVYHBL. B OCHOBe BHEIITHVIX SIBJIEHWVI VI BHY-
TPeHHEeTo co3epliaHMs JIEXXUT OTHO U TO JKe Hens-
BECTHOE HaM OCHOBaHUE, JaloITee SMIIVPIIecKoe
IIOHSITVIE OTHOCUTEIILHO 000X 3TUX MOIYCOB OBI-
s (A 379—380).

DMIOMpryUecKoe co3HaHMe MOero CyIlecTBOBa-
Hu orpeaesnMmo, o KaHTy, jImie yepes oTHe-
ceHVe K YeMy-TO, UTO CBS3aHO C MOVIM CYIIIeCTBO-
BaHMeM 1 Haxonutcs BHe MeHs (B XL Anm.). DT0
HY)XHO IIOHMMAaTh KaK HeOOXOHVIMOCTb HEeKOIrO
KOHTPACTHOT'0, B TOM 4YVICJIe TEeMIIOpaJIbHOTO POHa,
713 KOTOPOTO MBI Ce0s BbIJIeJIsIeM V1 II0 OTHOIIIEHVIIO
K KOTOPOMY MBI pacIio3HaeM cBOM cocTostHus (B
275—276). CaMoco3HaHMe IIpOTeKaeT II0 aHaJIO-
I'MV C OCO3HAHEM BHEIITHeTro Myipa: ecyIu BjleHue
IIpefIoiaraeT SMIVPUYecKoe CO3HaHVe peasIbHO-
ro IIpegMeTa BHe MeHs, TO CAMOCO3HaHMe TaKXe
He ITPOCTO CO3HaHVeE CBOMX IIPeACTaBIIEHVII, OHO
IIpefIIosiaraeT Co3HaHMe cedsi KaK peasIbHOV Bl
(Coboresa, 2017, c. 92). Takum 0Opa3oM, «IyBCTBO
ce0si» 0OpasyeT YCTOMUYMBYIO OCHOBY, Ha pOHe KO-
TOPOVI pa3BOpauMBaIOTCs «BHEIIHMe» co3eplia-
H1A. «PeaJTbHOCTh BHEIITHEro 4yBCTBa HEOOXOIN-
MO CBsi3aHa C PeaJIbHOCTHIO BHY TPEHHEro 4yBCTBa
KaK yCJIOBVe BO3MOYKHOCTY OITbITa BooOrie» (B XLI
Anm.; Kanr, 1999, c. 48—49, nmpumeu.).
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ing would not find them in accord with the
conditions of its unity”, such that, e.g., “in the
succession of appearances nothing would of-
fer itself that would furnish a rule of synthesis”
(KrV, B 123; Kant, 1998, p. 223).

8. The Affinity of the Consciousness
of Things and Self-Consciousness

Finally, there is yet one more version of
connectedness: the principle of homogeneity of
consciousness of external things and self-con-
sciousness, which Kant first writes about in the
critique of the fourth paralogism in the first
edition of the Critique of Pure Reason (KrV, A
371, 380), and again in the Preface and “Refu-
tation of Idealism” in the second edition. Kant
believes that the mechanisms of consciousness
of one’s own being in time, and the attitude to
something outside us are identical. External
phenomena and inner intuition have the same
foundation, unknown to us, which offers em-
pirical insight into both these modes of being
(KrV, A 379-380).

According to Kant, empirical consciousness
of my own existence can only be defined in re-
lation to something connected with my exist-
ence that lies outside of me (KrV, B XLn). This
should be understood as the need for a con-
trasting, including temporal, background, out
of which we isolate ourselves and in relation
to which we distinguish our states (KrV, B 275-
276). Self-consciousness takes place by analogy
to consciousness of the external world: if a phe-
nomenon presupposes empirical consciousness
of the real world outside of me, self-conscious-
ness, too, is not merely consciousness of one’s
representations, but presupposes consciousness
of oneself as a real thing (Soboleva, 2017, p. 92).
Thus, “a sense of oneself” is a steady founda-
tion against the background of which external
intuitions unfold. “For an experience in gen-
eral to be possible, the reality of outer sense is
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VHBIMM cJI0BaMV, OTHOPOTHOCTH OIIBITA Ta-
paHTHpOBaHa TeM, YTO BCe BOCIHPUATHUS W CO-
3epHaHMs 0POPMIISIOTCS Ha (POHE «peasTbHOCTHU
BHYTPEHHETO YyBCTBa». DTy CUTYaILMIO MOXXHO
oIvicaTh KaK 3epKaJIbHYIO: OIBIT He MOXeT OBbITh
BHYTPEHHIM, eCJIVI OH B TO XKe BpeMs He sBJIseT-
Csl B OIpeJieZIeHHOM CMBICiIe BHEITHVMM. Mersicy
HasbIBaeT MOIOOHBIV KOPPEIAIVIOH3M TSKeIIbIM
HacsrenvieM KanTa /1715 Beent eBporevickont dputo-
copun. OH BeIpakaeTcsd B OUCKBJIMPUKALIUA
JIIOOBIX TIOIBITOK PacCMOTpPeTh cpepbl CyObeKTIB-
HOT'O ¥ 0ObeKTVBHOTO He3aBVCHMO JIPyT OT ApyTa
(Meillassoux, 2008, p. 13). Ycr1oBust OTHOPOTHOCTM
OITbITa BHOBb OOPA3yIOT 3aMKHYTHIVI KPYT, HO yXKe
B VIHOVI IIJTOCKOCTAL.

B 3aBepireHme paccMOTpeHMs yCIIOBU €IVIH-
CTBa OIIbITa CJle[lyeT YIIPeOUTh BO3MOXHBIVI BO-
IIpOC uMTaTeslsd, II0YeMy MBI He paccMaTpuBaeM
Cpeny HMX TpaHCIIEHIEeHTaJIbHOe eIVHCTBO all-
neprentum. JenicTBUTEIBHO, OHO WIpaeT BaX-
HYIO poJIb B KAaHTOBCKOV MOJIe/IM TpaHCIIeH/IeH-
TaJIBHOTO CcyOBekTa. /11t Toro 4robnl mpemMeTsl
puoOpes KauyecTBO MBICJIIMOCTH (IIpeBpaTu-
JIVCh B 3HaHMe), pa3yM JAOJ/DKeH Co3aTh «OTHOIIIe-
HVe TIPeJICTaBJIeHN I K IIPeIMeTY, TO eCTh X 00b-
ekTrBHOe 3HaueHme» (B 137, Kant, 1999, c. 152).
YcioBreMm TakoBOro sBJISieTCS €IMHCTBO CO3Ha-
Husl, KoTopoe KanT B «Kputnke umcroro pasyma»
HasblBaeT TPaHCIIeHeHTaIbHbIM eIVHCTBOM arll-
MIepLIenIi. DTO IlepBOHAYAIBHOE ¥ HeoOXomu-
MoOe CO3HaHMe TOXIecTBa Halrero «J» Kaut orox-
IIecTBJIIeT C CO3HAHMEM CTOJIb )Ke HeOOXOIVIMOTro
€IMHCTBA CMHTe3a BCeX SBJIEHUV COIVIaCHO IIOHS-
M (A 108). Ecyiit ToHVIMaTh TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIb-
HOe eIVMHCTBO allepleniini B 3TOM KJII04e, OHO
HIYEero He IpuOaBiIsieT K pacCCMOTPEHHBIM HaMU
B ITyHKTax 3 1 4 opMaM e/IMHCTBa OIIbITa.

ITpasna, B pane dpparmenTos (A 105,108 / B 137)
KanTt rosoput, uto dpopmMasibHOe €IMHCTBO CO3Ha-
HVISL BHOCUT CYHTETUYECKOe eIVHCTBO B MHOT000-
pasue cosepLiaHMI ¥ TeM CaMbIM JiejIaeT IIpeaMe-
THI HEOOXOIVIMBIMM, I UYTO MIMEHHO OHO CO3/IaeT
OTHOIIIeHVe TIpeficTaBieHnss K oOobekTy. OmHaKo
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necessarily bound up with that of inner sense”
(KrV, B XLIn; Kant, 1998, p. 122n).

In other words, the homogeneity of experi-
ence is assured by the fact that all perceptions
and intuitions are formed against the back-
ground of the “reality of the inner sense”. This
situation can be described as mirror-like: expe-
rience cannot be internal if it is at the same time
external in a certain sense. Quentin Meillassoux
describes such correlationism as the dire legacy
Kant left for the whole of European philosophy.
It consists in the disqualification of any at-
tempts to consider the spheres of the subjective
and objective independently from one anoth-
er (Meillassoux, 2008, p. 13). Again, the condi-
tions of the homogeneity of experience form a
vicious circle, but on a different plane.

To conclude the examination of the condi-
tions of the unity of experience, I should antici-
pate a possible question from the reader — that
of why I do not consider transcendental uni-
ty of apperception to be one of them. Indeed,
it plays an important role in the Kantian model
of the transcendental subject. For objects to be-
come thinkable (and turn into knowledge) rea-
son must create “the relation of representations
to an object, thus their objective validity” (KrV,
B 137; Kant, 1998, p. 249). The condition for this
is the unity of consciousness which Kant, in the
Critique of Pure Reason, calls the transcendental
unity of apperception. Kant identifies this ini-
tial and necessary consciousness of the “I” with
the consciousness of an equally necessary uni-
ty of the synthesis of all phenomena according
to concepts (KrV, A 108). If interpreted in this
way, the transcendental unity of apperception
does not add anything to the forms of the unity
of experience examined in sections 3 and 4.

True, in some fragments (KrV, A 105, 108 /
B 137) Kant says that the formal unity of con-
sciousness brings synthetic unity to the di-
versity of intuitions, thereby making objects
necessary, and that it creates the relation of the



KaK MMEHHO eIVMHCTBO alllepLerniy OpraHusyeT
OTHOIIIeHVe BOCITPUATIS K ero 00beKTaM, OCTaeTcst
B «KpnTIKe 4MCTOro pasyma» HeIIpOSCHEHHBIM.

9. 3ak/1roueHMe

Harmr mHTepec ObUI HampasjieH Ha TO, Y4TOOBI
OCMBICIIVITh TPAHCIIEHIEHTAIBHYIO IIPo0sIeMy yc-
JIOBUVI BO3MOXKHOCTVI OITBITa B HOBOM pakypce. C
3TOVI LIeJIBIO MBI PAaCCMOTPEJIV €VHCTBO OIbITa U
JIeXAITyIo B €r0 OCHOBE OTHOPOIHOCTD B KaYeCTBe
KJTIOYEBOTO YCIIOBVISI BO3SMOXKHOCTW ITOCIIE[THETO, He
TIOKVI/Tasi TPV TOM I'PaHMUIT TPaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHOVI
mapagurMel. [lof OIBITOM MBI TIOHVMMAIIV, BCIIET
3a KaHTOM, OcO3HaHHOe BOCIPVISTIE IIEVICTBU-
TeJIBHOCTY, ITopasyMeBaroliee adpduiposaHme
YyBCTBEHHOCTV IIpeIMeTaMy, C OHOVI CTOPOHBI,
U CyIIeCTBOBaHIe BeIlell COITIaCHO ITOHSTMSIM —
¢ gpyrovt. Xor MCCIIe[IOBaHMS IIPOXOIII B pyciTe
VZIeVI, YTO BO3MOXXHOCTb OIIbITa KaK TaKoOBasl IIpo-
OslemMaTmuHa M 4TO HEOOXOOVMMOCTBL €OMHCTBA U
OTHOPOTHOCTHM OITbITa OIIpee/IeHHbIM 00pa3oM
3aiaeT 3Ty IIPo0IIEMaTYHOCTb.

B tpancnennenTtaimmsme Kanta moOble Oorree
CJIOKHBIE KaTeropuaibHble CBSI3M ITPEJIIoJiaraoT
MzIe0 MHOroo0Opasuisi, 1 HaoOOpOT, B Mjiee MHOIO-
0o0Opa3sHOro cBepHyTa Mesl eIVHCTBa MHOrooopas-
Horo (B 130—131). Paccyxniasi, uTo e 3ech Iiep-
BIYHO, KaHT mpmxoguT K TOMY, 4TO eduncmbo a
priori IIpeIIeCTBYeT BCeM TIOHSATVISIM CBS3Y, a UH-
myuyus eourcméba npeduiecmbyem xameaopun eOuH-
cmba, IOCKOJIbKY KaTeropuu CyTh pe3ysIbraT Ipu-
MeHeHWSI JIOTMYeCKMX (PYHKIOUI B CYXKIEHVSIX,
a OHM yKe IIPeIIOJIaraloT MEHTAJIBHYIO BO3MOX-
HOCTh ycTaHOBJIeHMs enyuHCTBa. CyTh Ipo0IIeMbl
OIIBITA, KaK MBI ee (POPMYJIMpYyeM, 3aKJIFOUeHa B
TOM, UTO BCe CYIIECTBYIOITe (DOPMEBI CBSI3HOCT He
IIPVCYIIN ITpeIMeTaM caMuM 110 cebe. B To ke Bpe-
MS$I CBSI3HOCTB V1 YIIOPSIZIOYEHHOCTD OITBITA He SIBJIS-
IOTCSL €T0 VICXOITHBIMM aTpuOyTaMiI — HaIIpOTUB,
OHV ITPOOJIeEMaTYHBI ¥ TPeOYIOT OOBSICHEHNS.

Awnanmsupys tekctbl KaHTa, MBI BBISIBUIIN 1ie-
JIBIVI PSIT, YCJIOBUVL €IVIHCTBA, CBSI3HOCTY U YIIOPSI-
JIOYEHHOCT OIIbITA:

3Cwm. ananms3 atoro Borpoca: (Van Cleve, 1999, p. 94)
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representation to the object. But it remains un-
clear from the Critique of Pure Reason exactly
how the unity of apperception organizes the re-
lation of perception to its objects.’?

9. Conclusion

This paper attempted to look at the transcen-
dental problem of the conditions of the possi-
bility of experience from a new angle. To this
end, I considered the unity of experience and
its underlying homogeneity as the key con-
dition of the possibility of the latter, while
remaining within the boundaries of the tran-
scendental paradigm. By “experience”, I under-
stood, following Kant, the conscious perception
of reality which implies the affection of sensi-
bility by objects, on the one hand, and the ex-
istence of things according to concepts, on the
other. My investigation sought to show that the
possibility of experience is problematic precise-
ly because it is premised on the need for unity
and homogeneity of experience.

In Kant’s transcendentalism, any complicat-
ed categorical links presuppose diversity and,
conversely, the idea of the manifold contains
the idea of the unity of the manifold (KrV, B
130-131). In reflecting on what is primary, Kant
concludes that unity a priori precedes all the
concepts of connections and intuition of the uni-
ty precedes the category of unity insofar as catego-
ries are the results of the application of logical
functions in judgments, which in turn presup-
pose the mental possibility of establishing uni-
ty. The core of the problem of experience, as I
see it, is that the existing forms of connected-
ness are not inherent in the things-in-them-
selves. At the same time, the connectedness and
orderliness of experience are not its inherent at-
tributes; on the contrary, they are problematic
and need to be explained.

Analysing Kant’s texts, I have identified a
range of conditions of unity, connectedness,
and orderliness of experience:

’See the analysis of the issue in Van Cleve (1999, p. 94).
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1. Cucremarvdeckoe eIVHCTBO CBOVICTB IIpef-
MeTOB, paBHO3HA4YHOE CUCTeMAaTUYecKOMY paiiy-
OHaJIPHOMY €IMHCTBY ITO3HAIOIIEro MX paccyka
(TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOe OCHOBOIIOJIOXKEH e pa3yMa).
2. EnyHCTBO OIIBITA, 3a/1aBaeMoe KOHEUHBIM 11eJTs-
MM YMCTOr0 IpYMeHeHs Halllero pasyma. 3. Enqnn-
CTBO OITBITA 3a CYET €r0 YIOPsJO9eHHOCTY TIOCPerl-
CTBOM aIlprOpHBIX KaTteropuit. 4. Opranmsyrormas
paboTa arpropHbIX (POPM UYBCTBEHHOCTV, CO3/a-
IoIasl IOCIIefIOBaTe/IbHOCTD M PSAIONIOJIOKEeHHOCTD
sBsteHn. 5. CBS3HOCTBD OIbITA B CYUIY OHOPOIHO-
CTU BpeMeHU ¥ IPOCTpaHCTBa (HeaMIMpudecKoe
cozepriaaue). 6. TpaHcIleHIeHTaIbHBIE CXeMBI KaK
HpeBpalieHHble  (POpPMBI IIPOCTPaHCTBEHHO-Bpe-
MEHHBIX IIpe[ICTaBJIeHNII, KOTOpble BBICTYIIAIOT
OIOCPeIyIOIIVM 3BEHOM MeX[ly KaTeropvsiMu 1
ABJIEHVSMI. 7. DMIOVpUYecKoe 1 TpaHCIeHIIeH-
TaJIbBHOE CPOJICTBO SIBJIEHWVI, CO3ZIAIOITee OHO-
POIHOCTb MEHTaIBHBIX aKTOB I OOBEKTMBHOM pe-
asibHOCTHU. 8. OIHOPOOHOCTE CO3HAHMS BHEIIHVIX
BeIllel! VI CaMOCO3HaH s, BO3HMKArOIIasi 6y1aronapst
VJIEHTVYHOCTY X MeXaHM3MOB («peaIbHOCTb BHY-
TPeHHero 4yBCTBa» KaK CKPeIUISIOMINI (DOH).

YacTb onmcaHHBIX HAMM yCJIOBUII OTHOCUTCS K
BHYTpPeHHEMY eIMHCTBY paccyaKa M pasyMa, pac-
CyZKa ¥ UyBCTBEHHOCTV, BHEIIIHErO VI BHYTpPEH-
Hero ocosHaHMd. [pyras dacte (5—7) Kacaercs
YCIJIOBUTI KOPPEJISIINY aKTOB MBIIIIJIEHS 11 00bek-
TVUBHOV peasIbHOCTH. BbIslesileHHbIe BOCeMb acIlek-
TOB — 3TO He IIPWYMHBI €IVHCTBA OITBITa, a VIMEH-
HO er0 yCJIOBYSI, TIOCKOJIBKY OOJIBIIITHCTBO M3 HUX,
KaK MBI ITOKa3aJIvi, ITpo0ieMaTIHbI U TUITOTe T Y-
HBL V KaXXIBIV1 3 3TUX BUIOB CBSI3HOCTY OIIbITa,
KaK MBI MOITIM yOenuThcs, oOpaTHOV CBOeVI CTO-
POHOVI VIMeJT BOIIPOC: Ha UeM 0cHoBblBaemcs omHo-
uleHue 1mMoeo, Umo mul HazviBaem npedcmabaeruem 6
Hac, Kk npeomemy?

ITouemy >ke MMEHHO OHOPOIHOCTH OITbITa SB-
JIgeTCSL €ro BaKHEWIIVM YCJIOBMEM, HaCTOJIBKO
Ba)XHBIM, YTO OHA [IeJlaeT BO3MOXXHBIM IIOIIBerle-
HVIe Co3epLiaHMI o], TOHATHA? Bo-TiepBbIX, 60/Ib-
IIIVHCTBO YCJIOBUTI €IVHCTBA M CBSI3HOCTY OITBbITa
(1—4, 6) n1 sBIAIOTCS, COOCTBEHHO, CITOCO0AMM CO3-
maHM ooV Koppersiuyi. Ho Hanbosiee mHTEpec-
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1. The systematic unity of the attributes of
things, equal to the systematic rational unity
of the reason cognizing them (transcendental
principle of reason). 2. The unity of experi-
ence, determined by the end-goals of the pure
application of reason. 3. The unity of experi-
ence, due to its being ordered by a priori cate-
gories. 4. The organizing work of a priori forms
of sensibility, which creates the sequence and
coordinateness of phenomena. 5. The connect-
edness of experience, owing to the homogene-
ity of time and space (non-empirical intuition).
6. Transcendental schemes as modified forms
of spatio-temporal representations which me-
diate categories and phenomena. 7. The empir-
ical and transcendental affinity of phenomena,
which create the homogeneity of mental acts
and objective reality. 8. The homogeneity of the
consciousness of external things, and self-con-
sciousness arising from the identity of their
mechanisms (the “reality of the inner sense” as
the binding background).

Part of the above conditions pertains to the
inner unity of understanding and reason, un-
derstanding and sensibility, and external and
internal consciousness. The other part (5—7)
has to do with conditions of the correlation of
mental acts and objective reality. The eight as-
pects identified above are not the causes of the
unity of experience, but merely conditions be-
cause the majority of them, as I have shown,
are problematic and hypothetical. Each of these
types of coherence of experience, as we can see,
has a flip side, expressed in the question: what
is the basis of the relationship of what we call rep-
resentation within us to the object?

Why is the homogeneity of experience the
key condition, a condition so important that it
makes it possible to conceptualize intuitions?
First, the majority of the conditions of the unity
and coherence of experience (1—4, 6) are in fact
methods for creating this correlation. But the
most interesting conclusions at which I have



Hble BBIBOBI, K KOTOPBIM MBI IIPUIIIIN, JIeXaT B
IOPYTOVI INTOCKOCTH. 3a BCeMM OOBSICHUTEITBHBIMU
XoflaM¥, KOTOpBle IIPOCIIeXMBAIOTCA B (PUIIOCO-
v KanTa 11 KOTOpBIe CBSI3aHBI C IIpo0sIeMot yc-
JIOBUW OIIBITa, IIPOCTYIIaeT OAMH MOTMB: [JOJDKHO
OBITH YTO-TO, UTO OOecriednBaeT OIHOPOIHOCTH
MJIeN YMCTOTrO pasyMa, pacCyJOYHBIX HOHSITUN U
00BEeKTVBHON IeVICTBUTEIIBHOCT.

DTOT MOTMB KPWUCTAJUIU3YeTCd B YCIOBUU 7,
IIperioaramIieM TpaHCLeH/IeHTaJIbHOe CpOI-
CTBO sBJIEHUV. DTO 3ByYUT (PaHTACTMUHO, HO Y
Kanra nmocrarouHo daHTacTM4ecKIX MOMEHTOB.
W xorga oH goryckaeT, YTO MUP MOT Obl OBITH U1
VMHBIM, He COOOpasHBIM C YCJIOBMSIMM eIVHCTBa
Harrrero paccynka (B 123), u xorma roBoput, 9To
CYILIECTBYIOT M3BeCTHBIe allpVOPHBIe 3aKOHBI, KO-
TOpble eJIaloT IPUpPoAay Bo3MoxkHOM (B 263), 1 B
M3BECTHOM (pase O KOIePHUKAHCKOW PeBOJIIo-
11, B KOTOPOVI JIOITYCKaeTCs, YTO Ipe/IMeThl KaK
OOBEKTHI UyBCTB JOJ/KHBI COITIACOBBIBATHCS C J10-
onbITHEIMM TIOHSTHMsIMM (B XVII), 1, Hakoner,
KOIZla yTBepXJaeT allpMOPHOCTBb ITPOCTPaHCTBa
U BpeMeHU, 13 Jero cjiefyeT: 1) oHu He IIpucyIm
BelllaMM caMVM TI0 ceOe, 2) opraHm3aliys Harlero
BOCIIPUSITIS He eIVHCTBEHHO BO3MOXHas, 3) UTO-
ObI OBITH pa3yMHBIM CYIIIECTBOM, He 00s13aTeIbHO
MMeTb TaKoVl TWUII UyBCTBEHHOCTU, KaK y Hac (A
252,254 / B 310).

['mmnioTesa o TpaHCIleHIeHTaJIbHOM CPOJICTBE SIB-
JIEHWTI TOXKE MOXXET IIOKa3aThCsl HEBEPOSITHOM, 115
KanTa 3T0 MMeHHO Tak: «f crrpalmBao o3Tomy,
KaK 0ObsCHsieTe BbI ceOe CIUIOITHOe CPOCTBO SB-
neHuyt (Ogarogaps KOTOPOMY OHM ITOTUYMHSIIOT-
CsI TIOCTOSTHHBIM 3aKOHAM ¥ JIO/DKHBI TOIXOIUTH
o Hux)?» (A 113; Kant, 1999, c. 141). YtoOsI 3TO
OOBSICHUTB, MBI IOJDKHBI IOYCTUTD CIIeIyIoIee:
pasyM 1 peasIbHOCTb HaxXOAATCS B OTHOIIEHMAX
TPaHCIIeHIEHTaJIBHOTO POJICTBA.

Mpl mocTUIIM rpaHNUL], parioHaIbHON (PuJIo-
codum, TO ecTb IPaHUL] IIPUMEHVMOCTU YMCTOrO
pasyMa, HOCKOJIBKY ABUTaJIMCh IOCIIeIOBaTeIbHO
TI0 TPaHCIIEHIEHTAJIBHOVI TPAaeKTOPUM. DTO 3aKO-
HOMEpHO, TaK KaK TpaHCLIeHJIeHTaJIV3M HalleJjleH
Ha pedrleKCHIO CIeIUIeHUs pasyMa C JIeViCTBU-
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arrived lie in a different sphere. Behind all the
explanatory moves in Kant’s philosophy con-
nected with the problem of conditions of ex-
perience, one can discern a persistent motive:
there must be something that ensures the ho-
mogeneity of the ideas of pure reason, the con-
cepts of understanding, and objective reality.

This motive is crystallized in condition 7,
which assumes a transcendental affinity of phe-
nomena. This may raise eyebrows — but then
there are many things that may raise eyebrows
in Kant. For example, when he allows that the
world could be different, and not conform to
the conditions of the unity of our understand-
ing (KrV, B 123); when he says that there are
certain a priori laws which make nature possi-
ble (KrV, B 263); when he remarks, famously,
speaking about the Copernican turn, that things
as objects of sensibility should be coordinat-
ed with concepts preceding experience (KrV,
B XVII); and, finally, when he asserts the a pri-
ori character of space and time, from which it
follows that: 1) they are not the properties of
things-in-themselves, 2) our perception could
be organised in a different way, and 3) to be
an intelligent creature, one need not necessari-
ly have the same type of sensibility as we have
(KrV, A 252,254 / B 310).

The hypothesis of the transcendental affini-
ty of phenomena, too, may seem to be incred-
ible, as Kant himself admits: “I ask, therefore,
how do you make the thoroughgoing affinity of
the appearances (by means of which they stand
under constant laws and must belong under
them) comprehensible to yourselves?” (KrV,
A 113; Kant, 1998, p. 235). To explain this, we
must admit the transcendental affinity of rea-
son and reality.

We have reached the limits of rational phi-
losophy, i.e. the limits of the applicability of
pure reason, because we have consistently fol-
lowed the transcendental trajectory. This is
logical because transcendentalism is focused
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TeJIbHOCTBIO, KOTOpOe MBICIIUTCS «B ITIpefiesie» CBO-
ent BosMoxxHOcTH (Ménosa, 2018, c. 52). 3mech Mbl
OpVOIM3VIINCE K OYeHb BaXKHOMY, Ha Halll B3IVISI,
MOMEHTY TpaHCIeHJeHTaJIbHOI dwiocopum —
KaK KaHTOBCKOVI, TaK M B HeJioM. B myHkrax 4 n
5 mpI 0Ocyxmaim, nouemy KaHT He MoxeT pac-
CMaTpMBaTh allpMOpPHbIe IIPVHIINIIBI KaK IOC/Ie-
Hee OOOCHOBaHME BCeX HAIMX IIPeICTaBIIEHUN
11, B KoHeuHOM mTore, [Tprpomsl. Mer 00bsicHIIIN
3TO MeTOIOJIOTMYECK, KaK IIPOsiBJIEHVe 3[IPaBOro
cmbiciia KaHTa-rHOCeosora, Kak paboTy Io3HaBa-
TeJIBHOTO «IIPVMHINIIA peaslbHOCT». Ho mnpies sm-
IVIPVYeCKOro ¥ TPaHCLEeHIeHTaJIbHOTO CPOICTBA
SBJIEHUV [TOKa3aJla, YTO y IIpo0IeMaTMIHOCTI yC-
JIOBUVI OIIbITa €CTh SK3VCTeHIIMaIbHOe U3Mepe-
Hue. VI3BecTHO, uTo KaHT 11 XOTesI NOTecHUTD pas-
yM, 4TOOBI 1aTh MecTo Bepe. Ho mn3 ero auckypca,
1o KpaviHen mepe B nepsont «Kpurtuke» n «lIpo-
JIeTOMEHaXx. ..», COBEPIIIEHHO $ICHO, UTO HEeT HMKa-
KOV MHCTaHIINM, Ha KOTOPYIO MOXXHO BO3JIOXKWUTB
OTBETCTBEHHOCTh 3a KOPPEJISLMIO pasyMma U pe-
JIBHOCTY. DTa KOppersius — OOBEKT ITOCTOSH-
HOT'0 BOITPOIIIaHMs, 3TO JIUIIIL rumoTe3a. Ho rurmo-
Te3a CIlacuTesIbHasl, IIOTOMY YTO «eC/IV pa3yMOM
MOYKHO 3aJ1aBaTh IIEPBOIIOHSTIE, TO MBI IIOr MOV
(Mamapmamswoty, 1992, c. 100). DTo 3HAYUT, UTO
aIpriopHble OCHOBaHV Halllero pasyMa IapaioK-
CaJIbHBIM 0Opa30M He TI03BOJISIOT IOJIyYaTh OIpe-
IereHMs ObITMS 113 YMCTOrO MBIIIIeHvs. Ecim Obl
9TO OBUIO TaK, TO HAIIV IIO3HABaTeILHEIE CII0CO0-
HOCTV C HeOOXOOMMOCTBIO CO3IaBasIi ObI OMMH-e-
IOVHCTBEHHBIVI MUP, M TO3HABATeILHBIN IIPOIiecC
VICKJII04asl Obl MOMeHTBI cBoOoIEL [TosTOMy TpaH-
ClieH/IeHTaJIbHasi priocoduis McciieayeT He Ipu-
YMHBI OIIBITa, a TUIIOTETUYeCKIe YCIIOBIS €ro BO3-
MOXKHOCTWM, KaXkK[j0e M3 KOTOPBIX OHa BUOUT KakK
npoOzemarvaHoe. Ho Takmm oOpasom oHa He OT-
puiiaeT akT OPUCYTCTBUA CBOOOTHOTO MBICIIS-
IIIEeTO CYIIIeCTBa B peaIbHOCTM.

Ot xpuTnueckov dpviocodpmn Kanra HeoTbem-
JIeM TOT (paKT, UTO MOJI BOIIPOCOM HaXOMMTCS cama
BO3MOXXHOCTB OIBITA. TpaHCIleH/IeHTaIbHas IIPO-
OriemMaTM3a1Is OIBITa OOYCIIOBIIIA CYIIIECTBEHHY IO
4acTb VCTOPUM eBpoIeVicKon dwiocodpun, Io-
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on the “maximum possible” nexus between
reason and reality (Medova, 2018, p. 52). This
brings us to what is, in my opinion, a very im-
portant aspect of transcendental philosophy,
Kantian or otherwise. In sections 4 and 5, I dis-
cussed why Kant cannot consider a priori prin-
ciples to be the ultimate grounding of all our
representations, and ultimately, of Nature. I
have explained it methodologically as a man-
ifestation of the common sense of Kant the
epistemologist, as the work of the cognitive
“principle of reality”. But the idea of empirical
and transcendental affinity has revealed an ex-
istential dimension to the problem of the con-
ditions of experience. Kant, of course, wanted
to find reason to give more ground to faith. But
his discourse, at least in the first Critique and
Prolegomena, makes it clear that there is no au-
thority that can assume responsibility for the
correlation between reason and reality. This
correlation is an abiding moot point; it is only
a hypothesis. But it is a redeeming hypoth-
esis because “if reason can set the first princi-
ple, we are done for” (Mamardashvili, 1992,
p- 100). This means that, paradoxically, a prio-
ri grounds of our reason prevent us from using
it to derive the definition of being. Otherwise,
our cognitive faculties would inevitably create
a one-and-only world and the cognitive process
would rule out the element of freedom. That is
why transcendental philosophy looks not into
the causes of experience, but into the hypothet-
ical conditions of its possibility, considering
each of them to be problematical. But this is not
to say that it denies the fact of the presence of a
freely thinking creature in reality.

Undeniably, Kant’s critical philosophy puts
the very possibility of experience into ques-
tion. The transcendental problematisation of
experience accounts for much of the history of
European philosophy because it touches upon
the issue of the validity and cognitive effec-
tiveness of all mental representations or mean-
ings. Kant’'s investigations marked a turning
point for philosophy and science whereafter it



CKOJIBKY OHa 3aTPOHYJIa BOITPOC O IIPaBOMEPHOCTV
V1 ITIO3HABaTeIbHOV 3P (PEKTVBHOCT BCeX MEeHTaJIb-
HBIX IIpeficTaBIeHNi1 Wi 3HadeHMit. Vlccienosa-
Hus Kanra cramm ms dpustocodunt 1 HayKu 1o-
BOPOTHBIM IIIaroM, TI0cjle KOTOPOTo OTCTPAaHWUTBCS
OT TpaHCILIeH/IeHTaJIbHOTO paKypca MCCiIeqoBaHs
ombITa yke HeBo3MOoXHO. CoBpeMeHHble HaIlpaB-
JIeHVsI B OHTOJIOTMM ¥ 3MVCTEMOJIOTUW TaK WU
MHaJe MO3ULIVOHUPYIOT ceOsi OTHOCUTEIbHO KaH-
TOBCKOVI ITPOOJIEMBI YCIIOBUTI BOSMOXKHOCTY OITBITa
U TIpefIIPUHMMAIOT CyIleCTBeHHBIe YCVIINS, YTO-
ObI BEIOpaThCst 3 cdepsl ee BiavsHMA. KaHTOBCKOE
yCIJIOBYe OTHOPOHOCTY OIIbITa, 10 MHeHMIo Mervi-
sICy, OCTaJIoch IIocCiIeflyrorent dpusiocopun B Ha-
CTIEZICTBO KaK yOeXXmeHHOCTh, 4To dvtocod Mo-
XeT VIMeTb JOCTYII TOJIBKO K KOPPeJIsSLUi MeXITy
MBIIIIJIeHVieM 1 ObITIIeM, HO HMKOT/Ia K 4eMY-TO Ofl-
HOMY M3 HUX B OTHAeJIbHOCTN. KaHTOBCKMII TpaH-
CLIeHJIeHTaJI3M eCThb Bepa B IIepBMYHOCTb OTHO-
IIIeHNs Tepell WIeHaMy 3TOro OTHOIIeHUs, Bepa
B KOHCTUTYTUBHYIO CMJTy VX B3aVIMHOI'O OTHOIIIE-
HusA (Meillassoux, 2008, p. 13—14). DTa ycraHOBKa
HaCTOJIBKO BJIMSTeIbHA, YTO €Ml CJIOKHO UTO-JIV-
60 TTpOTMBOIIOCTaBUTE. UTOOBI MBICJIUTD JIEVICTB-
TeJIbHO B HOBOM KJIfoue, prstocod JI0JDKeH coBep-
HIIUTh aKT PelInTe/IbHOTO BBIXOHAa 3a IIpeflesbl
OCHOBHOTI'O IIPMHIIMIIA KaK KaHTMAHCKOV, TaK U
BCeVl MTOCTKaHTMAHCKO (prytocodmm: OTKa3aThbCs
OT WJIey, COIVIaCHO KOTOPOVI peasibHOe, TO, UTO CO
BpeMeH KaHTa IpMHSTO Ha3bIBaTh OOBEKTMBHO-
CTBIO, TpebyeT OBITh ITPOTyMaHHBIM JI0 TaKOVI CTe-
IIeHM YMOIIOCTUTaeMOCTV, KOTopas CIiocoOHa pas-
BEpPHYTH Ilepes] HaMM yCJIOBUSL BO3MOXKHOCTY €ro
niostBrteHMst (Cohen, 2018, p. 172).
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has been impossible to sidestep the transcen-
dental aspect of the study of experience. Mod-
ern trends in ontology and epistemology must
position themselves with regard to the Kantian
problem of the possibility of experience, and
struggle to free themselves from its influence.
The Kantian condition of the homogeneity of
experience, Meillassoux believes, has been in-
herited by subsequent philosophy, in the form
of the conviction that the philosopher can deal
only with the correlation between thinking and
being, and never with one of them separately.
Kantian transcendentalism is wedded to the
idea that this relation takes precedence over its
members; that the inter-relation has a consti-
tutive power (Meillassoux, 2008, pp. 13-14). So
influential is this attitude that it is hard to coun-
ter it. To really think in a new way, the philos-
opher has to perform an act of going beyond
the main principle of Kantian and all post-Kan-
tian philosophy: to cast aside the idea that re-
ality, which since Kant’s time has been called
objectivity, needs to be thought to the point of
becoming intelligible, and unfolding the condi-
tions of its possibility (Cohen, 2018, p. 172).
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«CVICTEMA TPAHCIIEHIEHTAJIBHOI'O
VOEAJIISMA» ®. B. V1. INEJIJIVIHTA:
KAHTOBCKWUM TPAHCILIEHOEHTAJIbHBIN
VIIEAJI B ICTOPMYECKOM
INEPCIIEKTUBE «OIVUCCEW [IYXA»

A. B. Ilepenaemxun*

IIpedroxena pexoHcmpyxyus cB3u  KOHYenyuu
cucmemyl puAOCOPUU KAk <UCHIOPUU CAMOCOSHAHUA,
Bv106urymon. @. B. W. Ilerrurzom 6 mpaxmame «Cu-
cmema mpancyeHoenmaiviozo udeasusma» (1800), c
00HUM U3 KAI0UeBbIX 31eMeHm08 kanmoBckoll Kpumuye-
cKoll husocogpuu — yueHuem o MpaHcyeHOeHMaIbHoOM
udease. Pasepanuuubas 6 «Cucmeme...» mpu 3HaueHus
MepMUuHa «ucmopus», abmop cocpedomouubaem 6Huma-
Hue HA HAuboAee WIUPOKOM U3 HUX, XAPAKIMeEPUsYIouem
Bcro cucmemy 6 yeaom u Buipaxentom 6 monoce «ooucceu
oyxa». Onupasce Ha eunomesy I1. B. PesBvix o ¢popmo-
00pasyoujem 3HaueHuu 31moeo KaHmoBcko2o yueHus 014
panteeo mbopuecmba Ilesrunea, abmop unmepnpemu-
pyem wieAaun206ckyio 0ualeKmuxy uoeaibHo20 U peais-
Hoeo, cybvexmubroeo u 00sexmubroeo 6 camocosHanuu
Kak pesyAvmam nepepabomxu KanmoBckou aHmumessl
MpaHcyeHOeHMaAbHO20 YmbepskOeHUus U MpaHcyeHoeH-
maavHoeo ompuyanus. [pu 3mom ocHoBHbIM Memoouve-
ckum npunyunom y Llesrunea Geicmynaem ycmanobxa
Ha npeBpaujerue KanmoBcko2o KpumuHeckozo nopsoka
us0xenus (om obyca06aenro2o k ycaobusm) 6 cucme-
mamuneckutl (om 6e3yc1061o20 k 00yca06aenromy). Ilo-
Kasano, umo 6 ocHoBe KOHYenyuu UHMeALeKINYaIbHO20
cozepyanus, pasbumoii  «Cucmeme. ..», AexUurm kanmob-
ckoe pasauterue 06yx acnexmol mpancyenoeHmalbHoeo
udeasa (Mamepuu onpedeseHus u ocHoBanus onpedese-
Hus). B saxatouenue na npumepe nauara «nepBoil 3noxu»
ucmopuu meopemuteckotl uacmu «Cucmemsl...», eoe
o00vsCHAemCA oujyujeHue U cBa3b eco ¢ Beujbio camoi no
cebe, ycmarobaero, kaxum odpasom modesupyemas Llea-
AUHROM OUALEKIUKA 2paHuybl Bvicmynaem cpedcmbom
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SCHELLING'’S SYSTEM OF
TRANSCENDENTAL IDEALISM:
THE KANTIAN TRANSCENDENTAL IDEAL
FROM THE HISTORICAL PERSPECTIVE
OF THE “ODYSSEY OF THE SPIRIT”

A. V. Perepletkin'

In this article I propose a reconstruction of the link
between the concept of the system of philosophy as “the
history of self-consciousness” put forward by Schell-
ing in the treatise The System of Transcendental
Idealism (1800), and one of the key elements of the
Kantian critical philosophy, the teaching on the tran-
scendental ideal. Differentiating three meanings of the
term “history” in The System, I concentrate on the
broadest of these meanings which describes the system
as a whole and is expressed by the topos “odyssey of the
spirit”. Based on Petr Rezvykh's hypothesis on the for-
mative significance of this teaching for the early period
of Schelling’s work I interpret Schelling’s dialectics of
the ideal and the real, the subjective and objective in
self-consciousness as a reworking of Kant’s antithesis
of the transcendental assertion and transcendental ne-
gation. I argue that Schelling’s main method seeks to
turn the Kantian critical order of presentation (from
the conditioned to conditions) into a systematic one
(from the unconditional to the conditioned). I show that
the concept of intellectual intuition developed in The
System is based on Kant’s distinction of two aspects of
the transcendental ideal (the matter of determination
and the ground of determination). In conclusion, us-
ing the example of the beginning of the ‘first epoch’ of
the theoretical part of The System which explores the
sensation and its link with the thing-in-itself, I explain
how the dialectic of the boundary modeled by Schelling
grounds the historicity of self-consciousness and raise
the question of the possibility of grounding various
strategies of understanding historicity of conscious-
ness on the basis of Schelling’s premises.
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obocHoBanus, UCMOPUUHOCIU CAMOCOSHAHUS, 4 MAKKe
nocmabaen Bonpoc o Bosmoxrocmu obocHobanus pas-
AUMHBLX CIpame2uil NOHUMAHUS UCHIOPUHHOCTIU CO3HA-
HUs HA base ues UH206CKUX Pe0nocbLA0K.

KaroueBuie caoBa: lllesrune, Kanm, mpancyeroeH-
MAAbHbITL UOeat, UHMeAIeKIMYaIbHoe co3epyanue, Ucmo-
pusm

Apcennit Biranymuposna I'yieira (1921—-1996),
paccmarpuBasg «CrcTteMy TpaHCIIeHEHTaIbHOIO
mpeaym3sma»’ (1800) IermmHra, ykasaa Ha xapak-
Tep MCTOPUYHOCTY, KOTOPBIN MOJIOo pvsiocod
OCO3HAaHHO BHOCWJI B CBOIO TEOPUIO TTO3HAHMS:

Ves aKTMBHOCTM IIO3HAHMS JIOTMYHO IIPU-
BOJIUT K JIPYroi Mjiee, eflBa HaMe4eHHOW B THO-
ceostorum KantoMm m momaxsauenHom IllermmH-
roM — npee vicropmsMma. lllesumHar HabpackBaer
CHUCTeMy TOHSITHII, KOTOpas, 110 ero IpescTaBIie-
HVIO, COBIAaeT C OeVICTBUTEIIbHBIM IBVDKEHVI-
eM II03HaHMS ¥ KOHCTPYMPOBAaHMS PeaslbHOrO
mmpa: «Drtocodpnst SBIISeTCs... UCTOPUEN ca-
MOCO3HaHVISI, IIPOXOMSIIETrO pPasINIHbIe IIOXVD»
(IMesummar, 1936, c. 92). TepmuH «3m0Xxa» yIO-
TpeOJIsyIcsL paHbllle TOJIBKO IIPVMEHUTENIBHO K
vicropunt 4estoBedectsa, llle/umHT BKITIOUaeT ero
B Teopuio ntosHaHwms (['yireira, 1981, c. 80).

Cam [leyuMHT B ITO3IHME TOIBI BhIpaswicd B
CBA3M C 3TUM CJIeJIyIOIIM 00pa3oM: «...C IIePBbIX
MOVIX IIIaroB B prytocopmyt IIposiBIIach TeH/IeH-
ILIVISL ICTOPUYHOCTY, XOTS OBbI B BUJIe OCO3HAOIIIe-
ro caMoro ceds, IIpUXOAsIIero K camomy cede S»
(Iermvar, 1989, c. 467). IleyunHI, KakK MBI II0-
CTapaeMcsl IIOKa3aTh, TIpUasl TOM 3KCIUIVKAIIVN
orpeiesIeHMI I03HaBaTeJIbHOV CIIOCOOHOCTY, KO-
Topyio MbI HaxomuM y KaHTa (kak, BIpodeM, U
BOOOIIle OCHOBHOIO COIEpP)KaHMSI BCEX ero Tpex
KPUTHUUYECKMX PaboT), xapaKTep MMMaHEHTHOIO
BHYTPEHHET0 JIBVDKeHVIsI, TOrla KaK B KAHTOBCKOM
M3JIOKEeHMV OHA HallpaB/Isylach BHeIIHell ped-
nexcent. Ille/uIMHT CTpeMWIICSI OCMBICIIUTE 3TY
SKCIUIMKAIIVIO KaK BHYTpeHHee JIBVDKeHVIe CaMo-

2Nasee coxpamento: CTIL.
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Arseniy Gulyga (1921—1996), discussing
Schelling’s System of Transcendental Idealism
(elsewhere: STI) (1800), pointed to the character
of historicity which the young philosopher de-
liberately introduced into his theory of knowl-
edge:

The idea of active cognition logically leads
to another idea which is merely hinted at in
epistemology by Kant and is picked up by
Schelling, the idea of historicity. Schelling
superimposes a system of concepts which he
thinks adequately reflects the real movement
of cognition and the construction of the
real world: “Philosophy is [...] a history of
self-consciousness, having various epochs”
[Schelling, 2001, p. 50]. Previously, the term
“epoch” was used only with regard to the
history of mankind, but Schelling includes it in
the theory of knowledge (Gulyga, 1981, p. 80).

In later years Schelling wrote about it in the
following way: “[...] the tendency towards the
historical already betrayed itself via my first
steps in philosophy, at least in the form of the
I which is conscious of itself and has come to
itself” (Schelling, 1994, p. 106). As I will try to
show, Schelling lent the explication of the defi-
nition of the cognitive capacity we find in Kant
(and indeed the main content of his three crit-
ical works) the character of immanent inner
movement, whereas in Kant’s rendering it was
directed by external reflection. Schelling sought
to present this explication as the inner move-
ment of the “object,” self-consciousness, or the
1.2 T would like to clarify not explication in all

2 Although in STI Schelling still uses Fichte’s termi-
nology already there the divergence between them
in interpreting the I is apparent. The interpretation of
the I proposed here prefigures his system of identity
worked out later as a counterweight to Fichte’s science
of knowledge. While Fichte still may see the I above
all as subjectivity attached to the human individual,
for Schelling it is rather regarded as a supra-individu-
al principle. In 1802 the controversy between them over
the issue revealed in their correspondence led to a fall-
ing out and termination of contact between them.



A.B. llepennetkun

O «IIpegMeTa», CaMOCO3HaHMs, Vv SI°. MBI ObI X0-
TEJIV IIPOSICHUTD He CaMy SKCIUIMKAIIVIO BO BCEVl
ee KOHKpeTVKe, HO JIVIIb ITOIJIVHHBIV XapaKTep
TOTO, Y10 SKCIUIUIVPYETCs, M CHOCO0, KOTOPBIN
17151 9Toro Beiovpaet LeyumiHr.

1. «Onmcces nyxa»

B sakimroumTesrlbHOM § 3 IMIeCTOro IjIaBHOIO
pasgenna CTV, roe mopgBomsATCcs MTOIM aHaIM3a
acreTdeckoro cosepianms, llleumHr mMertado-
pryecky o003HavaeT BCe IIpeJIIecTBYIOIIee 13JI0-
JKeHIe Kak «opmcceto gyxa» (Odyssee des Geistes)
(Schelling, 2005, S. 328; lemunar, 1987, c. 484), a
TaK KaK caMa «O[VCCes» eCTh He UTO MHOe, KaK BO3-
BpallleHVe IOMOVI, TO 113 3TOr0 MOXKHO IIOHSATH, UTO
HavaJIo ¥ KOHell B JaHHOM cJIy4ae JOJDKHBI ObITh
MBICJIVIMBL B OITpeJIeJIEeHHOM CMBICIIe TOX/IeCTBEH-
HBIMM, a TAaK>Ke caMO OBVDKEHVIe TOJIKHO MMEeTh Ta-
KOV XapaKTep, YTOOBI ObUIO BO3MOXKHO 3TO BO3Bpa-
meHue. «Bosspaienue nomor» y IlleuinHra He
CTOUT IHOHMMATh B TOM CMBICJIe, YTO BO3Bpalllato-
LIIMVICS HOJIKEH HaWTW CBOVI JIOM I7Ie-TO BHe ceOsl.
Hyx, 1o cobcrBeHHOMY BbIpakeHMIo 1lleruinHra,
«yAVBUTEJIBHBIM 00pa3oM 3ali1y>K[1asich, B IIOVC-
Kax ce0st 6exxuT oT camoro cebsi» (Schelling, 2005,
S. 328; Illernmar, 1987, c. 484) 1 B aTOM Oercrse oT
camoro cebs Ha caMoM JieJle TIapa/ioKCaJIbHbIM 00-
pasom Bo3Bpatiaetcs B ceds. [IpumeuaTenbHO, 4TO
B Oojtee mo3gHeM coumtHeHMM «Dyutocodus u pe-
murus» (1804) IesmmHr cootHOCUT «Opiyccero»
Tomepa ¢ 11eHTpOCTpeMITEeIbHBIM JIBVDKEHVEM, a
«Mmany» — c neHtpobexxusiM (Schelling, 2021,
S. 314). Kax MBI yBUIMM HVKE, B OCMBICJIEHUM Ca-

*Xors B CTV LleyunHr ellie II0Ib3yeTCS TEPMWMHOIOIVI-
et PuXTe, OIHAKO yXKe B 3TOM COUMHEHMM CKa3bIBaeTcs
CYII[eCTBEHHOEe pacXoxXieHne MeX[y HUMM B IIOHMMa-
aun 1. ITpemyioxxeHHOe 31€ech MCTONIKOBaHMe S mpensoc-
XMIIIAeT ero CUCTeMy TOXIeCTBa, pa3paboTaHHYIO IO3Xke
B npormsosec HaykoydeHmo Puxre. Ecymm y Puxre co-
XpaHgeTcss BO3MOXHOCTh IOHMMaHus S mpexpe Bcero
KaK CyOBeKTMBHOCTV, MPWBS3aHHOW K YeJIOBEYECKOMY
vHavBuay, To y Ieymmmura 51 paccmaTpuBaeTcs CKO-
pee Kak CBepXMHAMBUIya/IbHbIVI NPUHIMIL Boiasienue
HNPVHITMINAIBHBIX Pa3sHOIACUIL B 3TOM BOIIPOCE B XOIle
IepermcKy Mexxay dpruiocodpamm npuserio B 1802 r. x pe-
IIUTEIFHOMY Pa3pbIBY U IPeKpallleHII0 KOHTaKTOB MeX-
Iy HVUMWA.
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its concreteness, but merely the true charac-
ter of what is being explicated and the method
Schelling chooses to do so.

1. “Odyssey of the Spirit”

In the final § 3 of the key sixth chapter of
STI which sums up the results of the analy-
sis of aesthetic intuition, Schelling metaphor-
ically refers to the preceding discourse as
“odyssey of the spirit” (Odyssee des Geistes)
(Schelling, 2001, p. 232; cf. Schelling, 2005,
p- 328), and since the “odyssey” is essential-
ly about home-coming it is fair to assume that
the beginning and end can be seen as identi-
cal in a certain sense and the character of the
movement should make such return possible.
With Schelling, “home-coming” should not
be understood in the sense that the return-
ing traveler must find his/her home some-
where outside him-/herself. According to
Schelling, the spirit “[...] marvelously delud-
ed, seeks itself, and in seeking flies from it-
self [...]” (Schelling, 2001, p. 232; cf. Schelling,
2005, p. 328) and through the flight from it-
self, paradoxically, regains itself. It is notable
that in a later work, Philosophy and Religion
(1804), Schelling identifies Homer’s Odyssey
with centripetal motion and Iliad with centrif-
ugal motion (Schelling, 2021, p. 314). As will
be seen below, Schelling’s interpretation of the
“odyssey” itself in STI proceeds from Kant’s
concept of the ideal of pure reason, or the
transcendental ideal, into which, however, he
introduces essential changes.

Schelling thus explains the meaning of his-
toricity: “The means [...] whereby the author
has sought to achieve his aim of setting forth
idealism in its full extent, consist[s] in pre-
senting every part of philosophy in a single
continuum, and the whole of philosophy as



mont «onvccer» ermmmar B CTU vicxonut 3 KaH-
TOBCKOrO IOHMMaHMs MJleajla 4YMCTOro pasyMa,
VUIV TPaHCLIeH[IeHTaJIbHOIO Wjeasia, B KOTOpOe,
OIHAKO, BHOCUT CyIlleCTBeHHbIe I3MeHeH .

Cwmblct mctopmunocTr IlesumMHT packpblBaeT
crrenytormmM obpasoM: «lloctaBieHHYyIO 3agady —
J1aTh MJIeasIi3M BO BCeVl ero IIOJIHOTe — aBTOP IIbl-
TaeTCsd paspellnTb ITOCPeCTBOM M3JIOKEeHMs BCex
yacTeit prtocodprm B X eIVHON HOcCsIeioBaTesIb-
HOCTH, a BCIO PryIocopuIo IIPeICTaBUTh TeM, YeM
OHa [IeVICTBUTEJIPHO $BJIsIeTCs, a VIMEHHO Hellpe-
PBIBHOV ICTOPMEV CAMOCO3HAHIS, 1151 KOTOPOVI BCe
VI3BECTHOE M3 OMbITa CJIYXKUT JIVIIb HaMATHVIKOM
u gokyMeHToM» (Schelling, 2005, S. 24—25; I1len-
svHT, 1987, c. 228). VIHpIMY cJ10BaMM, 117181 ICTOPVY-
HOCTM B JIaHHOM CMBICJIe XapaKTepHBL IIporpec-
cupylomas IMocJIeNoBaTe/IbHOCTh, Hajmdyue 3TOV
ITOCJTIeIOBATEIHFHOCTY B UE€M-TO OHOM, B UeM OHa
L MOIJIa OBI OCYIIIECTBUTHCS, a TaK KaK BBIIIE MBI
YIIOMSIHYJIV, UTO 3[1eCh IMeeT MeCTO CXOJICTBO C To-
MepoBckom «Omyicceeri», TO K 3TUM XapaKTepyCT-
KaM VICTOpuM T00aBIIseTCs M TO, UYTO caMa IIocyIe-
OBATeIbHOCTh JOJ/DKHA VMETh CXOIHBIe Hadasio
u KoHell. CrouT Teriepb oTMeTUTh, uTO IllesutmHr
VIMeeT 3[1eChb B BUy MIMEHHO BCIO prytocodio, Ko-
TOpasi, pasyMeeTcs, He MOIJIa [IJIsi HETO CBOAUTBC
JIVIIb K TeOpeTMKO-TIO3HaBaTeJIbHbIM BOIIPOCaM.
OnHaxo, Kak Mbl YBUAVM B J1aJIbHeVIIIIeM, IMEeHHO
TO, UTO MBI BcTpedaeM B «KpuTuKe 4mcToro pasy-
Ma, pabote KanTa o TeopeTgeckon dprtocodpmn
(a MMeHHO TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIN 1ieal), OKaKeT-
Cs1 KJIFOUeBBIM 1)1 OCMBICTIeHMs prytocodpmm Kak
VICTOPUM CaMOCO3HaHWsl, TaK KaK COCTaBUT OCHOB-
HOVI IIPVHIINII ee pa3BepThIBaHI.

OtmeTnyM, OIHAKO, UTO CaMO CJIOBO «VICTOPVISD»
(Geschichte) Iesumar ynorpebnser 8 CTU Tax-
Xe U B Oojlee y3KOM 3HadeHUN. B 3ToM BTOpOM
3HaYeHMM OHO (PUTypupyeT INIaBHBIM 0Opa3oM B
4JeTBepTOM IJIaBHOM pasfiesie, Ie Mbl VIMeeM [1eJI0
yXke He C TeOpeTUYecKo, a ¢ IpaKTudeckon ¢u-
socoduiers, KOTopasi CBf3aHa OTYACTM C KaHTOB-
CKOVI 3TMIKOW, OTYacTU — C dutocodmert IipaBa
Ouxre. ViMenno 3gech IllesmHr pasbscHsAeT HO-
HATVIE VICTOPUM B Y3KOM, Oojlee 1M MeHee OOBI-
JleHHOM cMbIcyle cjtoBa. IIpu atoMm psag dpopmysm-
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what in fact it is, namely a progressive histo-
ry of self-consciousness, for which what is laid
down in experience serves merely, so to speak,
as a memorial and a document” (Schelling,
2001, p. 2; cf. Schelling, 2005, pp. 24-25). In
other words, the characteristics of historicity
in that sense are: progressive sequencing, the
presence of this sequence in only one thing in
which it could happen, and, since I earlier in-
voked a comparison with Homer’s Odyssey,
one should add to these characteristics of his-
tory similar beginning and end. At this point
it should be noted that Schelling has in mind
the whole of philosophy which, of course, for
him was not confined to theoretical-cognitive
issues. However, as will be seen below, what
we encounter in Critique of Pure Reason, Kant’s
work on theoretical philosophy (the transcen-
dental ideal), will be key for a view of philoso-
phy as the history of self-consciousness.

Let it be noted, however, that in STI
Schelling also uses the word “history”
(Geschichte) in a narrower sense, mainly in the
fourth part which deals not with theoretical,
but with practical philosophy, linked partly
with Kantian ethics and partly with Fichte’s
philosophy of law. Here Schelling explains the
concept of history in the narrow, more or less
quotidian sense. Some of the wording, howev-
er, looks as if it refers to all history in general.
For example, it is claimed that the real subject
of history is the human species, although, if
we speak about the first epoch of history in the
theoretical part of the work there could be no
question of species as such. The part on prac-
tical philosophy claims that history is an end-
less progress in time (Schelling, 2001, p. 202;
cf. Schelling, 2005, p. 291), which, too, is inap-
plicable to the first epoch because in the the-
oretical part of STI time, like space, is merely
something generated (Schelling, 2001, p. 106;
Schelling, 2005, p. 168). Only in the narrow
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POBOK BBIIJISIAUT TaK, OyATO HaeTcs orperierieHe
BCAKOVI McTOpUM BooOI1ie. B uacTHOCTH, yTBepXia-
€TCsl, YTO VICTUHHBIM CyOBEeKTOM VICTOPUM BCer-
Ja sIBJISIeTCsl 4YeJIoBeYeCKMVl POIl, XOTs, eciiu To-
BOPUTE O TIEPBOVI 3I10Xe VICTOPUN TeOpeTUYecKou
YacTy 3TOV paboTHI, TO TaM ellle He MOIJIO MIATH
peun o porie KakK TaKOBOM. B ms3jiokeHUM Ipak-
Tdeckon prtocopmm yTBepKaaeTcs Takxke, YTO
VICTOpUS SIBJIsIeTC OeCKOHEeUHBIM ITPOrpeccoM BO
BpemeHn (Schelling, 2005, S. 291; Ilesutnar, 1987,
c. 455), 4TO B OTHOIIIEHMV ITEPBOVI SIIOXM TaKXKe He-
IPUMEHVMO, TaK KakK B TeopeTndeckon yactv CTVI
caMo BpeMsl, paBHO KaK ¥ IIPOCTPaHCTBO, SIBJISeT-
Csi JINIIB YeM-TO nopoxzieHHbIM (Schelling, 2005,
S. 168; Iermnr, 1987, c. 346). Toipko mcTopus B
Y3KOM CMBICJIe CJIOBa MOXKeT MBICJINTBCS KaK TaKov
OeckoHeuHBINT ITporpecc. VIMeHHO O Hel 1 O BO3-
MOXXHOCTM dpmstocodpckoro rozHaHm ee [lesurvar
pasmbIULl emle B 1798 1. B cBoent craTbe «Vccite-
JI0BaHVIe BOIIPOCa O TOM, BO3MOXKHa J1U prytocodpms
OIIbITA U, B 0COOEHHOCT, pryocodmsi MCTOP»
(“Abhandlung tiber die Frage, ob eine Philosophie
der Erfahrung, insbesondere, ob eine Philosophie
der Geschichte moglich sey”), n mHOroe orryma
nepenuio B CTH 1800 r., ogxaxo Torpa Hlemuimar
elle He CYMTaJ BO3MOXHOV (PUI0COPUIO MCTO-
pumn (Zachhuber, 2019, p. 25—26), HOCKOJIBKY ITOJIa-
rajl, YTo «eCJIVi B OTHOIIIEHW KaKoro-y1mbo Iper-
MeTa BO3MOKHA TeOpWsi a4 priori, TO B OTHOIIeHUN
€ro HeBO3MO)KHa VICTOPMSI, I Ha0OOPOT, TOJIBKO TO,
JUUISL Yero HeT TeOPWUM a Priori, MMeeT MCTOPUIO»
(Schelling, 1988, S. 188). BaxxapIM oTIMuMeM Tak
IIOHSITOVI VICTOPUM OT TeresIeBCKOro ITpOeKTa sB-
JIgeTCcs ee NPVHUMIIMAJIbHAS He3aBepllaeMOCTh,
nypHas 6eckoHedHOCTBb. O KOHIIE TaKOV MCTOPUU
He MOXxeT uaTu peun (Bernstein, 2004, p. 246), uto
y>ke IOATBepXKJaeT TO, YTO OHa He MorJia ObITh 115
IesummHra «ommcceevt», VIV ICTOPYVIeN CaMOCO3Ha-
HMsA, YeM-TO CYIIeCTBeHHO 3aBepiiaeMbiM. CoOT-
BETCTBEHHO, OH yIIOTpeOIIsieT 371ech TEPMIH «VCTO-
pyis» B MIHOM, YeM B Ha4aJIbHBIX paseriax, Oosee
y3KoM cMbIciie. Kpome Toro, cama «omyicces mmyxa»
B CBOEV TEOPETMYECKOV YaCTV BIUIOTH 10 IIepexo-
1a K ITpaKTUYeCKOV IMeeT CyTry0o alipVopHBIN Xa-
paKTep, 4TO B CpaBHEHMM CO cTaTbell 1798 I. BHOBb
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sense can history be thought as endless pro-
gress. This, and the possibility of its philo-
sophical cognition already engaged Schelling’s
mind as early as 1798 in the article “Investiga-
tion of the Question Whether the Philosophy
of Experience and Especially the Philosophy
of History are Possible” (“Abhandlung iiber
die Frage, ob eine Philosophie der Erfahrung, in-
sbesondere, ob eine Philosophie der Geschichte
mdglich sey”), with much of it surfacing in
STI in 1800, but at the time Schelling did not
yet consider a philosophy of history possi-
ble (Zachhuber, 2019, pp. 25-26), because he
believed that “if an a priori theory is possible
with regard to some subject, history is impos-
sible with regard to this subject and vice ver-
sa, only that which has no a priori theory has
history”? (Schelling, 1988, p. 188). An impor-
tant difference of history thus understood
from the Hegelian project is the fact that it is
incomplete in principle (bad infinity). There
can be no question of the end of such histo-
ry (Bernstein, 2004, p. 246), which already
confirms that for Schelling it could not be an
“odyssey” or a history of self-consciousness,
something essentially finite. Accordingly, he
uses the term “history” in a narrower sense
than in the earlier chapters. Besides, “odyssey
of the spirit” in its theoretical part has a strict-
ly a priori character, which in comparison with
the 1798 article again attests to the polysemy
of Schelling’s use of words.

In addition to the two above-mentioned
meanings of the term “history” Schelling gives
a third. This is transcendental history of theo-
retical philosophy which goes through the fol-
lowing three extra-temporal epochs and which
alone make concrete individual consciousness
possible:

3 Cf. “Wovon eine Theorie a priori moglich ist, davon ist kei-
ne Geschichte méglich, und umgekehrt, nur was keine Theo-
rie a priori hat, hat Geschichte.”



CBUIETEIICTBYET B IIOJIb3y MHOIO3HAUYHOCTM ITIeJI-
JIVTHTOBCKOTO CJIOBOYTIOTpeOIeHsl.

IToMyMO BBISIBJIEHHBIX HaMW [IBYX CMBICJIOB
TepMUHa «mcTOpus» y IlermmHra nmeercs elre
U TpeTun. DTO TpaHCleHeHTa/IbHasl MCTOPWs
TeopeTndeckort dutocodum, IIpoxofsdinas cile-
IyIOIIVe TPY OCHOBHBIE BHEBpEeMeHHBIE S3II0XV,
KOTOpPBIe TOJIBKO M [IeJ1al0T KOHKPeTHOe VHIVBU-
IlyaJIbHO€ CO3HaHVe BO3MOXHBIM:

1) oT M3HaYaJIBHOIO OIIYIIeHWUs A0 IIPOAYyK-
TUBHOT'O CO3epLIaHs;

2) OT IPOAYKTUBHOTO CO3epLIaHMs 10 pedoiek-
cuu;

3) ot pedprrexcummt 10 aOCOITIOTHOIO aKTa BOJIVA.

B Hem oHM coCTaBJISIOT TaK Has3blBaeMOe BHEB-
peMeHHOe  «TpaHCIIeHJeHTaJIbHOe  ITPOIIIOe»
(LIermvar, 1989, c. 467), kOTOpOE, OIHAKO, IIepe-
X0l B HOBYIO WCTOPUIO IIpaKTU4ecKom durio-
codum, camo 1o cebe «omyicceeV» He SIBIISETCS,
Bellb 371eCh Ha4yaJlo I KOHeI] He COBIAJaioT. DTa
VICTOPVSI, KaK PETPOCHEKTUBHO IIOSICHSIIT 3PeJIbIi
[MermiHT, TpeacTaB/Isiia cOOOM MOMBITKY CTPO-
ro OOBSICHMUTH, KaKMM O0pa3oM B paMKaxX TpaHC-
IIeH/IeHTaJIbHOTO Mleai3Ma BOOOIIe BO3MOXKHa
Ta HeOOXOAVIMOCTB, KaKylO MBI BCTpedaeM B OTHO-
IIIeHN1 Belliell B IIpocTpaHcTBe BHe Hac (Tam xe).
HeobGxommMocTs B OTHOIIIEHWM Bellleyl BHe Hac
IIpeJICTaBjIsyIach eMy TaK/UM HacCTOSIIMM, ITyTh K
KOTOPOMY BO3MOYKHO OITpeJIeINTh KaK TpaHCIleH-
ZleHTaJIbHOE IIPOIIJIOe, UTO ¥ ObUIO ObI BRIpaskeH -
eM VICTOPUYHOCTY, a He IIPOCTOV HeIlOCPeICTBEeH-
HocTi. TyT HYXHO OBUIO IOHSITH ee KaK HeYTO
cTaBlllee. VIMeHHO 3[1eCh B IIepBYIO Oodepeb IIpo-
V3BOOMTCS AeAyKITNS 3JIeMEeHTOB KaHTOBCKOVI I10-
3HaBaTeJILHOV CTIOCOOHOCTL.

Bripouem, moHsATHME — TpaHClLIEHIEeHTaJIbHOM
VICTOPUM B 3TOM O0JIee y3KOM CMBbICIIe He OrpaHU-
4YMBaeTCsl TOJIBKO TeOPeTUYeCcKOV YacThIO CUCTe-
Mbl. Tak, reHesuc pasyMa Kak OTHeJIBHOV CIIOCO0-
HOCTW BIIepBble O0bACHSeTCS TOJIBKO B UeTBePTOM
paszesie mpakTudeckon dpniocodnm, a TpaHCIIeH-
IeHTaJIBHBIV MIIeaI BOOOIIIe VMeeT 3HaueHVe IS
Beent CTV Kak TakOBOVI 1 COOTHOCUTCS C VICTOPU-
el B HauboJee IIVPOKOM CMBICIIE, BKJIFOYAIOITIEeVI B
cebs 0be vcTopum B GoJTee Y3KMX CMBICIaX (ITpak-
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1) from initial sensation to productive in-
tuition;

2) from productive intuition to reflection;

3) from reflection to an absolute act of will.

In it they constitute extra-temporal “tran-
scendental past” (Schelling, 1994, p. 109),
which, however, morphing into a new histo-
ry of practical philosophy, is not in itself an
“odyssey” because here the beginning and the
end do not coincide. This history, as Schelling
explained retrospectively, was an attempt to
explain rigorously how, in the framework of
transcendental idealism, the necessity we en-
counter with regard to things in space outside
us is at all possible (ibid.). He conceived of ne-
cessity with regard to things outside us as the
present, the path toward which could be de-
fined as the transcendental past, which was
a manifestation of historicity and not simple
immediacy. Here it had to be understood as
something that had become. It is here above all
that elements of the Kantian cognitive faculty
are deduced.

Having said that, the concept of transcen-
dental history in this narrower sense is not
limited to the theoretical part of the system.
Thus, the genesis of reason as a distinct faculty
is first explained only in the fourth chapter on
practical philosophy, and the transcendental
ideal has meaning only for the entire STI and
relates to history in the broadest sense, includ-
ing both histories in narrower meanings (prac-
tical and theoretical), i.e. “an odyssey of the
spirit” which is a unity not only of the theoret-
ical and practical, but also of the teleological
and aesthetic (thus integrating into Schelling’s
programme the themes of Kant’s Critique of
Judgment).* In aesthetic intuition the conscious

*With respect to teleology and aesthetics Schelling does
not thematise the special meaning of historicity inher-
ent in them, such that historicity here more likely than
not should be viewed in the perspective of “odyssey of
the spirit”.
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TUYECKYIO VI TeOPeTMYecKyIo), TO eCTh C «OJIvcce-
eVl Iiyxa», KOTOpasl SIBJISIeTCS eIVIHCTBOM He TOJIb-
KO TeOpeTIYeCcKOro 1 IIPaKTMUeCcKOro, HO TaKxe 1
TEeJIe0JIOrMYeCKOro, M SCTETUYECKOro (Tak B IIeJI-
JIVHTOBCKYIO IIpOrpaMMy WHTEIpUpPYeTCcsl U Te-
MaTmka KaHTOBCKOM «KpuTukm criocobHOCTM
cyXmeHms»):. B acTeTmdeckoM cosepHaHUM CO-
3HaTeJIbHOe 1 Oecco3HaTe/IbHOe, OOBbeKTMBHOE W
CyOBeKTVBHOE COBIIAIAOT, VI IIPOVICXOINT BO3Bpa-
II[eH1ie CaMOCO3HaHMA K cebe caMOMy, TO eCTh K
M3HaYaIbHOMY TOXIIECTBY CYOBEKTMBHOIO 1 00B-
€KTVIBHOTO, KOTOpOe ObIO OTIIPaBHOV TOYKOV Ca-
MOV «OJIVICCEVD».

VIMeHHO 3Ta MCTOPWS «BO3BPAIIEHNS IOMOVD»
SBJISIETCS OCHOBHBIM ITPEIMETOM [JaJIbHEVIIIIEro
paccmoTpennsa. Ham mpencrout, mcxonsd m3 Ha-
IIerl TUIOTe3bl, IT0Ka3aTh, YTO B OCHOBAHWM 3TOW
VICTOPWY JIEXUT crierTuprrdecKas MHTepIIpeTars
[llesrMHrOM TpaHCLIEHAEHTAJIBHOTO Wieasa, U
SKCIUIMIMPOBATh TO, KakuM oOpasom IleuimHry
yIaeTcs pasBepHYTh OAVIH W3 KJIFOUEBBbIX 3JIeMeH-
TOB KQHTOBCKOVI ITO3HABATEJILHOV CIIOCOOHOCT, B
VICTOPMYECKOV TIepcrieKTnBe «opyccen». Cienyer,
BIIpOYeM, OTMETUTH, UTO BbIJIeJIeHHbIE HaMU TPU
CMBICIIa McTOpMYHOCT y camoro llleiuinHra He
pasrpaHnYeHbl JOCTaTOYHO YeTKo. Tak, B peTpo-
CIIeKTVIBHOM ortvicaHmm 3pesioro HlerurmHra 3aMbl-
cert CTV xapaxTepu3syeTcsi cieIyIonM odpa3om:
«311ech s BIEpBble IBITAJICS IPVUMEHUTH B (PrsIo-
codpum MCTOprUeckoe pasBuTHe, — BCs pritoco-
dwms Obula I8 MeHsI MCTOpPMEV CaMOCO3HaHMS,
KOTOPYIO 51 pasfie/Injl Ha 3I0XM; TaK, Hallpumep,
mepBas 3M0Xa — OT M3HA4YaJIbHOTO OIIYIIIeHMs
(orpaHMUeHMs, TIOJIOKEHHOIO IIOCPEICTBOM Ca-
MoOOBeKTMBaLVM B SI) O MPOIYKTMBHOIO CO3ep-
naaus» (Iermmar, 1989, c. 470—471). ObOparum
BHUMaHMe, 4TO TIOfJIeXXalllM BO BTOPOM IIpefl-
JIOKeHUN sBiisteTcs 6csa dpviocodrist, ¥ IMEHHO
OHa, KakK yTBepxaeT 31ech IllesuimHr, Oblia pas-
mesieHa MM Ha 310X, OIHAKO TEPMUH «3I10Xa»,
KakK MBI yxe Bupesnv, oH npumensu1 B CTV b
K TeopeTndeckov ¢pwiocopmm 1 TaKMx 310X Bbl-

4 HpT/IMeHI/ITeJ'IBHO K Teseosiormm u acretuke IlerummHr
HEe TeMaTn3mnpyer 0COOBITI CMBICT VICTOPUYHOCTY, VIM
HpVICyH_[T/IVI, TaK 4YTO WCTOPpM3M 3[eCb, CKOpee BCero,
OOJDKEH OCMBICJIATBCA 113 IIEPCIIEKTVBBL «OIVICCENL [Ty Xa».

and the unconscious, the objective and sub-
jective coincide. Such that self-consciousness
returns to itself, i.e. the initial identity of the
subjective and objective which was the starting
point of the “odyssey.”

It is the history of “home-coming” that is
the main subject of what follows. Proceed-
ing from our hypothesis, we must show that
this history is grounded in Schelling’s spe-
cial interpretation of the transcendental ideal
and explain how Schelling manages to unfold
one of the key elements of the Kantian cogni-
tive faculty in the historical perspective of the
“odyssey”. It has to be said, though, that the
three above-mentioned meanings of historic-
ity in Schelling are not quite clearly distin-
guished. Retrospectively, the mature Schelling
describes the plan of STI in the following
way: “I had here attempted historical devel-
opment in philosophy for the first time — the
whole of philosophy for me was the history
of self-consciousness, which I formally divid-
ed into epochs, e.g., first epoch from the orig-
inal sensation (of the limitation posited by the
self-objectification of the I) until productive
intuition” (Schelling, 1994, p. 112). Note that
the subject of the second sentence is the whole
philosophy and it was the whole philosophy
that Schelling divided into epochs. However,
as we have seen, he applied the term “epoch”
in STI only to theoretical philosophy, identify-
ing exactly three such epochs. The discussion
of the end of the history of self-conscious-
ness in aesthetic intuition does not mention
epochs, and indeed Schelling divides world
history in the practical part of STI not into
epochs, but into periods. Thus, in reality it
was not the whole philosophy that was divid-
ed into epochs, which shows that Schelling’s
boundaries between the meanings of history
we have identified (transcendental history in
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nestsi1 posHO Tpu. [Tpu obcyxneHnn 3aBepItieHs
VICTOPVIVI CAMOCO3HAaHMS B 3CTeTMYeCKOM Co3eplia-
HUM yXe He ObUIO peunt 00 arioxax, ga v BceMup-
HYyIO vcTopuio B mpakTmdeckont yactu CTV Ilesn-
JIVIHT [1eJIVIJT He Ha 310X, a Ha IIeprobl. 3HAYNnT,
BCe JKe Ha caMOM JieJTe Ha 310Xy OblIa pasmerieHa
He Bca puytocodrist, UTO CBUIETEILCTBYET O Heo-
IIPEeIeJIeHHOCTM T'PaHMUI], MEXIY BbIAe/IeHHBIMU
HaMm1 cMbIciamu mcropun y HlesmmmHra (TpaHc-
HeHIeHTaJIHOVI VICTOPYMEVI TeOPETMYECKOV YacTu
TpaKTaTa ¥ MCTOpMen Kak «ofycceent ayxa»). s
Hac B CBA3M C TpaHCLIeHeHTaIbHBIM VJIeaIoM I10-
CJIOIHWI CMBICII SIBJISIeTCSI CAMBIM BaKHBIM, a TaK
KaK caM TpaHCLeHIeHTaIbHBIN Maeasl MHTepIpe-
Tupyercs IllejuimHrom, pasymeercsd, Ha OCHOBe
«KpuTHKM 49mcToro pasyma», TO oOpaTVMCs Te-
Iepb K pacCMOTPEHMIO CITeLVPVIKI IeJUINHTOB-
ckom nHTepnperauny Kanra.

2. TpaHcLIeHAeHTaIBHBIN Maeasl
KaK 3KCIUIMLpyeMoe

B mierymHroBCkov MHTepripeTary Kaxra niep-
BOCTEITEHHOe 3HadeHVe VIMeeT pasjIueHne CVCTe-
MBI VI KPUTVIKM KaK ITPOTMBOIIOJIOKHBIX CIIOCOOO0B
dwocodcrBoBaHMs. TpaHClIeHIeHTaTbHASA HU-
socodpmst my1st camoro KaHTa ecTh cricTeMa 9mcToro
pasyMa, B OTHOIIIEHVI KOTOPOV1, COOCTBEHHO, caMa
KPUTMKA YMCTOrO pa3yMa SBJISeTCS JIUIIb «IIPO-
negesTrkon» (B 25; Kant, 2006, c. 78—79). MoxHo
CKa3aTh, YTO KPUTHMKA €CThb JIBVDKEHNE OT 00yCII0B-
JIEHHOTO K BCETIOJTHOTE YCJIOBUIL ISl Hero (MMeH-
HO TaKOB CMBICJT OCHOBHOI'O BOITPOCa 00 YCIIOBVSIX
BO3MOKHOCTV aIPUOPHBIX CUHTETMYECKMUX CYXkK-
nenvvr). OHaKoO IPUMEHNTEIBHO KO Beerl KaHTOB-
CKOVI CUCTeMe B IIeJIOM IIpefieibHOe Oe3ycsIoBHOe
BCe Ke, KaK OKa3aJloch, He TaK YK odeBymaHO. Kak
ObU10 IOKa3aHo B padoTax I1. B. Pe3Bbix, 1Ba 0cHOB-
HBIX IIpeTeH/IeHTa Ha 3Ty poJib B tepsont «Kputu-
Ke» — 3TO TpaHCLIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIN MyIeal U TpaHC-
IIeH/IeHTaJIbHOe eMHCTBO armeprierntivm (Pe3Bblx,
2005, c. 253). Oba BBIpaXkaloT IIpeesIbHOe eVH-
CTBO, HO BCe JXe B pa3HbIX CMbIc/IaX. TpaHcIeHIeH-
TaJIbHOE eIVHCTBO aIIeprieniiny, coriacHo Ile-
JIVHTY, ObUIO akieHTVpoBaHo y Puxte (IesunHr,
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the theoretical part of the treatise and history
as “odyssey of the spirit”) are vague. In con-
nection with the transcendental ideal the lat-
ter meaning is the most important for us, and
since Schelling, of course, interprets the tran-
scendental ideal on the basis of the Critique of
Pure Reason, let us turn to the characteristics
of Schelling’s interpretation of Kant.

2. The Transcendental Ideal
as the Explicated

Of paramount importance in Schelling’s in-
terpretation of Kant is the distinction between
system and critique as opposite methods of
doing philosophy. For Kant himself transcen-
dental philosophy is a system of pure reason
with regard to which critique of pure reason is
merely “propedeutic” (KrV, B 25; Kant, 1998,
p. 149). It can be said that critique is move-
ment from the conditioned to the uncondition-
al (such is the meaning of the main question
about the conditions of the possibility of syn-
thetic a priori judgments). However, with re-
spect to the entire Kantian system the ultimate
unconditional turned out to be not so obvious.
As Petr V. Rezvykh (2005, p. 253) shows in his
works, the two main contenders for that role
in the first Critique are the transcendental ide-
al and transcendental unity of apperception.
Both express ultimate unity but in different
meanings. According to Schelling, transcen-
dental unity of apperception is stressed by
Fichte (Schelling, 1994, p. 106). Schelling him-
self develops his concept of the uncondition-
al proceeding from the transcendental ideal
(Rezvykh, 2009). This is precisely why he calls
STI a system: a system is progression from the
unconditional to the conditioned (then cri-
tique moves in the opposite direction). With
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1989, c. 464). Cam lllesuHT pa3pabaTbiBaeT CBOIO
KOHIIETIIIVIO 0e3ycJIOBHOTO C OIIOPOV Ha TpaHCIIeH-
nerTaTbHBIN Vmean (Pesseix, 2009). VIMeHHO HOTO-
My oH 1 Haszasl CTV MMeHHO CcUCTeMOVE: crcTeMa
ecThb IIOCIIefIoBaTeIbHOe IBVDKeHMe OT 0e3ycsioB-
HOTO K O0yCJIOBJIEHHOMY (Torja Kak KpUTHMKa OCy-
ITIIeCTBJIZeT JIBVDKeHVe B 00paTHOM HallpaBJIeHUN).
Y Hlesyinara BbIBefleHVe OOYCIIOBJIEHHOTO apX-
TEeKTOHWYeCK! VIMeeT CBOeV OCHOBOV TeHJIeHIIVIIO
K caMoco3epliaHMIO B SI, B KOTOPOM pa3/INyuViMBbl
JiBe JedTeJIbHOCTH, MjleaslbHas 1 peabHas. OHO
Xe caMo 0asupyeTcs, KaK 1 00e 3T esiTeJIbHO-
CTW, Ha TPaHCLIeH/IeHTaJIbHOM Mjieasie, KOTOPhIV B
TBOpUeckovt nHTepripetauyy lesiHra Heobxo-
IIVIM J1J15 TOT'O, YTOOBI OCYIIIECTBUTD CHCTeMaTide-
CKOe pa3BepThIBaHVe CYCTEMBI.

Xots IleryvHT 1 Ha3bIBaeT «OHMCCeI0» VIMEH-
HO «OfVcCeert AyXa» caMo cJIoBo «ayx» (Geist)
VICTIOJIB3yeTCs VIM, KaK IIpaBiJIo, B IIape CO CBOe
IIPOTMBOIIOIIOKHOCTBIO, ITPUPOLIOV, UTO OTChLUIAeT
Hac K pasfie/IeHVIO TpaHClIeHIeHTaIbHOM Pulo-
codpum m Haty pdriocodpmm. B rmocsiemHert MbI 00-
Hapy>XyBaeM, 4TO IIpupoja ecTb [yX, a B IIepBOTL,
HaoOOpOT, 4TO AyX eCThb IIPUpPOAa, TO eCTh HaduM-
Hasl ¢ CyOBEKTMBHOIO MOXXHO OOBICHUTD TeHe3VIC
o0BeKTrBHOro. TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIBbHBIV MeasT Xe,
0o0BeMJIs ITPOTUBOIIOJIOKHOCTYM, II03BOJIeT Oo-
Jlee TIIyOOKO B3ITISHYTH Ha TO, YTO MMEHHO IIPO-
XOIUT «omyccero». I1aBa 00 neaste umcToro pas-
yMa Oosiee m3BecTHa TeM, 4To KaHT mpemioxmi
B Hell CBOIO KPUTUKY J0Ka3aTesIbcTB ObITis bora,
HeXeJI CaMMM YuYeHMeM O TpaHCIeH/IeHTalb-
HOM wjeasle, M3jlaraeMbIM HOIPOOHO BO BTOPOM
paszesie 3ToVi MIaBbl. B TeHw, omHako, ocTaercs
TO, UTO CaMO OIlpeiejieHVe TpaHClleHIeHTaIbHO-
ro njeasia Kak HeoOXOIVIMOrO J1J1s1 BCeCTOPOHHEro
oIperesieHVsI BCIKOV BEIIM IIPeJICTaBIIsgeT codom
TaK>ke HeUTO 3HaYMMoe, B ocobeHHOocTM 11y1s1 [est-
nvHra. le/uMHr 11e/1MKOM IIpUHMMaeT KaHTOB-
CKV€e apr'yMeHTHI IIPOTVB OHTOJIOIMTYEeCKOro JI0Ka-
3aTernibeTBa ObITH boxns (Ilarkyse, 2021, c. 45),
HO [IJIs1 HETO OHM B COlep)KaHWM 3TOV IJIaBbl BTO-
PVUHEBL TaK e Kak ¥ BaxkHad 115t camoro Kanra
peryisaTuBHas poJib 3TOTO Measia.

Haunem c pByx ocHoBHbIX i Illervnra
CMBICJIOBBIX MOMEHTOB TpaHCIIeHIeHTaIbHOrO
nneasia. OH IIOHMMaeTCs Kak
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Schelling, the conditioned architectonically
gravitates toward self-intuition in the I, which
has two kinds of activity, the ideal and the
real. Itself, it is based, like these two types of
activity, on the transcendental ideal which, in
Schelling’s creative interpretation, is necessary
in order to systematically unfold the system.

Although Schelling calls “odyssey” “the
odyssey of the spirit,” as a rule he uses the
word “spirit” (Geist) along with its opposite,
nature, which makes us think of the division
between transcendental philosophy and natu-
ral philosophy. In the latter we find that nature
is spirit and in the former, on the contrary, we
discover that the spirit is nature, that is, pro-
ceeding from the subjective, we can explain
the genesis of the objective. The transcendental
ideal, which embraces opposites, gives a deep-
er insight into what exactly goes through the
“odyssey”. The chapter on the ideal of pure rea-
son is better known because in it Kant put for-
ward his critique of the proof of the existence of
God than on account of his teaching about the
transcendental ideal, which he lays out in the
second part of that same chapter. What remains
in the shadow is the fact that the determination
of the transcendental ideal as necessary for all-
round determination of any thing also matters,
especially for Schelling. Schelling supports to
the hilt Kant’s arguments against the ontolog-
ical proof of the existence of God (Pakul, 2021,
p. 45), but in the context of this chapter they are
secondary, as is the regulative role of this idea,
which is important for Kant.

Let us start with the semantic elements of
the transcendental ideal that are pivotal for
Schelling. It is understood as

A) omnitudo realitatis, the full reality (the
body of all possible predicates) as the matter of
every determination;



A) ommnitudo realitatis, BCeIIoOJTHOTa PeaTbHOCTY
(COBOKYTIHOCTB BCEX BO3MOXKHBIX ITPEIMKATOB) KakK
MaTepusi BCAKOIo OIlpeslesIeH s,

B) ocHoBaHMe I BCSIKOIO OIpenesIeHHOro,
caMo He MMeIOITiee OCHOBBI.

Y KanTa A BeIcTyIIaeT paHbllle B, Tak Kak emy,
B COOTBETCTBUM CO €r0 KPUTWYECKVIM METO/IOM,
HAJI0 MATU OT HeOOXOIVIMOCTM IIOJTHOTO OIIpe-
TeJIeHVS eMHUYHOV Bel K OCHOBAHWIO 3TOTO
onpenernenns. Y IllejummHra xe 3Ta IocsenoBa-
TEJIPHOCTH pa3BePTHIBAETCS OOpaTHBIM OOpa3oM.
To, uro IleyutMHT HauMHAaET Hake B 3TOM OTHO-
ITIeHMI He ¢ 00yCJIOBJIEHHOTO, CITY KUT elTie OfHVIM
KOCBEHHBIM JT0Ka3aTeJTbCTBOM TOT'O, UTO OH IThITa-
eTCsl pa3BepHYTh CHCTeMaTdecKn To, uto y Kanra
6bU10 M3710KeHO0 KpuTdecku (Pessbix, 2009, c. 396).

MowmenT A npogcHsiercs IleyumHrom ¢ momo-
IIIBIO AHAJIOTUY C IIPOCTPAHCTBOM I BpeMEeHeM —
TOVI XKe aHaJIOT MW, KOTOPYIO KpaTKO 70 3TOro IIpo-
Bogwi cam Kant (A 578 / B 606; Kant, 2006, c.
748 —749). CorsiacHoO e, ITOJIy YUTh OIIpefie/IeHHY IO
durypy B ee ogepTaHMUAX BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO ITO-
CPelIcTBOM OrpaHMYeHMs IIPOCTPaHCTBa, OIHAKO
3TO OrpaHM4YeHNe He JiejlaeT caMO ITPOCTPAHCTBO
KaK TaKoBOe pas/ieJIeHHBIM Ha CaMOCTOsITeJIbHbIe
yvacTn. Ckopee, TyT LieJjloe IIpeJIlecTByeT CBOVM
YacTsIM ¥ JejlaeT MX BO3MOXHBIMMU (MOMeHT B).
HeTpynHo pacrio3HaTh 371eCch KaHTOBCKOe OIIpe-
JleJieHVie IIPOCTPaHCTBA M3 TPAHCIIEHIeHTAIIBHO
acteTnk. IIpocTpaHCTBO BCelerio ITOJIOKMUTEIb-
HO, a (pUTypBI IIOJTyYalOTCsl Yepe3 orpaHUYeHe,
KOTOpOe ¥mMeeT B cebe MOMEHT OTpUIIaTeIbHO-
ctn. Takum xe obpasom, o meiciin leminHara,
BCe KOHEUYHOe $BJIgeTCs TaKOBbIM TOJIBKO depe3
orpaHu4eHle TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOIO Meaia Kak
omnitudo realitatis. OTHOIIIEHVe MEXIy HUMU IIO-
ZI0OHO OTHOIIIEHVIO MEXIY IJIVHHOV aHKEeTON U
aaketupyeMmbiM (Pessbrx, 2003, c. 286). Omune
)Ke B TOM, YTO aHKeTa MBICJINTCS KaK BTOpUYHAs,
BHEIITHSSL 110 OTHOILIEHWIO K aHKeTUPyeMOMY, a
B CJIydae TpaHCLIeHIIeHTaJIbHOIO Measia 3TO OT-
HOIIIeHVe IlepeBopadnBaeTcs, VI aHKeTa yxXe o0y-
CJIOBJIVIBaeT aHKeTVPYeMOToO.

OmHako TpaHCLIeHOeHTaJIbHBI Wleasl Kak
Inbegriff (BcemosiHOTa) HMKaK He MOXeT IIOHU-
MaTbCs JIMIIIb KaK MaTepus ompepereHus. Bce-

45

A. V. Perepletkin

B) the ground for the determined which it-
self has no ground. With Kant A comes first,
since in accordance with the critical method it
has to go from the need for a full determina-
tion of an individual thing to the ground of this
determination. With Schelling, this sequence
is reversed. The fact that Schelling even in
that respect does not start with the condition-
al is further indirect proof that he tries to un-
fold systematically what Kant renders critically
(Rezvykh, 2009, p. 396).

Schelling explains element A by drawing an
analogy with space and time, the same analo-
gy that was briefly previously cited by Kant
himself (KrV, A 578 / B 606; Kant, 1998, p. 557).
It goes like this: a figure can be obtained in its
outline only by limiting space, but this limita-
tion does not divide space itself into independ-
ent parts. Rather, the whole here precedes its
parts and makes them possible (element B).
One can readily discern here the Kantian defi-
nition of space through transcendental aes-
thetics. Space is entirely positive and figures
are made through limitation, which carries
an element of negativity. Thus, according to
Schelling, everything that is finite is finite only
through restriction of the transcendental ideal
as omnitudo realitatis. The relation between
them is similar to the relation between a long
questionnaire and the person who fills it (Rez-
vykh, 2003, p. 286).The difference is that the
questionnaire is thought to be secondary, exter-
nal with regard to the person filling it, whereas
in the case of the transcendental ideal the rela-
tion is turned around, such that the question-
naire conditions the person filling it out.

However, the transcendental ideal as Inbe-
griff (“totality”) can in no way be understood as
the matter of determination. The totality of re-
ality (Inbegriff aller Realitit) is not a simple sum
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nostHOTa peastbHOCTU (Inbegriff aller Realitit) ecTs
He IIpOocTas CyMMa BCeX peasIbHOCTeVl, a MX BO-
IUIOIeHMe, MHTEeHCUBHOE eIMHCTBO, YTO JIeJIaeT
€ro 4ueM-TO eVHUYHBIM, HeCMOTPsI Ha TO UTO BCe
BelllM IOJIy4YaloT OT Hero CBOWM IIpeduKaThl Kak
obmime. VlHaue roBOps, TpaHCIEeHIeHTaIbHBIN
Veasl yke He MOXeT OBITh OOIIVM ITOHSATVEM.
HammomnauM, uto, cormacHo KaHry, monsaTms —
JIIIIB «IIpeIKaThl BOSMOXKHBIX CYXXaeHun» (B 94;
Kant, 2006, c. 159), Torga Kak TpaHCIeHIeHTaIb-
HBIVI MIeasI TOJIbKO ¥ [1eJIaeT BO3MOXXHBIMU BCe
HpeayKaThl Kak TaKOBble. PaccMOTpeHHBIN ¢ 3TOM
CBOeVl CTOPOHBI, OH SIBJIeTCs OCHOBaHVEM BCEro
KOHEYHOTO — 0e3yCIIOBHBIM.

C TpaHcLieHIeHTaJIbHBIM Mea/loM CBS3aHO Yy
leyuiMHra M WMHTEJUIEKTyaJIbHOe co3epliaHue.
Kaxk mssectno, KaHT paccmarpuBasl MHTeIIJIEKTY-
ajJIbHOe cosepllaHye KaK TO, YTO HeJOCTYIIHO dYe-
JIOBEKY, HO MOXKeT T'MIIOTeTUYeCK ObITh JOCTYITHO
BBICIIeMY cyIrecTBy, bory (B 71—72; Kant, 2006,
c. 133—135). IlleuIMHT, ¢ OIHOV CTOPOHBI, Pell-
TeJIbHO pacxongutcs ¢ KanToMm, HaumHas passep-
ThIBaHVe CBOeV CVCTeMbl MIMEHHO C MHTeJUIeKTY-
aJIBHOTO co3epriaHms Kak pvIocodpcKoro MeTosa,
a c gpyrov — nonobHo KanTy cBsi3pIBaeT 1 TpaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIV UJIeall, Y UHTeJUIeKTyaIbHOe CO-
3epria"me ¢ borom. Bripouem, cam xapakrtep cBsi-
31 37eck cyilectBeHHO vHoV. Y IlleummHra ona
yTBepXX[jaeTcsd KOHCTUTYTUBHO B IIOJIHOM CMBIC-
Jle 3TOro cjioBa: bor Kak TpaHCIeHIeHTasIbHbIN
MJIeasl caM BBICTYIIaeT 371eCh KaK MHTeJIJIeKTyallb-
HO co3eplLiaolInil. Briepsble sKcIIMIMTHOE pac-
CMOTpeHMe WHTeJ/UIeKTyaJIbHOTO CO3epliaHus B
CBSI3M C TPaHCIIeHJIEHTAJIbHBIM VjleajioM COBep-
mraercd B coumueHmmn «O0mmin 0630p HOBeMIIen
dmtocodpckoit mmTepaTyphl», IMO3[IHee o3ariab-
snieHHOM «VIccriemoBaHMS B TIOSICHEHVIE MTeasI3Ma
HaykoyueHUs» (1796—1797) (Pe3srix, 2009, c. 380).
B CTW IleyumMHr mpeajiaraeT AeTaJIbHYIO pas-
paboTKy sTOM MIew, mpudeM B Oosiee MacIITad-
HOM BapuaHTe, 4yeM y DrixTe, HECMOTpPsL Ha TO YTO
TpaHCIeHIeHTaTbHas Prtocodmisi, KOpperIsiTIB-
Hasi HayKoyudeHwuio, y Illesimura sToro nepuo-
Ja — JIVIIb OfHA U3 ABYX B3aMMOLIOIIOTHSFOIIIX
dmtocodpckmx Hayk Hapsiy ¢ HaTypdmiocodpn-
e, a He Bcsl pvtocodmst, UTO KaK pa3 pacXOmmUTCs
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of all realities, but their embodiment, intensive
unity, that which makes it singular in some
way, although all the things get their predicates
from it as common ones. In other words, the
transcendental ideal can no longer be a gener-
al concept. It will be recalled that according to
Kant concepts are merely “predicates of possi-
ble judgments” (KrV, B 94; Kant, 1998, p. 205),
whereas it is the transcendental ideal alone that
makes all the predicates possible as such. Seen
from this side it is the foundation of everything
finite — unconditional.

Schelling also associates intellectual in-
tuition with the transcendental ideal. Kant,
of course, considered intellectual intuition to
be unavailable for human being but thought
that it may hypothetically be available for the
highest being, God (KrV, B 71-72; Kant, 1998,
p. 557). Schelling, on the one hand, decidedly
differs from Kant, opening the presentation of
his system with intellectual intuition as a phil-
osophical method, and on the other hand, like
Kant, associates the transcendental ideal and
intellectual intuition with God. That said, the
character of the association is different. Schell-
ing asserts it constitutively in the full sense of
the word: God as the transcendental ideal him-
self is engaged in intellectual intuition. Intellec-
tual intuition is first explicitly linked with the
transcendental ideal in the “General Review of
the Latest Philosophical Literature”, later reti-
tled “Treatise Explicatory of the Idealism in the
Science of Knowledge” (1796—97) (Rezvykh,
2009, p. 380). In STI Schelling explores this idea
in greater detail even than Fichte, although for
Schelling of that period transcendental phi-
losophy, which correlates with the science of
knowledge, was just one of the two mutually
complementary philosophical sciences along
with natural philosophy, and not the whole



co B3mIsioM DrIXTe, CUUTABIIIETO CBOe HayKoyue-
He He HY>XIafoIIMMCs HY B KaKMX JOIOJTHEeHISIX
(Baumgartner, 1993, S. 140).

Kakum xe mMenHo obpasom IllesuimHr css-
3bIBaeT MHTeJUIeKTyaIbHOe co3epliaHue C TpaHC-
IleH/IeHTaJIbHBIM UJlealoM? DTO OCYIIeCTBIISeTCs
B IIepBYIO Odepelpb depe3 MHTepIIpeTalnio KaH-
TOBCKVX TpPaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOTO YTBEPXIeHU U
TpaHCLIeHIeHTasIbHOro oTpuiiaHus. [lepsoe Kaut
oIIpeieisyl KaK TaKoe yTBepXKIleH1e, KOTOpOMY He
IIPOTMBOIIOJIOKHO OTpUIIaHME, a BTOpoe — Kak
oTpullaHMe, yCTpaHgIoIIee IIpeficTaBIeHle O BCs-
xon Berm (A 574—575 / B 602—603; Kant, 2006,
c. 743—745), TO ecTb «He-S» B MPOTUBOBEC «S He
ecTb P». B «Kputuke umcroro pasyMa» TpaHCIeH-
JleHTaJIbHOe OTpuIlaHVie He ObIJIO MHTerprpOBaHO
B caM TpaHCLIeH/IeHTaIbHBIV 1easl Kak ero Mo-
MEHT ¥ OCTaBaJIOCh KaK OBl ITyCTOTHBIM OTpPUIIA-
HyeM, ogHako Ille/uIVHT TBITasICS pasIMYHBIMU
crocobaMu B CBOMX CaMbIX paHHMX paboTax IIo-
HSTB 3TO OTPUIIaHVe KaK coflepsKaTeIbHOe, TaKoe,
KOTOpOe He OBUIO OBl IIOJTHOCTBIO BHEIIOJIOXKHO
TpaHCIeH/IeHTaJIbHOMY yTBepXIeHuo (cM.: Pes-
BbIX, 2005). Ormmpasice Ha 3Ty runoTesy I1. B. Pes-
BBIX, MBI OoJjlee JIeTaJIbHO PacCMOTPWUM TOT Ba-
PUaHT WHTepIIpeTalluy TpaHCIIeHeHTaIbHOrO
oTpuliaHMs, KoTopein rpeyioxed B CTIL

Orpunianne B CTHU TpaxTyetcs IlesuiHarom co-
riacHo CIiHO3e, ¢ ydeHreM KOTOPOro OH ObLI XO-
POLIIO 3HAKOM ellle [I0 ITyOsIMKalym 3Tovi pPabOThL:
determinatio est negatio, orpeziesieHye eCTb OTpUIIa-
Hue (Crimao3a, 1999, c. 492). OnpenereHue xe Tpe-
OyeT uero-To M3HaYaJILHO HeorpenesieHHoro. Ecym
HeYTO He OIlpeJiesieHO, TO eMy HeT HUYero IpoTu-
BOITOJIOXKHOTO, OHO COBEpPIIIeHHO TIOJIOKUTEIIBHO T
He 1MeeT B cebe oTpuiiaTesibHOro. He ecTb j1u1 31O
KaHTOBCKOe TpaHCIIeH/IeHTa/IbHOe YTBepXKieHue
Inbegriff aller Realitit? D10 coobpakeHMe MO3BOJISAET
II0-HOBOMY B3IJISIHYTh Ha I1IeJUIIHTOBCKO€ CJIOBOY-
norpediiervie B CTVI, mpexxae Bcero Ha TOT (paxT,
YTO OHY M3 HPOTMBOIOJIOKHBIX AedTeIIbHOCTEV,
Ha OCHOBaHMWM KOTOPBIX CTPOWTCS CUCTeMa, OH
HasbIBaeT peasIbHOV. PeastbHasi ke [1eATeIIBHOCTD
KaK pa3 M3Ha4YaJIbHO COBEPILIEHHO HeoIlperesieH-
Ha. Torma vHas1, naeaspHast [1€STEIBHOCTD TOJIK-
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philosophy, which diverges from Fichte’s view
that his science of knowledge does not need
any additions (Baumgartner, 1993, p. 140).
How does Schelling connect intellectual in-
tuition with the transcendental ideal? He does
it first and foremost through interpreting the
Kantian transcendental assertion and transcen-
dental negation. Kant defined the former as a
proposition which is not countered by nega-
tion, and the latter as negation which elimi-
nates any representation of any thing (KrV, A
574-575 / B 602-603; Kant, 1998, pp. 554-555),
i.e. “non-S” versus “S is not P”. In the Critique
of Pure Reason transcendental negation was not
integrated into the transcendental ideal as its
element and remained an empty negation, but
Schelling in his early works tried in various
ways to interpret this negation as substantive,
which would not be totally external to the tran-
scendental proposition (cf. Rezvykh, 2005). Pro-
ceeding from Rezvykh’s hypothesis, let us take
a closer look at the version of interpretation of
transcendental negation proposed in STI.
Schelling in STI interprets negation in line
with Spinoza’s teaching with which he was
thoroughly familiar even before he published
his work: determinatio est negatio, determination
is negation (Spinoza, 2002, p. 892). Determina-
tion calls for something initially undetermined.
If something is not determined there is nothing
to oppose it, it is entirely positive and does not
carry anything negative. But is this not Kant’s
transcendental proposition Inbegriff aller Re-
alitdt? This prompts a new look at Schelling’s
use of words in STI, above all the fact that he
calls “real” one of the opposite types of activi-
ty which underpin the system. Real activity is
initially totally undetermined. Then a different,
ideal activity should be a transcendental nega-
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Ha yXXe OBITh TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHBIM OTPUIIAHV-
eM. OfHaKO KaHTOBCKOT'O IIOHVIMaHVIS OTPUITAHMS
KaK TOT'0, [IOCPECTBOM Yer0 MBICIIVITCS BCErO JIVIIITH
OTCYTCTBVE BCSIKOVI BeIIVI, COBEPIIIEHHO HeI0CTa-
touHo. IlomxBaTeiBast 1 MOOMMUIIMPYS HEKOTO-
pble MOTUBBI JOKpUTIUYecKoro courHeHns Kanra
«OMBIT BBeZIEHS OTPULIATEIIBHBIX BEJINYMH B PU-
socodpmio», Ilermur numret: «OgHaKo oTpuiia-
HVI€e TIOJIOKVUTEJTEHOIO MOXKET OBITh OCYIIIECTBIIEHO
He IIPOCTO IIOCPENCTBOM yCTpaHeHMs 4ero-To, HO
TOJIBKO IIOCPENICTBOM pea.bHoz2o npomubonosoixe-
nus (Hanpumep, 1 + 0 =1,1 — 1 = 0)» (Schelling,
2005, S. 72; lerwmmar, 1987, c. 268). Ilonsitas Ta-
KM 00pa3oM OTpHUIIaTeIbHOCTh XapaKTepu3yeT
IUIS HeTO ViieaJIbHYIO IIesITeJIbHOCTB. B 13Mepe-
HUV VHTeJUIEKTYaJIbHOIO CO3epIlaHMs OHa U eCTh
CyOBeKTMBHAsl TeHIeHLMs co3eplaTbh cedd Kak
VIMEHHO CaMO 3TO co3epIiaHMe (CyOBeKTMBHOCTE)
B HaITpaBJIeHHOV B O€CKOHEYHOCTH peasIbHOV fie-
SATEJTFHOCTM KaK 00beKTrBHOCTM. HasBanHas Ten-
TIeHITVIS TIPOSIBIIsIeT ceOsl B AMasleKTVKe IIpeeria 1
OecripeniesTbHOTO (MI€aJIPHOTO VI PEAJIBHOIO), B KO-
TOpOT1 «OJ1arofiapsl OrpaHMYeHIIO MaTepyisi OIIpe-
HerleHMs IIpeoOpasyeTcss B apXWTEKTOHWYECKM
OPraHM30BaHHYIO CVCTEMY BCEX BO3MOXKHBIX IIpe-
IOVKaTOB, T.e. B Weayl BCeCTOPOHHE OIIpesieieH-
HOW KOHKpeTHOV ItpegMeTHOCTI» (Pe3Brix, 2009,
c. 398). BaxxubIM oTiimtumeM ot paccyxaeHns Kas-
Ta BJISIeTCS 371eCh TO, UTO MHTeJJIeKTyaJIbHOe CO-
3epiiaHMe S| peanzyeTcs JIMIIb KaK TeHIeHIINs K
CaMOCO3€epILIaHIMIO, B KOTOPOM CO3epILIAOIINI VI CO-
3epliaeMoe IIOJTHOCTBIO Obl coBmamaym. Y Kanra
Ke TUIoTeTn4Yeckoe OOKecTBEHHOe cOo3epliaHie,
intuitus originarius, HENIOCPEICTBEHHO ITOPOXKIIaeT
CBOe co3epliaeMoe, VI B er0 OTHOIIIEeHUY He CTOUT
BOIIPOC O TOM, YTOOBI CXBaTHIBATh B 3TOM CO3epIia-
HUV CaMo co3epliaHye KaK akT. B pesysbrare nepe-
onpenerteHns 1lle;u1MHTOM eATeIBHOCTI VIHTEII-
JIeKTYyaJIbHOT'O CO3epliaHs, TO eCTh IIpeBpalleHs
€ro B IIPOLIeCC OIIOCPECTBOBAHMS, B IIPOIIECC, CO-
CTOSIIINT M3 HeYJauHBIX IIOIBITOK co3epIiaTh ceOs
CO3€epIIAOIINIM, BCe KOHEUHOe CofiepKaHVe MOXKeT
OIpenersThcs, a omnitudo realitatis — apXuTeKTO-
HIYeCKM 3KCIUIUIINPOBaThCs. BeenorHOTYy peastn-
sarmm otor termennmy lesumHr HasbiBaeT abd-
COJTIOTHBIM CMHTE30M, KOTOPBII VMIMEHHO B CWIIY

tion. However, the Kantian interpretation of ne-
gation as mere absence of any thing is patently
insufficient. Picking up and modifying some
motives in Kant’s pre-critical work “Essay of
introducing Negative Values in Philosophy”,
Schelling writes: “However, negation of a posi-
tive cannot be done by mere privation, but only
through real opposition (for example, 1 + 0 =1,
1 — 1= 10)" (Schelling, 2001, p. 36; cf. Schelling,
2005, p. 72). Interpreted in this way, negativity
characterises ideal activity. In the dimension of
intellectual intuition it is the subjective tenden-
cy to intuit oneself precisely as intuition (sub-
jectivity) in the real activity (directed towards
the infinity) as objectivity. This tendency man-
ifests itself in the dialectics of the finite and the
infinite (the ideal and real) in which “thanks to
the limitation the matter of the determination is
transformed into an architectonically organised
system of all possible predicates, i.e. into the
ideal of concrete thingness, determined from
all sides (Rezvykh, 2009, p. 398). An important
difference from Kant’s position is the fact that
here intellectual intuition of the I is actualised
only as a tendency for self-intuition in which
the object and subject of intuition totally coin-
cide. With Kant, hypothetical divine intuition,
intuitus originarius, directly engenders what is
intuited, such that the question of capturing in-
tuition itself as an act does not arise. As a result
of Schelling’s redefining the activity of intellec-
tual intuition, turning it into a process of me-
diation, and as a result of abortive attempts to
intuit oneself by the subject all finite content
can be determined and omnitudo realitatis archi-
tectonically explicated. Schelling calls the full
realisation of this tendency absolute synthesis.
This synthesis, specifically due to the presence
of its own explicit principle, can be deduced
in its main features consistently, historically.
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HaJIM4Ms COOCTBEHHOIO SKCIUIMIIUTHOTO IIPWH-
LIMIIIa VI MOXKET OBITH BBIBEEH HaMM B CBOMIX OC-
HOBHBIX 4epTax IIOC/IeOBaTeIbHO, MCTOPUYECKA.
[Tle/uTMHT TIBITAETCS ITePeOCMBICIINTD TPAHCIEH-
IleHTaIbHBIN veast KaHTa He B KadecTBe IIPOCTO
JIAIIIB YCJIOBWS, HO MIMEHHO IIPOAYKTMUBHOIO yCIIO-
BIsI, He IIPOCTO CTaTMUYeCcKoro pyHaMeHTa, HO U
IIPOLYKTVBHOVI IIOYBBI, 113 KOTOPOV IIPOV3pacTaeT
Bce MHoe. [TocsiestoBaTesIbHOCTh B 3TOM ITpOM3pac-
TaHUW VI €CTh UICTOPUYHOCTD «Ofmccen iy xa». Ofi-
HaKO YTO MBI MOXKEM CKa3aTh TeIllepb O CMBICIIE 3TO-
ro mporecca?

AOCOIIOTHBIVI CMHTe3, KaK U JIF00OM CUHTe3,
yXXe JIOJDKeH IIpeflioslaraTh M3Hada/IbHOe eflViH-
CTBO, aOCOJIIIOTHOE TOX/IEeCTBO KaK OTIIPaBHOM
nyHKT «opuccen» (Schelling, 1980, S. 72; I11ermHr,
2000, c. 31). AOCOITIOTHOE TOXIECTBO €CTh BEYHO
OeccosHaTesIbHOE yCJIOBVE CO3HAHMS BOOOIIIE, ITie
y>ke Bcerjia MMeeTcs ABOMCTBeHHOCTH (Schelling,
2005, S. 300; eryar, 1987, c. 462). TpaHcieHaeH-
TaJIbHBIM MIeajIM3MOM (KakK ¥ HaTypdwiocodu-
err) 3To Oe3yCJIOBHOe, COOTBETCTBYIOIIee MOMEHTY
B B TpaHcIleHneHTasIbHOM W1jeasle, BbIpakaeTcs
JINIITb KOCBEHHO: CHavdasla KakK 0e3ycI0BHOe Haua-
JI0, IPeNTIOChIIKa Beell ey KLV, a 3aTeM Kak I10-
CJIeHSS I1eJIb, IIPAKTUYeCKIUI Mjeasl Bo3Bpallle-
HUs K M3HadaJIbHOMY ToxzecTBy (Pessbix, 2009,
c. 377). Victopmsi camMOCO3HaHMS TOT/a IIpecTaeT
KaK «Offyicces», CTpeMIeHVie BepHYThCS K cebe 113
VMHOOBITHS. DTO BO3BpallleHe [IOMOVI I eCThb CTep-
JKEeHb BCeVl IeJUIMHTOBCKOV VHTepPIIpeTanu, C
OIIOPOVT Ha KOTOPBIVI €My YHaeTcs SKCIUIMIIVIPO-
BaTh CaM TPaHCIEeHAeHTaIbHbI naea. [loutn
BCe MHTepIpeTrpoBaHHble [llesmHrom noHsTISA
«KpuTHKIM 9McTOro pasyma» CyThb JIUIIb OCTaHO-
BOUHBIE ITyHKTBI 3TOr0O ABVDKeHMs. ToJIbKO B 3CTe-
TUYEeCKOM CO3epLIaHMI 3TO BO3BpallleHNe, KaK U
caMa SKCIUIMKAIIVS, 3aBepIIaeTcs], TaK KakK co3ep-
IIAQFOIIVVL U CO3epIIaeMOoe COBIIA/TAIOT.

JaB oHTOsIOrMuYeckmm ouepk mpoekrta Illes-
mmara B CTV, MBI yKa’keM Ha ero 0oiee KOHKpeT-
HYIO aKTyasIM3aInio, KOTopas uMeeT CKopee IHO-
CeoJIormUecKml, eHOMEeHOIOrMYeCKII XapaKTep,
YTO IIO3BOJIVT HaM JIydIlle IIPOSICHUTD yXKe OTMe-
YeHHOe HaMM OObeIdVHeHVe TpaHCIIeH/IeHTallb-
HOTO MJleala C MHTeJUIEKTYyaIbHBIM CO3epIIaHeM.
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Schelling tries to rethink Kant’s transcendental
ideal not as a mere condition, but as a produc-
tive condition, not simply as a static founda-
tion but as productive soil from which all else
grows. The sequence in this growth is the histo-
ricity of “the odyssey of the spirit”. What, then,
can we say about the meaning of this process?

Absolute synthesis, like any synthesis, as-
sumes initial unity, absolute identity as the
starting point of the “odyssey” (Schelling,
1980, p. 65; cf. Schelling, 1980, p. 72). Abso-
lute identity is an eternal unconscious condi-
tion of consciousness in general, where there
is always duality (Schelling, 2001, p. 209; cf.
Schelling, 2005, p. 300). Transcendental ide-
alism (like natural philosophy) expresses the
unconditional, corresponding to element B in
the transcendental ideal, only indirectly: first
as an unconditional principle, the prerequisite
of all deduction, and then as the ultimate goal,
the practical ideal of returning to the original
identity (Rezvykh, 2009, p. 377). The history
of self-consciousness can then be seen as an
“odyssey”, a striving to return to oneself out
of otherness. This home-coming is the core of
Schelling’s interpretation, which enables him
to explicate the transcendental ideal itself. Al-
most all the concepts of the Critique of Pure
Reason Schelling interprets are but stops along
the route of this movement. It is only in aes-
thetic intuition that this return, and the expli-
cation itself, are completed as the subject and
object of intuition coincide.

After giving an ontological sketch of Schell-
ing’s project in STI, let us now look at its
concrete actualisation, which has rather an
epistemological and phenomenological char-
acter. This may clarify the above-mentioned
unification of the transcendental ideal and in-
tellectual intuition.
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3. TpaHcOeHOeHTaIbHBIN Maeasl
M co3epLiaHMe

Besa CTV nocTpoeHa Ha JIOrvKe IOTEHITPOBa-
HsA, BO3BeMIeHMs B Oojlee BBICOKYIO CTeIleHb ITOITbI-
TOK CaMOCO3eplIaHMs ITOCIIe/IOBaTeIbHO OCYyIIecT-
BiIsieMbIX s VIHTe UIeKTyajIlbHOe co3epliaHue Kak
akT ecTb 11 IlesuMHra CyOBEKTMBHOE, VIeaib-
HOe, a KaK ero pesyssraT — HeYTO OOBEKTVBHOE,
peasibHOe (IpOAyIlIMpOBaHMe — IIPOOYKT), TpaH-
CIIeHJIeHTaJIbHOe OTpUIlaHVe W YTBEepXKeHVe COo-
OTBeTCTBeHHO. VIx TakXe MOXXHO ITPe[ICTaBUTh Kak
pasiure MeXAay CO3HAIOIIMM U CO3HaBaeMbIM. B
ueM MOXeT cColepKaTbCs HPOIYyKTMBHOCTh TaKoO-
ro pasjmyeHns? DTO MOXKXHO OOBSICHUTH Ha IIpU-
Mepe TOro, KakMM o0pa3oM paboTaeT BHMUMaHUE.
Korma y Mens oOpallleHO BHMMaHMe Ha HeUTO,
HalpuMep Ha 3Ty CTeHY, s He oDOpalllalo BHMMa-
HVe Ha TOT (paKT, YTO MOe BHVMMaHVe oOpallieHO
Ha Hee. S| 3aHAT caMOV CTeHOVI, a He coDOVI, 3aHsid-
TBIM 3TOVI CTeHOV. Bo BHMMaHMY, TakM 00pasom,
Kak Obl oOHapy>kmBaeTcsi cjlerioe IiaTHO. Ha stor
CBOVI CyOBEKTMBHBIVI aKT MOKHO HAIIpaBUTh CBOE
cosepliaHMe, HO [JIsl 9TOrO, 3a VICKJIIOYeHVeM VIH-
TeJUIeKTyaJIbHOIO co3epliaHms dpustocoda 1 3CTe-
TUYECKOro CO3epIaHMs TeHus, rnorpedyeTcs HO-
BBIVI CYOBEKTMBHBIN aKT OoJlee BBICOKOTO YPOBHSL.
Y cyOBeKTMBHOrO 371ech KakK Obl YCKOJIb3aroIIui
xapakxrep. [Iyra [leuimHra, ogHAKO, BaXKHO TO, YTO
BCce OoJlee BBICOKME CTYIIEHU He MOTYT YXOOWUTh B
HeolpeziesleHHYIO n1ajib. CyObeKTMBHAs [1eATelIb-
HOCTh B CBOEM YCKOJIb3aHMV Ha KaXJAOVI CTYIIeHU
BCSIKMT Pa3 JaeT HEUTO HOBOE, YTO JOJDKHO B KOH-
1le IIPVUBECTY K 3aBepIleHNIO Psifla, TO eCTh K 3CTe-
TUYeCKOMY CO3epLiaHMIO, B KOTOPOM ITPOTVBOIO-
JIOKHOCTV COBHaAyT. B KauecTBe mpumepa Toro,
UTO TAaKOV MeXaHW3M CIocoOeH BOOOIe ITpuBO-
IOUTH K CYILeCTBeHHBIM M3MeHeHVsIM, MOXKHO pac-
cMoTpeThb rHeB. Kora uesioBek CHJIBHO THeBaeTCs,
caM ero rHeB He BBICTYIIaeT [JIsi HErO OOBEKTOM,
OTHAKO KOIZla OH YCIIOKamBaeTcs, Ooslee 3mpaBo
OlLleHVBaeT CUTYaIllIO, TO OH, COBepllias 3Ty OLleH-
Ky, OOBbeKTUBMpPYET CBOVI THEB, TeM CaMbIM €ro U
peonosteBas. CTOUT J1ake cKas3aTh, UTO Or1aroaps
OCO3HaHMIO OH M HauMHaeT ycIloKauBaThcs. B ripo-
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3. The Transcendental Ideal
and Intuition

The whole STI is informed with the logic of
potentisation, the raising of attempts at self-in-
tuition to a higher power performed by the I
For Schelling intellectual intuition as an act is
subjective, ideal and as a result, it is something
objective and real (production, product), tran-
scendental negation and affirmation respec-
tively. They can also be seen as the difference
between the subject and object of intuition.
What benefits can accrue from such a differ-
entiation? A look at how attention works may
help to explain it. When I fix my attention on
something, for example a wall, I do not pay at-
tention to the fact that my attention is focused
on it. I am engaged by the wall and not by my-
self engaged by the wall. There is a blind spot,
as it were, in my attention. Attention may be
turned toward this subjective act, but that,
with the exception of the philosopher’s intel-
lectual intuition and a genius’s aesthetic in-
tuition, would require a new subjective act of
a higher level. The subjective has an elusive
character, as it were. What is important for
Schelling, however, is that all the higher stag-
es cannot recede into the distance. In eluding,
subjective activity invariably yields something
new, something that would eventually end the
sequence, i.e. aesthetic intuition in which op-
posites coincide. Anger may be an example of
how such a mechanism in general may make
a big difference. When a person is very angry,
anger itself is not the object for that person, but
when he calms down and takes a more sober
view of the situation he objectivises the anger,
thereby overcoming it. It is worth noting that
he begins to calm down by starting to be con-
scious of the situation. Anger continues to di-



TIOJDKEHHOV JKe pedprleKCUY THeB U J1ajiee YObIBaeT.
Pedpriexcusi xe 3T0v1 pedpriekcuy BeleT K TeHepasIv-
3aluK: TIogeMy I BooOllle BIIa/iaf0 B TaKoe COCTO-
aume? OTcrofa JIEXNUT IIyTh K pa3paboTke cTpare-
TV TIpeIOTBpallleH s THEBHBIX peaKIIVL B I1eJIOM.

VTtak, cyObeKTMBHOe, WM WeajbHOe, B Ha-
yajle CUCTEMBI eCTb esiTeJIbHOe Oecco3HaTeslb-
Hoe. OHaAKO s MOry 3TO OeccosHaTeJIbHOe cre-
JIaTh CO3HATeJIbHBIM, OOpaTHB CBOe BHUMaHIe Ha
ce0s1 co3Haromiero. ITpnt 3ToM caM akT oOparreHs
BHVMMaHM s He CO3HAIO KaK TaKOBOW B OT/IMUMe
OT TOro, 4TO B HeM oOBekTMBHO. Kak e s Mory
BooOI1Ie 3HaTh 00 3ToM? CaMO IIOHMMAaHVEe HaMI1
TaKOr0 MexaHM3Ma CO3HaTeIbHOCTM 1 OeccosHa-
TeJIBHOCTH, Kak nosicHsieT IllesuInHr, MeeT cBom
VICTOK B (p1II0COPCKOM MHTEIUIEKTYaIbHOM CO3ep-
IIaHVM, B CIIOCOOHOCTY IIPOM3BOAVITE OIIpeesieH-
Hble JIeVICTBUSA ¥ B 3TOM JKe aKTe OCO3HaBaTh WX,
VMHBIMY CJIOBAMM, CO3epIiaTh U CO3epliaTh CBOe CO-
seprane. IlesuTMHT cuMTa, 9YTO Y MHOIVIX JIFO-
Zlell OTCYTCTBYeT 3Ta crocoOHocTh. Kak He cTO-
UT YAUBIISATECH, YTO Y KOTO-TO HET IIO3TUYECKOro
Iapa, TakK ke HUYero yAMBUTEIBHOrO He IIpel-
CTaBjIgeT cOOOVI M OTCYTCTBUE y HEKOTOPBIX JIIO-
JleVl MHTeJUIeKTyaJIbHOTO co3epliaHms. Brrpouem,
T'eresib, BBICTyTIASI IIPOTMB TaKOTO ITOIAXOMA, CPaB-
HVBaJI TaKoOe co3epliaHyie C BBICTPeJIOM M3 INCTO-
jleTa, yKasblBasg Ha TO, YTO HEIOCPeICTBEHHOCTD
3TOVI CITOCOOHOCTY He MOXKeT CUMTAThCs abCOITIOT-
HO HeIOCpeICTBeHHOV, HO TpebyeTcs BCKPBITH
omnocpericrpopanms (I'eresis, 2000, c. 20). B pyko-
IIVICHOM MpUMeYaHUM K TeKCTY I1eCTOro IJIaBHO-
ro pasperra CTVI, BHeCeHHOM MM B COOCTBEHHBINI
3K3eMIUIsIp TpakTara, lllesuiMHr oTMedaeT, 4TO
3TOMY CO3epIlaHMIO He XBaTaeT OOBeKTMBHOCTU
(Schelling, 2005, S. 325; Ilemmar, 1987, c. 603), a
3TO O3HauaeT, YTO MHTeJUIeKTyaJIbHOe co3eplia-
HUe cObIBaeTcsl JIUIIb B TpaHCIeH/IeHTaIbHOM
dwtocope (Marx, 1984, p. 52). OgHaxo yxe 3cTe-
TUYecKoe co3epliaHye CIIOCOOHO BOCIIOJIHUTD 3TO
orpaHMYeHNe: 3TO co3epliaHye ecThb Iofobve 1H-
TeJUIeKTyaJIbHOrO y dpustocoda, Garomaps KoTo-
POMY KaXKIIbIVI MOXeT ITpeObIBaTh IIpY TOXIeCTBe
CyOBeKTMBHOIO 11 OOBEKTUBHOTO.
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minish as reflection continues. Reflection on
reflection leads to generalisation: “Why do I
fall into such a state in the first place?” This
triggers the process of developing strategies of
preventing such fits of anger in general.

Thus, the subjective, the ideal in the begin-
ning of the system is the active unconscious.
However, I can make my unconscious con-
scious by turning attention to myself, the con-
scious subject. I am not conscious of the fact
of switching attention as such, as distinct from
what is objective in it. How am I aware of it
in general? Our understanding of this mecha-
nism of consciousness and unconsciousness,
Schelling explains, has its source in philosophi-
cal intellectual intuition, the capacity to act and
at the same time to be aware of acting, in oth-
er words, to intuit and intuit one’s own intui-
tion. Schelling believed that many people lack
this faculty. Just like many people have no po-
etic gift, so some people have no gift of intel-
lectual intuition. Hegel, though, rejected this
approach, comparing intuition with shooting
from a pistol, and noting that the immediacy of
this act cannot be absolute and the mediations
need to be looked into (Hegel, 1977, p. 16). In
a hand-written note to the text of the main,
sixth chapter of STI Schelling notes that such
intuition is short of objectivity (Schelling, 2001,
p- 229; cf. Schelling, 2005, p. 325), which means
that intellectual intuition is present only in a
transcendental philosopher (Marx, 1984, p. 52).
However, already aesthetic intuition can make
up for this limitation: this intuition is similar to
the philosopher’s intellectual intuition, thanks
to which everyone can benefit from the identity
of the subjective and the objective.

Kant denied the human faculty of intellec-
tual intuition from the beginning, although
it is present in the Critiqgue of Pure Reason. Al-
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KaHT npsmo oTkasbIBajl 4eloBeKy B CIIOCOOHO-
CTV VHTeJUIeKTYaJIbHOTO CO3epIiaHMs, HeCMOTps
Ha TO uTO B «KpuTHKe 4MCcTOro pasymMa» OHa JIevi-
CTBUTEJILHO (PUTY prpyeT. XOTs MCCIIeNoBaTel IV Bbl-
HEJISIIOT BIUIOTH IO IISITY CMBICIIOB 3TOrO TepMUHA
y camoro Kanra (Estes, 2010, p. 168), ero ocHOBHast
OIpefieJIeHHOCTb COCTOUT B TOM, YTOOBI He OBITH
JIVIIIb PEleTVBHBIM CO3epliaHeM, a, KaK MBI yKe
OoTMeYasIvi, IIPOM3BOAUTL CBOM IIpeaMeTsl. OnmHa-
KO, Kak 1 'y Puxre, y IllesummHra 3Ta criocobHOCTh
BCe ke BCTpeuaeTcs, HO JajleKo He y BCex JIIOLer.
s lerummara B paMkax mpobremarmkm «Kpm-
TUKM YVCTOIO pasyMa» MHTeJUIeKTyaIbHOe Cco3ep-
LIAHVIe VIMEET [IBa OCHOBHBIX CMBbIC/Ia: THOCEOJIOr M-
YeCKWII VI OHTOJIOrMYecknit. B mepBom ee ciremyer
IIOHVIMaTh KaK YHVMKaJIbHYIO CIIOCOOHOCTH (OpraH
TPaHCIEH/IEHTaJIbHOTO MBIITUIEHNS), TPV IIOMO-
IV KOTOPOV MBI KaK (pryiocodprl HerlocpeiCTBeH-
HO CITIOCOOHBI IO3HATBH TOXIIECTBO CyOBEKTMBHOIO
1 00bekTVBHOr0. OHTOIOIMYECKIIL JKe CMBICIT 3a-
KJTIOYaeTcsl B TOM, YTO, KaK y>ke ObIIO OTMedYeHO,
CaM TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIBHBIN Mfleasl TPAKTyeTCs KakK
VMHTeJUIeKTyasIbHOe co3epliaHue. Mexiy 3Tumu
ABYMsI CMBICJIaMV VHTEJIJIEKTYaJIbHOIO co3eplia-
HVISL €CTh CYIIIeCTBEHHOe pas3iidrie, Tak KaK TPpaHC-
LIeHIeHTaJTBHBIV MZIeaJT SIBJISeTCS IIPOAYKTMBHBIM,
a MBI CO CBOMM WVHTEJUIEKTyaJIbHBIM CO3eplIaHV-
eM peIlpoAyKTVBHBL B OTHOIIEHWV M3HA4YaJIbHOIO
nponyumposanus. Ilostomy IllesummHr cumnraer,
YUTO B TPaHCIIEHJEHTAJIbHOM WjeaI3Me VMeeTCs
IiBa psifia: IepBbIVL eCTh Psif] caMoro S, mocpencTsoM
KOTOPOI'O 13 Hero, KaK 13 IIOYBBL, ITOPOXK/IAeTCs Bce
3AMIVpUYecKoe MHOroooOpasuie (11 He TOJIBKO OHO), a
BTOpPOVI — Hallle COOCTBEHHOe OrpaHIYeHHOe BOC-
IIpoun3BezieHe TIepBOro psifia. IlepBbIi oTBeuaeT
KaHTOBCKOMY OITpeJle/IeHNI0 O0XXecTBeHHOro (Co-
3epIIAOIIero) MHTEIUIEKTa, ITOPOXKIAOIIEro CBOV
IIpeaMeT, a BTOPOVI — ITO3HaHWIO «BeIlleV», KaKOBBI
OHM eCTh Ha caMoM Jiejie. [IpyriM cyliiecTBeHHbIM
pasIuveM sBJIgeTcs TO, YTo puIocod cpasy 0cos-
HaeT TOX/IEeCTBO CyOBeKTMBHOIO 1 OOBEKTVBHOTO,
TaK KaK, IIPOV3BO/Is MIHTeJUIeKTyaIbHbIe [IeVICTBIIS,
OH VIX TaK)Xe OTHOBPEMEHHO VI CO3epIIaeT, OITHAKO
Sl XaK OHTOJIOrMYecKasi CTPYKTypa CTaHOBJICHVIS
B PsIy IIOIBITOK CHeIaThcs sl cebs 00BbeKToM
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though researchers have counted as many as
five meanings of this term in Kant (Estes, 2010,
p- 168), its main thrust is not being a passive
recipient, but, as we have noted, producing
one’s own objects. However, Schelling, like
Fichte, does recognise this faculty, although
by no means in all people. For Schelling, in
the framework of the problematics of the Cri-
tique of Pure Reason, intellectual intuition has
two main meanings: epistemological and on-
tological. The former refers to the unique fac-
ulty (the organ of transcendental thinking)
thanks to which we as philosophers are capa-
ble of cognising the identity of the subjective
and the objective. The ontological meaning,
as pointed out above, consists in that the tran-
scendental ideal is interpreted as intellectu-
al intuition. There are substantial differences
between these two meanings of intellectual
intuition because the transcendental ideal is
productive and we, with our intellectual intu-
ition, are reproductive in relation to the initial
production. Therefore Schelling distinguish-
es two sequences in transcendental idealism:
the first has to do with the I, through which all
empirical diversity (and not only that) springs
as if from soil, and the second is our own lim-
ited reproduction of the first sequence. The
first corresponds to the Kantian definition of
the divine (intuiting) intellect which generates
its own objects, and the second to the cogni-
tion of “things” as they are in reality. Another
important difference is that the philosopher
is aware of the identity of the subjective and
the objective simultaneously, since by car-
rying out intellectual acts he simultaneous-
ly observes them, but the I as an ontological
structure of becoming in the sequence of at-
tempts to be an object for itself is based on
the identity of the subjective and the objective



B cebe SVDKIIETCA Ha TOXIIeCTBe CY6'BeKTV[BHOFO "
06'beKTVIBHOI‘O, KOTOpOe JOCTMIaeTCs JIUIID B KOH-
11e, B 3aBEPIICHII «OOyccen nyxXa», a MMEHHO — B
SCTETMYECKOM CO3epLaHUI.

4. Hayasio 3KCIIMKaIIMM
TpaHCIIeHAeHTaJIbHOIO0 Maeasia

[viajylexTvKa TpaHCIIeH/IEHTaJIBHOTO Y TBEPKIe-
HVS Y TPaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOIO OTPUIIaHMS B CaMo-
cosHaumM a1y XuT B CTV1 OCHOBHBIM MHCTPYMeH-
TOM WCTOpM3allUM To3HaHMsA. [IjIg HposgcHeHMs
TOro, KakmMm o0Opa3oM crenydndeckass MHTep-
IpeTarys 3TVX KaHTOBCKMX TIOHSITUV HaeT BO3-
MOXXHOCTb OTKPBITh VICTOPIYECKOe W3MepeHve
B IIO3HABaTeIBPHBIX aKTaX, PacCMOTpMM Orvoke
TOT VI3HAYaJIbHBIVI aKT CAMOCO3HAHWSI, B KOTOPOM
BIIepBBIe 113 a0COJIIOTHOIO TOXIecTBa Iuddepen-
LVIPYIOTCS MfleasIbHas U peaIbHas [IesITeJIbHOCTY,
TO eCTh Ta caMasi JIBOVICTBEHHOCTh, KOTOpasl TOJIb-
KO U [ejlaeT BO3MOXHBIM CO3HaHMe. [IHaMude-
CKOe OTHOIIIeHVe MeX]y TpaHCIleH/IeHTaIbHbIM
yTBep)XIeHNeM ¥ TpaHCLIeHAeHTaJIbHbIM OTpU-
1aHVeM packpbiBaercd y lllemara gepes avia-
JIeKTUKY TpaHuubL [InddepeHiiposaHHble fie-
ATEIIPHOCTM W3HAYaJIBHO OTINYAIOTCS ApPYr OT
IpyTa TOJIBKO IIOCPEICTBOM I'paHMIIBL VmearbHas,
VIV CyOBbEKTVBHAS, [IeSTeJIBHOCTD BBICTYIIAeT KaK
OrpaHMYMBAIOIIAS, & peaIbHAsl — KaK €l0 OrPaH-
YeHHasl, TO eCThb B Hee Kak Obl OcefjaeT IpaHMIIA.
VneasibHast [1e5TeJIBHOCTh TEM CaMbIM CTPEMUTCS
criesiaThesl 00beKTOM 171 cedsi B peastbHOM. OjHa-
KO MIMEHHO IIOTOMY, UTO peasibHasl JAesaTeIbHOCTh
ecTb OOHapy>keHHOe, VeabHasi — OOHapyKIBa-
IoIIee, 11 00e He COBIAMAIOT APYT C OPYroM, IOsi-
BUBIIIasics B OOHApPY>KeHHOM I'paHMIIa eCTh HeUTO
gyxepogHoe. CaM viieaTbHBIV aKT KaK IToJIaraHve
TPaHWUIIBI «yTOHY/I» B CBOEM IIPOAYKTe, B IIOJIO-
JKEHHOVI TpaHMIIe, a pa3 5l yxe He CIIOCOGHO 0CO3-
HaBaTh 3Ty OIPAaHMYMBAIOIIYIO JIeSITeIBHOCTD, TO
Or'PaHMYeHHOCTh CTAHOBUTCH YeM-TO BO3HUKIIM
T171s1 Hero M3BHe, 13 IIPOTVBOIOJIOKHOTO: «f He Mo-
Jkem cosepuyams cebsi 02paAHUHEHHBIM, He CO3epyas
Mo oepanuvenue kax aguyupobaniie co cnopoHsl
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which is achieved only at the end, when “the
odyssey of the spirit” comes to an end, namely
in aesthetic intuition.

4. Beginning of the Explication
of the Transcendental Ideal

The dialectics of the transcendental assertion
and transcendental negation in self-conscious-
ness is the main instrument of historicising
cognition. To better understand how the spe-
cific interpretation of these Kantian concepts
makes it possible to discover the historical di-
mension in cognitive acts let us take a closer
look at the initial act of self-consciousness in
which the ideal and real activities are first iso-
lated out of the absolute identity, i.e. the dual-
ity which alone makes consciousness possible.
Schelling explains the dynamic relationship be-
tween the transcendental assertion and tran-
scendental negation through the dialectics of
the boundary. Differentiated activities initially
differ from each other only due to the bounda-
ry. The ideal, or subjective activity is the limit-
ing and the real one the limited, the boundary
sinks into it, as it were. Ideal activity thereby
seeks to become an object for itself in the real.
But it is precisely because real activity is what
is discovered and the ideal activity is the dis-
coverer and the two coincide, the boundary
that springs up in what has been discovered is
something alien. The ideal act in marking the
boundary has “drowned” in its product in the
marked boundary, and since the I is no longer
capable of being aware of this limit, the limita-
tion is perceived as something that has arisen
outside, out of the opposite activity: “[...] the
self cannot intuit itself as limited, without intuiting
this limitation as an affection on the part of a not-
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He-fI» (Schelling, 2005, S. 97; Ilermar, 1987, c. 287).
He-%I 3neck nmpoTtmsonosnoxHo ‘1 He B kKavecTse pa-
AVKAJIBHO MHOI'O, HO TOJIBKO IO XapaKTepy CBO-
ero obHapyxeHus. To, 4To omIyiIeHMe ¢ CyObek-
TUBHOVI CTOPOHBI €CTh aKTMBHOCTH OOHAPY KeHIs,
OTINYAeTCs OT KaHTOBCKOI'O ITOHVIMAHS OIITyIIle-
HMA Kak Beetlesto maccusHoro (I'yieira, 1981, c. 79).
Tem cambv IlleyHT OOBSICHSEET OIIyIIeHVEe W
€r0 PelIeNTBHOCTh, a TaKXXe CIIOHTaHHOCTb, Ofl-
HAKO ellle He Belllb caMy II0 ce0e, K KOTOPOV Kak
K CBOeVI IpUYIMHe OTChUIAJIO omlyiieHne y KanTa.
[ler1o B TOM, UTO oOIlyIlaeMoe M3HavaIbHOIO OIly-
LIeHs eCTh JIUIIb $I Kak orpaHudeHHOe. Toipko
JIVIIIB «OIIYIIIasi, Mbl HUKOIZIA He OIIyIlaeM O0b-
exT» (Schelling, 2005, S. 98; Ilesutnar, 1987, c. 289).
Omywmars (empfinden) 3sHaunT HaxogWUTb (finden)
cebs1 B CBOEV OrpaHMYEHHOCTV, TO €CTh B OTPU-
LIAHVV JeVICTBOBAHVISI B KauecTBe MOero. VIMeHHO
Ha 3TOM OTPWIIAaHWI OCHOBBIBAETCS PEaJTbHOCTH
omrymeHns. VIHBIMI crToBaMM, OTpUIIaHVe B TaH-
HOM CJTy4ae IIPOSIBIISIeTCS KaK COIPOTVBIIEHIE, KO-
TOpOe MBI IIPUIIVCEIBaeM BelllaM BHe Hac (Bowie,
1993, p. 47). B usHauasibHOM oIIyIneHun 5l moka
4TO TOJIIBKO ecThb ObrTme-crpagatormm (Leidend-
sein) (Jahnig, 1966, S. 59). OTo deHOMEHOTOrMUeE-
ckoe 3amedaHue maer IlleJUIMHTY BO3MOXXHOCTB
IIepeBecTVl  paclpOCTpaHEeHHOe IIpeJiCTaBIIeHVie
00 abcosII0OTHO BHeIITHeVT HeOOXOIMMOCTY BO BHY-
TpeHHIo0 HeoOxomymocTs Ay S (Ibid., S. 148).

Wrak, cozepriaHme Kak JIeSTeJIbHOCTh KOHCTVI-
TYUPYeTCs CIIeIYIOMIVIMI MOMEHTAMIAL:

HeKasl pelleNTUBHAS «OCBEIOMJIEHHOCTD O...»,
0bOHapy>KeHHOCTB Uero-To (CBeT);

CHIOCOOHOCTH CITOHTAHHO, OJHAKO Oecco3Ha-
TeJIPHO OrpaHMYMBaTh, BOOOIIE OIpPenesIsiTh
(TbMa, HeraTMBHOE, CJIETIOE TISITHO).

MoOMeHT aKTMBHOCTM Ha JaHHOM JTalle sB-
JISIeTCSL TIOKa YTO 0Oecco3sHaTeITbHBIM, OTHAKO OH
HIPOSIBUTCS YK€ B CJIEYIOIIEV TIOIBITKE CaMOCO-
3epriaHMs: Sl TOJIDKHO CTaTh /11 CAMOTO ceds OIIry-
ITAIONIVIM, a He TOJIBKO omlyInaeMbIM. IToka ke
OHO OBUTO TAaKOBBIM JIVIIIIB [IJISI TPAHCIIeH/IeHTaTb-
Horo dwtocoda. CosepHivB 3TOT akT oOpariie-
HUs Ha cebsi, 1 BrIepBble OCO3HAET COOCTBEHHYIO

self” (Schelling, 2001, p. 54; cf. Schelling, 2005,
p- 97). Not-I is here opposed to the I not as
something radically different, but only due to
the way it is discovered. That sensation is sub-
jectively the activity of discovering is at odds
with the Kantian interpretation of sensation as
entirely passive (Gulyga, 1981, p. 79). Thereby
Schelling explains sensation and its receptivity,
as well as spontaneity, but not yet the thing-in-
itself toward which Kant’s sensation pointed as
its cause. The thing is that the sensed initially
is a limited I. By just “sensing, we never sense
the object” (Schelling, 2001, p. 55; cf. Schelling,
2005, p. 98). To sense (empfinden) means to find
(finden) oneself in one’s limitedness, i.e. in ne-
gating action as one’s own. This negation is
the basis of the reality of sensation. In other
words, negation in this case manifests itself as
resistance which we ascribe to things outside
ourselves (Bowie, 1993, p. 47). In the initial sen-
sation the I is still being-suffering (Leidend-sein)
(Jahnig, 1966, p. 59). This phenomenological
remark allows Schelling to translate the wide-
ly-held notion of absolutely external necessity
into inner necessity for the I (ibid., p. 148).

So, intuition as activity has the following
constituent elements:

1. A kind of receptive “awareness of [...]
something” (light);

2. The ability to spontaneously, yet uncon-
sciously, limit and generally determine (dark-
ness, negativity, blind spot).

The element of activity at this stage is still
unconscious, but it will manifest itself already
in the next attempt at self-intuition: the I must
become the sensor for itself, and not only the
sensed. So far it was that only for the tran-
scendental philosopher. By performing the act
of turning toward oneself the I becomes first
aware of its own activity: “[...] it becomes such
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eI TeJTbHOCTD: «...00BeKTOM [IJIsI ce0sT OHO CTaHO-
BUTCS B KauyecTBe aKTVMBHOIO (B KayecTBe OllyIla-
toriero)» (Schelling, 2005, S. 110; Ieymar, 1987,
c. 299). llermymHr 3aTeM HPOBOAUT Iapajuiesib C
BEIIBIO CaMoV1 TI0 cele: «...J] He M0e2.0 co3epliaTh
ce0s1 OorpaHMYeHHBIM, He Ilepexonsi HeoOXomu-
MBIM 00pa3oM Ha 4YTO-TO 10 MY CHOpPOHY TpaHU-
11b], T.e. He Tlepexopisi rpanuiy» (Ibid., S. 114; Tam
xe, c. 302). Cosepiiasi 3TOT Ilepexof], uepes rpaHu-
11y, TIOJIOKEHHYIO B IIpepIyllieM aKkTe, Sl He Mo-
JKeT 0CO3HaBaThb TO, YTO HAXOOUTCH 110 Ty ee CTOPO-
Hy, IHaJe, YeM KakK Belllb caMmy I1o cebe. ['panmiia
CTAaHOBUTCS Tellepb I'PaHMIIeN He TOJIBKO fl, HO 1
BeI[. DTOT HOBBIV aKT JaeT JBOSKYIO OCBEIOM-
JIEHHOCTb:

C CyOBeKTVBHOVI CTOPOHBIL, 000 MHe KaK aKTVB-
HOM B OIIYIIIeHN, TO eCTh 00 OIIyIIatoIeM;

C OOBEKTMBHOV CTOPOHBI, O BeIIV CaMOW II0
cebe.

VXe B 2TOM OCBeIOMJIEHHOCTM Sl OKa3bIBaeTcs
IS caMoTro ce0si 1 peasIbHBIM, U MIIeaIbHBIM, TaK
KakK MJleasibHas [esiTeJIbHOCTh IIpeIIecTBYoIIel
IIOTEHIINN 3[1eCh IepecTaeT ObITH JIMIIb CcO3epIia-
IoIer1 1 00beKTHBUpYyeTcs. VIHade roBops, Teriepb
3Ta OCBEIOMJIEHHOCTh OJJTHOBPEMEHHO U peaJibHa,
IIOCKOJIBKY VMIMeeT CBOVI OOBeKT, U VeasibHa, I10-
CKOJIBKY OOBEKT 3TOT eCTh TO, YTO B IIPeJIIIeCTBY-
IOIIleM aKTe ObUIO JIMIIb CyOBeKTMBHBIM, Vije-
aJIbHBIM. [lesdTeTbHOCTh XKe WjeasibHas Ha 3TOM
CTYIeHM eCTh II0O3TOMY co3epllaHMe CO3epliaHs,
VIV IPOOYKTMBHOE co3epliaHue, KOTOpoe He Mo-
JKeT OBITh CXBAaueHO B TOM >Ke caMOM akKTe. B HoBoM
aKTe CTaHOBUTCS I Sl OOBEKTMBHBIM OHO CaMo,
HO TOJIBKO JIVIIB B ITPOTVMBOIIOJIOKHOCTb BEIII Ca-
Mot 110 cebe. TyT y>Ke BbIBEIEHO pas3iindiie MeXI1y
olLIyIlleHVeM, He VIMEIOIIVIM B ce0e caMOM OT/Ierle-
HWS BEIIM OT MeHsl, U TIOCTIe[TyIOIIIM HeoOXOomy-
MBIM HPUIIVICBIBAHVEM OMIYIIEHMsI HEKOV TaKou
BeIl, KOTopasi, pasymeetcsi, corsiacHo Illemmima-
I'y, Ha caMOM JieJle eCTb ToJIbKO B S u s 4, uro,
OIHAKO, caMUM $I He MoXeT ObITh OCO3HAHO, TaK
KaK ero cosepliaHiue 3TOro CO3epliaHMs CaMo, B
CBOIO OdYepeslb, He coseplaercs. beccosHareib-
HOCTb ITPOJYKTMBHOIO CO3epliaHVs eCTb ero Cy-
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an object as active (as sensing)” (Schelling,
2001, p. 64; cf. Schelling, 2005, p. 110). Schelling
then draws a parallel with the thing-in-itself:
“[...] the self could not intuit itself as limited
without necessarily reaching out to something
beyond the boundary, i.e. overstepping the lim-
it” (Schelling, 2001, p. 67; cf. Schelling, 2005,
p. 114). By overstepping the boundary set in
the previous act the I cannot be aware that it
is on its other side except as the thing-in-itself.
The boundary now becomes the boundary not
only of the I but also of the thing. This new act
offers a dual kind of awareness:

1) on the subjective side, about me as being
actively sensing;

2) on the objective side, about the thing-in-
itself.

In this awareness the I becomes for itself
both real and ideal since the ideal activity of
the previous stage ceases to be merely intu-
iting and is objectivised. In other words, now
this awareness is at once real, inasmuch as it
has its object, and ideal, inasmuch as the ob-
ject is that which in the previous act was mere-
ly subjective, ideal. Ideal activity at this stage
is therefore intuition of intuition, or produc-
tive intuition which cannot be captured in the
same act. In the new act the I becomes objective
for itself, but only as the opposite of the thing-
in-itself. Here the difference is already shown
between sensation, which does not separate
the thing from the I, and the subsequent nec-
essary ascribing of sensation to a thing which,
according to Schelling, in reality is only I and
for I, which the I cannot be aware of because
its intuition of intuition itself is not intuited.
The unconsciousness of productive intuition is
its essential feature, and the same can be said
about all the intuitions of higher levels down
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IIlecTBeHHas YepTa, U TO ke MOKHO Oy/ieT cKas3aThb
000 Bcex cosepriaHMsIX Ooslee BBICOKMX CTYIIeHem
BIIJIOTH JI0 3CTETUYECKOI'o co3epliaHusl, B KOTOPOM
coseprarolee 1 cosepriaeMoe HaKOHell COBIIa/IyT.

vanexTrgeckoe JIBVDKeHME CaMOCO3HaHWS
OCYIIIeCTBJIsIeTC KaK I10 00e CTOPOHBI I'PaHUIIb,
TaK M BHYTpM caMoVi IpaHuIIbL. MeTadoprueckn
MOXXHO ObUIO ObI BEIPA3UTh 3TO TaK: IIPeCTaBUTh
SI, Wiy TpaHCIeHJIeHTaIbHBIVI Mjleall, II0f100HO
MOHeTe, KOTopas, TIOCTOSSHHO BUJIOM3MEHSSCh (B
Iporiecce TOTEHIIVPOBaHMs), COXpaHseT BIUIOTh
710 3aBepIleHNs 3TOro IIpollecca [iBe CBOV CTOPO-
HBI KaK CTPYKTYpPBl, JIOIyCKaIOII/ie HeKYIO Bapu-
aTVMBHOCTb, HO BO3MOXXHBIE TOJIBKO 3a c4eT pebpa
MOHETBI, KOTOpOe HeOOXOOVMO MBICIUTCS Kak
TOTaJIbHAsl HepasIMU4eHHOCTh CyOBeKTMBHOIO U
OOBEKTMBHOIO, 3TUX CBOMX ABYX cTOpoH (JInHB-
KoB, 1973, c. 33). ['panniia Mexay co3HaTeIbHBIM
v Gecco3HaTeJIbHBIM, PeasIbHBIM U Mjlea/IbHbIM Ha
Ka’kJIOM IIIare I10Ty4aeT HOBYIO KOH(UTYpalNIo,
HO IIpY TOM COXPaHseTCsl Ha IPOTSKEeHUN BCero
Ipoliecca, Hoka He OyAyT McdepIiaHbl Bce IOTEeH-
IMaJIbHO coflep Kallyecs B Hevl BO3MOXKHOCTA.

VIMeHHO Ha TOJIBKO UTO IIPOIeMOHCTPUpPOBaH-
HOM MeXxaHW3Me OCHOBaHa «Ofiyicces JTyXa», B KOTO-
pon IleyuIvHT ¢ TOMOIIIBIO [IMaIeKTUKI I'paHMIIbI
BBIBOJIUT BCe KITIOYEBBIE 3JIEMEHTHI CIIOCOOHOCTM
MO3HaHMs (IIPOCTPAHCTBO U BpeMsl, KaTeropum),
HNPVHINIIBL CBOeVl HaTypdwiocodpum M MHOroe
npyroe. TpaHclleHAeHTaIBHBIV Measl KaK TaKo-
o1 He purypupyet B CTV B pany Teopermue-
ckmx popmoobpaszoBaHU Sl B paMKax «Omyccen
JlyXa» IMEHHO II0TOMY, UTO BBICTYIIaeT KaK TO, UTO
SIBJISIETCSI OTITPABHOVI TOYKOV ¥ BMeCTe C TeM KO-
HEYHOV LIeJIBIO.

5. 3aks1roueHue

Vrak, MBI IOKa3aay, KakKuM OOpasoM CIIel-
dvrueckas MHTepIIpeTalysl KaHTOBCKOIO TpPaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaJIbHOTO myeasia ro3sosisieT lllesumary B
CTV nociienoBaresIbHO BhICTpamBaTh CBOIO CHCTe-
My. TpaHcIleHIeHTa/IbHOe yTBEP)KAeH Ve U TpaHC-
ILIeHJIeHTaJIbHOe OTPUIIaHe, VICTOJIKOBAaHHBIEe KaK
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to the aesthetic level in which the intuiting and
the intuited will finally coincide.

Dialectical movement of self-consciousness
happens on both sides of the boundary and in-
side the boundary itself. Metaphorically, we
can imagine the I, or the transcendental ide-
al, as a coin which constantly changes (in the
process of potentising) but preserves, until the
process is completed, its own two sides as the
structures, which allow a certain variability,
but which are only possible due to the coin’s
rim, which is necessarily thought as total indif-
ference of the subjective and the objective, its
two sides (Linkov, 1973, p. 33). The boundary
between the conscious and the unconscious,
the real and the ideal, gets a new configuration
at every step, but is preserved throughout the
process until all its potential is exhausted.

The mechanism just demonstrated is the un-
derpinning of the “odyssey of the spirit” dur-
ing which Schelling uses the dialectics of the
boundary to derive all the key elements of the
faculty of cognition (space and time, catego-
ries), the principles of his natural philosophy
and much else. The transcendental ideal as
such does not appear in STI's row of theoret-
ical formations of the I in the framework of the
“odyssey of the spirit” precisely because it is
the starting point and the ultimate goal.

5. Conclusion

I have shown how Schelling’s original in-
terpretation of the Kantian transcendental ide-
al enables him in STI to consistently build his
system. Transcendental assertion and tran-
scendental negation interpreted as oppo-
sites but equally necessary for the activity of
self-consciousness constitute the dialectics of



IIBe IIPOTWMBOIIOJIOKHBIE, HO paBHO HEOOXOMMMBbIe
JIeATeJIbHOCTY  CaMOCO3HaHMs, KOHCTUTYWUPYIOT
IMaJieKTUKY TpaHUIIbl, B CUJTy KoTopov Sl passep-
ThIBaeTCd B IIOCJIe[IoBaTeJIbHOCTh (popmMoobpaso-
BaHUIL. DTa II0CJIe/IOBAaTeIbHOCTD U €CTh «OJIyccest
Zlyxa», Ta caMasi ICTOpWs B IIVPOKOM CMBICIIe CJIO-
Ba, o kotopont eyumar B 1800 r. nmcast:

TaxkoBel HemsMeHHble W OecCriOpHbBIe IS
3HaHMAI MOMEHTBLI B VMICTOPUM CaMOCO3HaHVIs, B
OIIbITe OllpefiesisieMble KakK OecripepbIBHAs II0-
CJIeMIOBATEIbHOCTh CTYIIEHEeV, KOTOPYIO MOXKHO
BBISIBUTB ¥ BECTV OT IIPOCTOTO BelllecTBa K Opra-
HM3auMn (ITOCPeICTBOM KOTOPOV Oecco3HaTe b~
HO TBOPpsIlasl IIPVpOJIa BO3BpalllaeTcs K caMou
cebe), a OTCIOA ITOCPENCTBOM pasyMa ¥ IIPOu3-
BOJIa — K BBICIIIEMY e[IMHEHNIO CBOOOIBI 1 He0O-
XOJIVIMOCTH B MICKYCCTBe (IIOCPEICTBOM KOTOPOTO
CO3HATEJIPHO IIPOYKTMBHAS IIPUPOA 3aMbIKa-
eTcs 1 3aBepiraeTcs B camont cebe) (Schelling,
2005, S. 334; emmar, 1987, c. 489).

B xome maspHeriIero pasBuTHS HEMEIIKOTO
ueasM3Ma 3Ta KOHIIEMINS VCTOPUYHOCTU CO-
3HaHMS TOJIyYnila HOBYIO 0OpabOTKy B BBIIIIEN-
et B 1807 1. «@enomenonorum nyxa» Ierea. Ha
IIPeeMCTBEHHOCTh OOIIero 3aMbICiIa TerejieBCKO-
ro Tpyza IO OTHOIIEHMIO K IeJUIMHTOBCKOV MO-
TIeJIn «OfVICCeVt Ty Xa» BepHO yKasail A. B. I'ysbira:
«"Onucceerimyxa” HasbIBAIOT reresieBcKyto “MdeHo-
MEeHOJIOT 0", 3a0BIBasi OTMETUTD, UTO BBIPa’KeHe
3T0 — umTara M3 “CucTeMbl TpaHCIeHIeHTaIb-
Horo mneannsma™» (I'ysbira, 1987, c. 19). esutmHT
yIIOTpeOuII 3TO BEIpakeHwe, YTOObI IT0Ka3aTh, UYTO
ero dustocodrist MeeT OIIHO U TO Ke Hadaslo, TOX-
JIeCTBO CYOBEKTMBHOIO 11 0OBbeKTVBHOIO, CHaYaIa
B Ka4deCTBe ITPeIIOChUIKI CUCTEMBI, a 3aTeM 1 KaK
ee pesysbrar. Cama e «omycces» Kak JIBVDKEHVIE
CTAaHOBUTCSI BO3MOXKHOWV Orlarofapsi OTHOCUTEIIb-
HOMY HeCOBIIa/IeHIIO CyObeKTVBHOIO 11 OO BeKTVB-
HOTro. [JIaBHBIM MCTOYHMKOM 3TOV IIEJIIVHIOB-
CKOVI KOHIIEMIINM SBJISIeTCs, KaK MBI TIOCTapasIvch
IIOKa3aTh, KAHTOBCKOE pa3jIMdeHle TpaHCIIeH-
JIeHTaJIbHOTO YTBEepPXXIeHMs ¥ TpaHClIeHIeHTaslb-
HOTO OTPUILIAHMS, IPeJIKeHHOe VIM B YUeHUN
O TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOM Wpeasie. [Ipyu sToM mis
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the boundary owing to which the I is unfolded
into a sequence of forms. This sequence is the
“odyssey of the spirit” about which Schelling
wrote in 1800:

These are the phases, unalterable and
fixed for all knowledge, in the history of
self-consciousness; they are characterised in
experience by a continuous stepwise sequence,
and they can be exhibited and extended
from simple stuff to organisation (whereby
unconsciously productive nature reverts into
itself), and from thence by reason and choice up
to the supreme union of freedom and necessity
in art (whereby consciously productive nature
encloses and completes itself) (Schelling, 2001,
p- 236; cf. Schelling, 2005, p. 334).

As German idealism developed, this con-
cept of historicity of consciousness was re-
worked in Hegel’s Phenomenology of Spirit
(1807). The continuity of the overall plan of He-
gel’s work with regard to Schelling’s “odyssey
of the spirit” model was rightly pointed out by
Gulyga (1987, p. 19): “People call Hegel’s Phe-
nomenology ‘odyssey of the spirit’, forgetting
to mention that the expression is a quote from
the System of Transcendental Idealism.” Schelling
used this expression to show that his philoso-
phy has the same source, the identity of the
subjective and the objective, first as the prereq-
uisite of the system and then as its result. The
‘odyssey’ itself as movement becomes possi-
ble due to the relative discrepancy between the
subjective and the objective. The main source of
Schelling’s concept is, as I have tried to demon-
strate, Kant's distinction between the transcen-
dental assertion and transcendental negation
offered in his teaching on the transcendental
ideal. For Kant this ideal as the complete body
of what is possible was constituted only by
transcendental assertion. Schelling, by contrast,
by including in the explication of the transcen-
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KanTa caMm 3TOT mmeasr KakK BCEITOTHOTA BO3MOX-
HOIO KOHCTUTYMPOBAJICS TOJIBKO TpaHCIeH/IeH-
TaJIbHBIM yTBepKaeHueM. I1]esyivHr ke, BKITIOUMB
B SKCIUIMKAIIMIO TPaHCIeHeHTaJIbHOTO Mieasia
TaKXXe ¥ TpaHCIeH/leHTaJIbHOe OTpuIlaHle B Ka-
yecTBe CyObeKTVBHOM eI TeIbHOCTH, CO3/ja/l KOH-
LenTyaJIbHBIVI MHCTPYMEHTapVIVI, ITO3BOJISIFOIIIT
MBICJIUTH pa3BepThIBaHIME COIep)KaTeIbHOro 0o-
raTcTBa Measla KaK BO3Bpallarorieecs K cebe Ha-
3ap, nvokeHue. ViMenHo neMoHctpupyemast Iler-
mvHroMm B CTVI cymiHOCTHas cBA3h OTpULIAHMA U
CYyOBEeKTMBHOCTV OTKpPBIBAaeT BO3MOXKHOCTVI MJISI
00OCHOBaHMSI VMMMaHEHTHOVI VICTOPUYHOCTU CO-
3HaHM4. Borpoc o ToM, Kakue pasjiMuHble CTpa-
TerMy MBIIIUIEHVS VICTOPVYHOCTY BO3MOXKHBI VIC-
XOfISI VI3 IIEeJUIVIHTOBCKVIX IIPEIIIOChIIOK, TpebyeT
Oosiee mompoOHOro MccIIemoBaHMA. B gacTHOCTH,
B MCTOPUKO-PWMIIOCOCKOM IUIaHe ISl ITPOsC-
HEeHMsI 3TOTO BOIIPOCa BaXKHO COIIOCTaBUTH M3JIO-
JKeHHYIO0 HaMV PeKOHCTPYKIIMIO I11eJIJIVTHTOBCKOV
cTpaTerumu nHTeprpertarun Kanra c rerejiesckor,
IpexJie BCero IIpecTaB/ieHHON B «{DeHOMeHO-
soruu gyxa». COOTHeceHVe rerejeBCKOV MHTep-
HpeTanyy OTPUIIAHMSA C KaHTOBCKMM YUeHVeM
O TpaHCILIeH/IeHTaJIbHOM YTBepXXIeHUNM 1 TpPaHC-
LIeH/JeHTaJIbHOM OTpUIIaHUN Yepe3 HpU3My W3-
JIOKeHHOT'O HaMV ITO3BOJINT, Ha HaIll B3IJISI, IIPO-
JINTh HOBBIVI CBET VI Ha IIPUYMHBI [I0JIEMITYeCKOr0o
pasmexeBaHus Mexay lllemmmarom u Ieresem,
IIPVBEIIIIEro, KaK M3BeCTHO, K Pa3phIBY.
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dental ideal transcendental negation as subjec-
tive activity, created a conceptual toolkit that
makes it possible to think about the unfolding
of the substantive wealth of the ideal as move-
ment that returns to itself. It is the essential
link between negation and negativity which
Schelling reveals in STI that offers opportuni-
ties for grounding the immanent historicity of
consciousness. The question as to which vari-
ous strategies of thinking about historicity are
made possible by Schelling’s prerequisites calls
for a more detailed study. In particular, on the
historical-philosophical plane, it is important to
compare the reconstruction of Schelling’s strat-
egy of interpreting Kant set forth here with that
of Hegel, above all that presented in The Phe-
nomenology of Spirit. A comparison of Hegel’s
interpretation of negation with Kant’s doctrine
of the transcendental assertion and transcen-
dental negation in the light of the above may
also shed new light on the causes of the polem-
ical rift between Schelling and Hegel which led
to a break between them.
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KPUTUKA I.T. HITTETOM
«MCTOPUM» Y . KAHTA

A.H. Kpyeao08'!

B pabome 1916 e. «Mcmopus kax npodiema 10euxu»
I.I'. llInem npednpunumaen Nonwvimky pekoHCMpyKkyuu
1eA0CMHOU  KAHMOBCKOU  UCMOpU4ecKoil  KOHYenyuu,
(hpazmenmapHo paccolnantoll no pasAuMHbIM CIIAMbAM
u HeboAbuwuM pabomam Kpumuueckoeo nepuood. Pexon-
cmpyxyus Gvicmpaubaemca Llnemom Boxpye xanmob-
ckoil pabomuvl «Moes Bceobujeir ucmopuu 6o Beemup-
HO-2PaXKOAHCKOM NAaHe», a eaBHoe BHUMaHUe Yoeasencs
anpuopHotl Humu 6 ucmopuu, a He SMAUPUHECKOU UCO-
puu. Obujas oyerxa Ilnemom 6xaada Kanma 6 pasbumue
UCMOPU1ecKotl HAYKU Pe3Ko HeeamubHas: kanmuancmebo
Bpaxc0edHo ucmopusmy u ABUAOCL NOMeXOU HA NYmu
pasbumus ucmopuu kax Hayku. besycioBrvim docmoun-
cmbom uccaedoBanus lnema abasemcs deMoHcmpayus
ucmoputeckozo konmexcma 63242008 Kawnma, ora ueeo
Inem anarusupyem pabomor Xp. Boavgpa, Xp. A. Kpy-
sus, I. @. Matiepa, V. T. T'epdepa u dpyeux eBponeiickux
Mblcaumenetl, a maxxe pasoop KanmoBckoeo NoHAMuUA
uenoBeuecmba (Menschheit). Ho npu amom 044 nosuyuu
IInema xapakmepHo Heuemkoe pasiuveHue npedcmab-
senua Kanma 06 ucmopuu xax ucmopuueckom npoyec-
ce (Geschichte) u kanmoBckoeo NOHAMUA UCTOPUU KAK
ucmopuueckon Hayku (Historie), a maxxe Hedocmamou-
Hoe npubsevenue smuueckux mpakmamof Kanma oas
nposcrenus eeo 63244006 Ha UCOPUIO U ee YeAl.

KatouebBvie cr08a: ucmopus, ucmopureckas HayKa,
aNpuopHAs HUMb 6 UCMopuU, Memoooi02Us UCTOPULL,
HInem, Kanm, I'epoep

HecmoTpst Ha TO 9TO B KPUTWYECKWUVI IIePUO/,
V. KaHT HeomHOKpaTHO oOOpalliayl CBOVI B30p Ha
11po0JIeMBI MICTOPWI V1 JTaKe HaIIvicasl Pl CTaTevs,
IIOCBAIIIEHHBIX 3TON IIpo0sieMaTiKe, OHa BCe e
ocTaBaJlach y Hero Ha 00OYMHe ero IJIaBHBIX Pu-
socodpckmx MHTepeco. TeM He MeHee TO HeMHO-

! Poccuvickuit TOCYyAapCTBEHHBINT TYMaHWTAPHBEIN YHU-
BepCUTET,

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

Iocmynuaa 8 peoaxyuro: 10.07.2024 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2025-2-3

GUSTAV SHPET’S CRITIQUE
OF KANT’S “HISTORY”

A.N. Krouglov*

In his 1916 book, History as a Problem of Logic,
Gustav Shpet undertakes the task of reconstructing the
whole Kantian conception of history, previously scat-
tered in various articles and minor works of the criti-
cal period. He builds the reconstruction around Kant’s
Idea for a Universal History from a Cosmopoli-
tan Perspective, with a focus on the a priori “thread’
in history and not empirical history. Shpet’s general
assessment of Kant’s contribution to the development
of historical science is sharply negative: Kantianism is
hostile to historicity, and it hinders the development
of history as a science. An undeniable merit of Shpet’s
investigation is that he demonstrates the historical
context of Kant’s views — to which end he brings in
the works of Christian Wolff, Christian August Cru-
sius, Georg Friedrich Meier, Johann Gottfried Herder,
and other European thinkers — analysing, as well, the
Kantian concept of mankind (Menschheit). But Shpet
does not clearly distinguish Kant’s conception of his-
tory as an historical process (Geschichte), and histor-
ical science. Further, he pays insufficient attention to
Kant’s ethical treatises in clarifying his views on his-
tory and its goals.

Keywords: history, historical science, a priori his-
tory, methodology of history, Shpet, Kant, Herder

Although Kant, in his critical period, re-
peatedly addressed the topic of history, even
writing a series of articles devoted to its prob-
lems, it was generally marginal with respect
to his philosophical interests. Even so, the lit-
tle that he did say about history in the last
twenty years of his life had some resonance,
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A.H. Kpyrnos

roe, uto KaHT 3a nocsieiHme aBaanarh JieT cBoeu
JKM3HU BBICKa3asl 00 MCTOPUM, BBI3BAJI0 HEKOTO-
prIvt pe3oHaHC — IpaBaa, TPEeUMYIIeCTBEHHO B
cperie ¢pustocodos, a He MUCTOPUKOB. 1OBOJIBHO
paHO cpeau mccilefjoBaTesient Teopuectsa Kanra
BCTaJI BOIIPOC O TOM, B KaKOW Mepe CTaTbi U OT-
HejIbHBIe paccyxaeHns KanTa MOXXHO cooTHecTu
C OCHOBHBIMM BBIBOJIaMM €ro KpuTudeckom ¢u-
stocodum, BbICKa3aHHBIMM IJIaBHBIM OOpa3oM B
«Kputuke gvicroro pasyma», m AVCKYCCUM Ha 3Ty
TeMy IPOJIOJDKAIOTCS T10 HacTosiIee BpeMsl.

I.T. IIIrieT 06paTmIcss K KAaHTOBCKVM ITpeJICTaB-
JieHMAM 00 ncTopum Gosiee cTosleTws Hasajl, a Oc-
HOBHBIe MTOTV €ro pa3MbIIUIEHUV HallUIM CBOe
oTpakeHMe B 0OCTosTesIbHOV paboTe «lIcTopus
KaK IIpo0sieMa JIOTMKW», IIepBasi 4acTb KOTOPOV
BIIepBble OblTa onyOmmkosaHa B 1916 1. (cm.: Ilner,
2014). 1 xotst KaHT He siBjideTcd IJ1aBHBIM repoeM
JAaHHOTO IIPOV3BeeHNsI — eMy ITOCBAIIeHa JINIIb
O6sbITIast yacTh 3aBepIIAOIIEN IISTOV IJIaBbl, —
ckazaHHoro 3zech IllmeTom BHOJIHE HOCTaTOYHO,
YTOOBI OLIEHUTH CYJIbHBIE U CJIa0ble CTOPOHEI €ro
B3myIsma Ha KaHTa.

B cBoenn knure Illmer wccremyer MHOrodvic-
JIeHHBle SMM30dMYecKre BbICKasblBaHM:A KaHTa
00 wmcTopuM, IMpaKTUYecKy HUYero He yIIycKas
n3 Buay. B pesynbrare emy ypaercs cucrema-
TU3UPOBATh 3TN (PparMeHTbl, (PaKTUUeCKu pe-
KOHCTPYUPYsl VIV JaXe CO3[JaBasi HEYTO Bpofe
VICTOPVMYECKOVI KOHIIEIILII Kanra, KOTOpOM Y Ké-
Hurcbeprckoro dpusocoda B SKCITIUIIMTHOM BJIe
He nMeJI0ck. llenTpom pexkoHcTpykuym i [e-
Ta CTajla KaHTOBCKasi CTaTbd «VIgest BceoOrent
VICTOPUIL BO BCEMVPHO-TPa’KIaHCKOM IUIaHe»,
yBueBlasd ceeT B 1784 1. B «beprHckoM exxeMe-
cauHUKe» (cM.. AA 08, S. 15—31; KanT, 2024). O
KOPPEKTHOCTV TaKOV PeKOHCTPYKILINM, pasyMe-
€TCsl, MOXKHO CIIOPUTB, OJHAKO B JIIOOOM ciTydae
pyccknmM rstocodpom ObIa ITpojiesiaHa KpOIoT-
JviBasi I HeopAuHapHas paboTa. Hesb3d ckasars,

2 Illrer mepeBOOWT Ha3BaHMe KaHTOBCKOW CTaTbl
mnHaue: «Vmes BceoOIIer MCTOPUM B KOCMONOAUNUHECKOM
orHomreHnm» (Imet, 2014, c. 299, 303 mpumeu., 304
npumed.; Kypcu Mot — AK.). Cm. 06 3TOM Takxe:
(Mwukermaa, 2018, c. 136).
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albeit mainly with philosophers and not histo-
rians. Fairly early on, Kant scholars grappled
with the question of to what extent Kant’s arti-
cles and isolated statements correspond to the
main conclusions of his critical philosophy —
expressed above all in the Critiqgue of Pure Rea-
son — a discussion that continues to this day.

Gustav G. Shpet turned his attention to
Kant’s ideas about history more than a cen-
tury ago, setting forth his reflections in a sub-
stantial work, History as a Problem of Logic, of
which the first part was published in 1916 (cf.
Shpet, 2014). Although Kant is not the main
subject of this work — only the greater part of
chapter five is devoted to him — what is in-
cluded is quite enough with which to assess
the strengths and weaknesses of Shpet’s view
of Kant.

In his book, Shpet examines Kant’s numer-
ous, scattered remarks on history. He sys-
tematizes these fragments, reconstructing or
creating something like a Kantian conception
of history which Kant himself never explicit-
ly set forth. Central to Shpet’s reconstruction
is Kant’s article, “Idea for a Universal History
from a Cosmopolitan Perspective”,” published
in 1784 in “Berlinische Monatsschrift” (InG, AA
08, pp. 15-31). While the accuracy of this recon-
struction is debateable, we can safely credit the
Russian philosopher with his painstaking and
far from ordinary workmanship. This is not
to say that there were no such works in Kant
scholarship before Shpet wrote his study; in-
deed, Shpet himself cites Paul Menzer’s book,
Kant’s Doctrine of the Development in Nature and
History (Menzer, 1911). Still, in spite of some
precedents, for the beginning of the twentieth
century, Shpet’s book about Kant was innova-
tive.

2Shpet (2014, pp. 299, 303n, 304n) translates “weltbiirger-
lich” into Russian as ‘cosmopolitan’, whereas until now
the expression ‘world citizen” has been preferred. See
also Mikeshina (2018, p. 136).



4TO KO BpeMeHM HarvcaHms vcciegosadms le-
Ta TIOOOHOTO poia COUMHEHMV B KaHTOBEIEHWN
He mMesiock Boce — IllmeT m caM ccbutaeTcs Ha
npousBenenue Ilaynas Menmepa «KanTosckoe
y4eHMe 0 pa3BUTUH B IIpupoze 1 cropum» (Men-
zer, 1911). Ho HecMOTps Ha OT/Ie/IbHBIe IIpelieieH-
Tbl, KHUTa [1Irera st Havasta XX B. B OTHOIIEHUU
KarnTa Obli1a BCe Jke IOCTAaTOYHO HOBATOPCKOTA.

B pexoncrpyxiym IeTom KaHTOBCKMX IIpef-
CTaBJIeHUI 00 VCTOpWUM CilefyeT oOpaTUTh BHI-
MaHIMe Ha HEKOTOpble XapaKTepHBble OCOOEHHO-
ctu. Bo-niepsrix, IlIneT HeIBYyCMBICJIEHHO CTaBUT
aKIeHT Ha allpMOPHON UCTOPUN, SMIMpHYecKas
JKe VICTOPWSI ITPY 9TOM OTXOAMT Ha BTOPOV IlaH. B
11€JIOM 3TO COOTBETCTBYET TOMY IIOAXO[1Y, KOTOPBIV
npemiarai n cam KaHT, coBepIiieHHO HeoXMIaH-
HO [IJIsk CBOMIX YMTaTesIer HadaBIV pacCyXIaTh
¢ cepenyHbl 1780-X I'T. O HEKOVI alIPUOPHOVI HUTW B
victopun. Bo-BTopblx, mockonbky KaHT nossiiser-
Cs1 I7IaBHBIM 00pa3oM JINIIB B IISITOV I7IaBe KHUTH,
OH OKas3bIBaeTCsl BIIMICAHHBIM B HIVPOKU MCTOPH-
4JecKMM KOHTeKCT, 1 3TuM KHura lllmera Beiron-
HO OTJIMYaeTcs OT OOJIBIIMHCTBA paboT 00 mcTo-
pun y KaHrta, HammcaHHBIX Ha PYCCKOM $3bIKe,
BILJIOTH [0 Harmx gHen. B mccienoBanmu Illeta
B IJIaBaX CO BTOPOVI [0 YeTBepTYIO JlaHa XapaKTe-
PVICTMIKA IIpeCTaBIIeHNII 00 MICTOPUL TaKVX BaXk-
HBIX IpedlrecTBeHHMKOB KaHTa, Kak XpucTraH
Bornbd, Xpructuan Asryct Kpysum u I'eopr @pu-
npux Marviep. He 3a0BITBHI IIpM 3TOM ¥ CTOJIb pe-
JIeBaHTHBIE I ITpobsieMel nctopun y KanTa He-
MellK/e cOBpeMeHHUKI (mitocoda, Kak VloraHH
Hukomnayc Tetenc u, B riepByto ouepenp, Vloranx
Tordpun Tepmep®. D10 onHa M3 Hambosee CVIIb-
HBIX CTOpOH counHeHus IlInera. B-TpeTbnx, Knu-
ra Illmrera okasasiacb TOBOJIHLHO penkon pa60T0171,
B KOTOPOVI BCepbe3 00CyXIIaeTcsi MOHATYE YesIo-
BedecTBa (Menschheit) y Kanra (cm.: Ilet, 2014,
c. 285—301, 311—313). DTOMy crIOCOOCTBOBAJIO CO-

*B Gosree rio3IHee BpeMsi Ha PyCCKOM SI3BIKE MCTOPVYIECKIUT
criop I'eprmepa m KanTa OBIT OTpakeH B MCCIIeOBaHUM
A.B.Tympru (I'ymeira, 1963). Yxe B HBIHeIIHeM BeKe
9TOT CIIOp, PaBHO KaK M KaHTOBCKMe IIpeficTaB/IeHns 00
VICTOPUY, 3aTpOHYJ1 B cBoet MoHOrpadvm 2. 1O. Cornosres
(Cornosres, 2005).
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Let us note some characteristics of Shpet’s
reconstruction of the Kantian view of histo-
ry. First, Shpet’s clear focus is a priori history,
leaving empirical history in the background.
On the whole, this is in line with the approach
of Kant himself who, in the mid-1780s, unex-
pectedly for his readers, began speaking about
some kind of an a priori thread in history. Sec-
ondly, because Kant does not crop up until
the book’s fifth chapter, he is already set in a
broad historical context, which distinguishes
Shpet’s book favourably from the majority of
Russian-language works about Kant’s history,
down to our own day. Chapters two through
four characterize the views on history of such
important forerunners of Kant as Christian
Wolff, Christian August Crusius, and Georg
Friedrich Meier. Such German contemporaries
of Kant as Johann Nicholaus Tetens and, above
all, Johann Gottfried Herder, too, get their
share of attention.’ This is one of the strengths
of Shpet’s work. Thirdly, Shpet’s is one of the
few works that seriously discuss Kant’s con-
cept of mankind (Menschheit) (cf. Shpet, 2014,
pp. 285-301, 311-313). This is partly due to the
fact that Shpet compares Kant's views with
those of Herder, who placed the concept of
mankind, as well as that of humanity (Human-
itit), at the centre of his Ideas for the Philosophy
of the History of Mankind. Despite the key role
the concept of mankind plays in Kant’s theo-
retical and, even more so, practical philoso-
phy, it was for a long time a kind of blind spot
in Kant scholarship, with significant works on
the topic beginning to appear only in the past
few decades (see Chaly, 2021, pp. 327-343).
Shpet appreciated the importance of this Kan-

*In the Russian-language literature of more recent times,
the historical debate between Herder and Kant was
reflected by Arseniy V. Gulyga (1963). Already in this
century, the debate, as well as Kantian ideas of history,
were addressed in a monograph by Erikh Yu. Solovyov
(2005).
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nocrasiieHve Ilnerom B3msAnos KanTa co B3mis-
namu leprmepa, Kotopelil B LieHTp cBomx «Vpem
K dwiocodpun mcTopuy dYesoBedecTBa» IIOCTa-
BIWJI KaK IIOHATVE 4eJloBe4YecTBa, TaK M IOHSTHe
rymanHoctu (Humanitit). HecMoTpsa Ha ximroue-
BYIO pOJIb, KOTOPYIO IIOHSITIE UeJloBevuecTBa Mrpa-
eT KaK B TeOPeTMUUIeCcKOl, TaK ¥ OCOOeHHO B ITpak-
Taeckon dpustocodpun KaHTa, 0HO 1107Ir0e Bpems
OCTaBaJIOCh B KAKOVI-TO Mepe CJIeIIBIM IISITHOM KaH-
TOBeIeHNsI, 11 3aMeTHBIe ViccileloBaTesIbCKe pa-
OOTBI Ha 3Ty TeMy CTaJIV TIOSIBJISITHCS JIVIIID B T1O-
ategHue gecatmiieTns (cM. o0 satom: Chaly, 2021,
p- 327—343). IlImreT >xe OIEHWMJI Ba’XHOCTb 3TOTO
KaHTOBCKOT'O IOHSATHA ellle B Hadasle XX B., XOTs
BCe JKe He CTaJI [IePexXOIUTh IIPV TOM OT IIpodIieM
VICTOPUM K IIpo0JIeMaM 3TUKIL.

Ho eciu roBoputhb 00 0011mix orteHkax ImeTom
poym KaHTa B pasBUTUM MCTOPUYECKMX ITpefiCTaB-
JIEHVIVI VI VICTOPMYECKOVI HAayKM, TO OHM HeyTellln-
TenbHBL. ComnacHo Ilnery, KanT cBonuT koHeu-
HYIO 1IeJIb VICTOPUM (M IIPUPOMIBI) K JOCTVIKEHVIIO
IopUInYecKyx 1 noiamtidecknx mestent. Ilner or-
BepraeT nosuiino KaHra, coryiacHo KOTOpon «gu-
A0COPUS UCMOpUU, KAK PAYUOHAALHOEe YueHue 00
ucmopuu, HeBo3MOXXHA; HAYKA UCMOpuu, kak coo-
cmBenno Hayka — HeBo3MOXHA; caMoe DoJIblliee, YTO
371eCh BO3MOXKHO, 3TO — OIIVCaHVe U CCTeMaTiJe-
CKOe M300pakeHNe BO BpeMeHM V1 MecCTe, JTajleKoe
ot paHra Haykw» (ILnet, 2014 c. 307). [lIeT nosara-
€T, YTO KaHTOBCKas «TouKa 3peHms» (TaMm xe, c. 316,
341) Ha MCTOPMIO OKa3aslach IOJTHOCTBHIO OecIiIon-
HOVI, TIOCKOJIBKY MCXOfyla M3 COBEPIIIEHHO OIIV-
GounbIx ocHOBaHUM. [IpryeM McxomHbBIe Ipemnro-
ceuIky KaHTa «oKasaIvch BpeIHBIMU U [IJISL HETO
CaMoro, M... [jIs ero rnocienosaresiern» (Tam xe, c.
319). IlInier nmomuepkmBaeT, uro KaHT BKIIIOUaeT B
CBOIO (PMIJI0COUIO VICTOPU COBEPIIIEHHO Uy KIIble
VICTOpUM 3JIEMEeHTHI, B CMJIy 4Yero OHa IIpeBpallla-
eTcsl B HeKyIo abCTpakIInio 1 cucteMy. Bee s3To B
KOHEYHOM cYeTe IIPUBOAUT K YHUUTOXEHWIO 00b-
eKTVBHOIO VCCIeoBaHMS U K CyOBeKTMBU3MY B
aypHoM cMbicyie crioBa (Tam ke, c. 340—341).

[IIneT oT™MeuaeT, YTO UCTOPMA KaK HaykKa, paB-
HO KaK ¥ caM MCTOPUYEeCKUTI ITPOIIecc, He HaXOOUT
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tian concept back in the early twentieth centu-
ry — although he stopped short of passing on
from the problems of history to the problems
of ethics.

As for Shpet’s overall assessment of Kant’s
role in the development of historical ide-
as and historical science, it is not comforting.
As Shpet sees it, Kant reduces the end goal of
history (and nature) to the attainment of legal
and political goals. Shpet (2014, p. 307) rejects
Kant’s view that “the philosophy of history as a
rational teaching is impossible; the science of histo-
ry as a science proper is impossible; the most that
is possible is a description and detailed por-
trayal in time and space, which is a long way
away from the rank of history”. Shpet claims
that the Kantian “viewpoint” (ibid., pp. 316,
341) on history is ultimately barren due of its
misconceived foundations. Moreover, Kant’s
starting premises, “turned out to be harm-
ful for himself and [...] his followers” (ibid.,
p- 319). Shpet stresses that Kant includes in his
philosophy of history elements that are total-
ly alien to history, owing to which it becomes
an abstraction and a system. All this ultimate-
ly destroys objective investigation and leads to
subjectivism, in the bad sense of the term (ibid.,
pp. 340-341).

Shpet holds that neither history as a science
nor the actual historical process lends itself to
a satisfactory explanation if one proceeds from
the key propositions of Kant’s critical philos-
ophy. Whereas Kant’s philosophy seeks the
foundation of science in recurrent phenom-
ena, history, in contrast, has to do with the
non-repeatable, inconstant, and accidental. In
the Baden Neo-Kantianism which thrived at
the time that Shpet was writing his book, this
proposition is an important stimulus for the
development of the special method of history
and science of culture/spirit. But all this re-
mains irrelevant for Kant and his reflections



YIIOBJIETBOPUTEIILHOTO PeIIeHs VICXOMIs M3 KIIo-
YeBBIX YCTAaHOBOK KaHTOBCKOV KPUTWYeCKomn u-
smocodpmn. Ecim kaHTOBcKast dpvtocodpms mILeT
OCHOBaHWMe U OIOpY [1JI1 HayKM B ITOBTOPSIIOIIVIX-
sl SIBJIGHMSIX, TO VICTOPWS], HAaIIPOTUB, IMeeT J1eJ10
C 4eM-TO HeIOBTOPSIOIINMCS, C HETIOCTOSIHHBIM 1
cJIlydallHBIM. B MHTeHCMBHO pa3BMBaBIIeMcs BO
BpeMeHa HammcaHus kHuru Illnera GameHckoM
HEOKAHTMAHCTBEe 3Ta KOHCTaTaIlVs IOCITYXKMila
Ba’KHBIM CTVIMYJIOM JIJISL PasBUTVS 0COOOrO MeTO-
7la ICTOpUM ¥ HayK o KyJsType / o ayxe. Ho ms
camoro Kanra u ero pedriekcum o0 vicropum Bce
3TO OCTaeTCsl HepeJleBaHTHBIM, ITOCKOJIBKY B paM-
Kax ero pvrocodpryt 3TOT KOH(PIIMKT MOXeT ObITh
paspeliieH 100 JIMIIIeHVeM UCTOPUN crierduy-
HOCTM 1 peyKIIMM ee K MHBIM, eCTeCTBeHHBIM Ha-
yKaM, JIn0o e 1 BOBCe M IMMIMHAIIVeV VICTOPUN 113
cocraBa Hayk. CormacHo IlleTy, «B ocobeHHOCTN
g KaaTa mcTopms siBjIsieTcs YHUYTOXAOITNM
apryMeHTOM IIPOTWMB €ro IIPMHIINIIOB, TaK Kak
37iech He TOJIBKO He MOXeT ObITh peunt 00 “armpm-
OPHBIX CMHTETUYeCKMX CyXIeHusx’, Ho — dTo,
MOXeT OBbITh, ellle BakKHee, — 37IeCh HM C KaKou
CTOPOHBI He MOXeT OBbITh IIPUJIOKEH KpUTepuit
VICTVIHBI B BUJIe HEOOXOIVIMOCTY ¥ OOIIerofHOCTI
cyxaeaun» (Tam xe, c. 347—348). I[TogBons Heko-
Topble nrory, Illmer noguepkuBaeT, YTO, HECMO-
Tpsd Ha HNPUHOUNNAIBHYIO BpakaeOHOCTh KaH-
THaHCTBa mcTtopusMy, KaHT u ero duiocodpms
He CMOIJIM 3ajiepKaTh pa3BUTHS CaMOW VCTOPU-
YecKoV HayKV — OHO WJIeT CBOVMM COOCTBEHHBIM
ryTeM. VI Bce e coBceM 0e300MTHOV KaHTOBCKast
KpuTudeckas dpusocoduis I UICTOPUYeCcKoN Ha-
yku, 1o IllreTy, He ocTajiach: «..IIOCKOJIBKY CY-
II[eCTBYeT B3auMOJIEVICTBIE MeX/y pasIMYHbIMU
oOJ1acTAMM 3HaHMS M IIOCKOJIBKY JIydllle Ipesl-
CTaBUTeJIV CIlellMaIbHBIX HayK Bcerga IIpuCIIy-
HIVBaJIVICh K TOJI0CY prytocopmm 1 J1axe JeviCTBY-
IOT B HaIIpaBJIEHWMM TOV VIV VIHOVI COBPEMEHHOW
durtocodpum, MOCKOIIBKY BOOOIIE MCTOpUYecKast
MeTOIOJIOT Vsl 3aBUCUT OT PrITOCOPCKUX ITPeIIIo-
CBUIOK, ITOCTOJIBKY KaHTMAHCTBO OBbLIO ITOMEeXOV 1
11 Hayku victopum» (Tam xe, c. 349).

Ho HecMOTps Ha yIOMSIHYTBIe BBIIIE CVJIbHBIE
cropoHsl riomxofa IllreTa K peKOHCTPYKIMM KaH-
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about history, since, within his philosophical
framework, this conflict can be resolved either
by stripping history of its special character
and reducing it to other, natural sciences, or
by dropping history from the category of sci-
ence. According to Shpet, “especially for Kant
history is a devastating argument against his
principles because here not only there can be
no question of ‘a priori synthetic judgments’,
but even more importantly, there is no way
the criterion of truth in the shape of necessi-
ty and universal utility of judgement can be
applied” (ibid., pp. 347-348). Shpet draws the
interim conclusion that, despite Kantianism’s
deep-seated hostility toward historicity, Kant
and his philosophical influence could not hold
back the development of historical science,
which follows its own path. Still, Shpet ad-
mits that Kantian critical philosophy was not
entirely harmless with respect to historical sci-
ence: “[...] because there is interaction between
different areas of knowledge and because the
foremost representatives of the specialized
sciences have listened to the voice of philos-
ophy and even acted in line with this or that
modern philosophy, inasmuch as historical
methodology depends on philosophical prem-
ises Kantianism has been a hindrance to the
science of history” (ibid., p. 349).
Notwithstanding the above-mentioned
strengths of Shpet’s approach to the recon-
struction of Kant’s views on history, some
weaknesses and omissions creep in. The first
of these is that, in analysing Kant, Shpet does
not clearly distinguish between history as
an historical process (Geschichte), and histo-
ry as a science (Historie). In Kant, especially in
the 1780s, we find some reflections on history
(Geschichte), as well as philosophical attempts
to penetrate the depths of world history (IWelt-
geschichte) (IaG, AA 08, pp. 29-30). This in fact
accounts for the German philosopher’s frag-
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TOBCKVIX BO33PEHMVI Ha VICTOPVIO, B HEM IIPOSIBIIS-
IOTCS VI OIpefeieHHble CIa00CTV ¥ YITyIIeHWs.
IlepBoe 113 HIX KacaeTcs oTcyTcTBus y LlneTa mpn
aHas3e KaHTa 4eTKOVI AVICTMHKITAY MEXIY VICTO-
puert Kak mcropudeckyM IrporieccoM (Geschichte)
U VicTopuent Kak mctopudeckot Haykon (Historie).
Y KanTa — ocoberto B 1780-e IT. — mMeeTcs He-
KOTOpOe 4mciio pasMmbinuleHnnt 06 vicropvm (Ge-
schichte), a Taxkxke o ¢usocopckux HOIBITKaX
IIPOHUKHYTbH BIJIyOb BcemupHOV mctopum (Welt-
geschichte) (AA 08, S. 29—30; Kaur, 2024, c. 44-47),
KOTOpBIe KaK pa3 ¥ IOPOIVUIN y HeMeIIKOro puio-
codpa dpparmenTsr 00 anpropmsme (AA 08, S. 18,
29-30; Kanr, 2024, c. 32, 44—47) B 5K30TMYECKOM C
TOYKM 3peHVs UTOroB «KpUTHKM 4iCTOrO pasyMa»
pasnerte. Ho mopio0HOE paccMOTpeHVe COBepIIeH-
HO HeIBYCMBICJIEHHO IIpoTuBonocTasiseTcs Kan-
TOM «TOJIBKO SMNUPUUECKU COCTABIISIEMOVI ICTOPUTL
(Historie)» B cobcTBeHOM cMmbIcite (AA 08, S. 30;
Kanr, 2024, c. 46). Ecyim m 3ajaBaThCsl BOIIPOCOM
o ToM, nHTepecyeT i1 KaHTa mcToprueckas: Hay-
Ka KakK TaKoBasl, TO B JIyUIlleM CJIydae MOXKHO yKa-
3aTh Ha MOIOOHBIe 3aMeUaHVIs 00 SMITVPITUECKIIX
ormcaHusax ucropun (Historie), koTopele, Oymyun
0003HaUeHHBIMN, MCKIIOYaoTcss KaHToMm 13 ero
HasbHemMx prtocodpckmx pasMbliiuieHu. Be-
posTHO, TiomobHas ncropus (Historie) cocrout 3
arioCTEPVIOPHO-CUHTETYECKX CYXXIeHWUII, U 3a-
JlaBaTh KaKOV-TO CHeLVaJIbHBIV BOIIPOC O BO3MOX-
HOCTVI TAKOBOVI ICTOPWY KaK HayKu rtocste «Kpnuru-
KV YMCTOTO pasyMa» He VIMeeT CMBICIIa, IIOCKOJIbKY
37ech OTCYTCTBYeT Kakas-Inbo mpobiema. [oso-
Psi 00 arprOPHON UCTOPUM, 00 «anpuopHoil myTe-
BOIHOV HUTW» BceMmpHOM mctopun (AA 08, S. 30;
Kanr, 2024, c. 46), KanT nogpasymesas HPOHMUKHO-
BEHIE «B30POM B TaVTHBIVI MEXaHM3M» YCTPOVICTBa
npuponsl (AA 08, S. 29; Kanr, 2024, c. 45), koTOpBIT,
OBITE MOXeET, OTKPOIOT [1JIs1 cebs Oymymine Kerte-
pe1 1 HetoToss! (cM.: AA 08, S. 18; KanT, 2024, c. 32).
B 3TOM CiTyyae MBI cMOITIVI ObI TOBOPUTE HE TOJIBKO
O IIPOITUIOM, HO ¥ B OIIpeJIeJIeHHOVI Mepe IIPOrHO-
3UpoBaTh M IpefcKasblBaTh Oypylilee, OTKpbIBasi
«YTeIIUTEeIPHYIO IepCIeKTUBY IpsayIero» (AA
08, S. 30; Kanr, 2024, c. 46).
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ments about apriorism (ibid., pp. 18, 29-30)
which appear odd in view of the overall re-
sults of the Critique of Pure Reason. But Kant
unequivocally contrasts this view with His-
torie, or “accounts of actual history that are
merely empirically grounded” (IaG, AA 08,
p- 30; Kant, 2006, p. 16). If we are to serious-
ly ask ourselves whether Kant is interested in
historical science as such, we can do no better
than point to the remarks about historical ac-
counts of history (Historie) which Kant men-
tions but does not pursue. Apparently, such
history (Historie) consists of a priori synthetic
judgments, such that it makes no sense to ask
about the possibility of such a history as a sci-
ence because there is no problem there. Speak-
ing about history a priori, the “guiding thread
a priori” of world history (ibid.), Kant had in
mind the understanding of the “secret mech-
anism of nature’s organization” (InG, AA 08,
p- 29; Kant, 2006, p. 15), which future Keplers
and Newtons would perhaps discover (cf. IaG,
AA 08, p. 18). In this case, we can speak not
only about the past but to some degree fore-
cast and predict the future, discovering “a
consoling outlook on the future” (laG, AA 08,
p- 30; Kant, 2006, p. 16).

By Shpet’s account, Kant’s intent appears
somewhat different: Kant “asks how a philos-
ophy of history (resp. a science of history) is
possible and answers how the historical pro-
cess is possible” (Shpet, 2014, p. 343). Strictly
speaking, the “philosophy of history” is Herd-
er’s term (Herder, 1977); although Kant at least
speaks about “[a] philosophical attempt to de-
scribe the universal history” (IaG, AA 08, p. 29;
Kant, 2006, p. 14). But Kant does not ask about
the possibility of history as a science. His mi-
nor works of the 1780s devoted to historical
problems may at times sound ambiguous, but
he never raises the question about history as
a science and its possibility in the second edi-



B ucronkoBanum xe Illmera sameicenn Kanra
IpesicTaeT HecKoJIbKo MHaue: KaHT «cnpawuba-
er, Kak BO3MOXXHa pu.10coghus ICTOPUU (resp. Ha-
yKa mcTopun), a ombeuaemn, Kak BO3MOXeH VCTO-
pudeckuit npoyecc» (LLmet, 2014, c. 343). Crporo
rosopsi, pustocodpmst ncropum — TepmuH lepre-
pa (Tepmep, 1977), xots 1 KaHT Kak MYMHMMYM TO-
BOPUT O «PWIOCOPCKOM TMOIBITKE paspadoTaTh
BCeOOIIyI0 BCeMUpPHYIO mcTopuio» (AA 08, S. 29;
Kanr, 2024, c. 44). Ho KaHT He 3amaBai BOIIpoc o
BO3MOYKHOCTY MCTOPMM KaK HayKu. V1 XOTs ero He-
Gorprtme padoter 1780-x IT., HOCBsAIIIEHHBIE VICTO-
pUYecKoVl IIpodrieMaTiKe, TIOPOVI M 3BydaT BeCh-
Ma JIBYCMBICJIEHHO, TPV BOIIPOCa O BO3MOXKHOCTM
HayK BO BTOpOM M3aHmM «KpuTHKM 4ncToro pas-
yma» (B 20—22; Kanr, 2006, c. 73—77) BorrpocoM
00 mcTOoprYecKoVl HaykKe MM HUKOIJIA He [IO0IOJI-
HsUINCh. Bormpoc 00 mcTopunt Kak HayKe 11 ee BO3-
MOYXHOCTM — 3TO 3aKOHHBIN Borpoc Illmera. Ho
K COBOKYITHOCTV KaHTOBCKMX BBICKa3bIBaHWIL 00
VICTOPUM €r0 MOXKHO IIPVMMEeHSITh B IIOJIHOV Mepe,
JIITG HUBEIUPYS IIPUHLIMUIIMAIIBHOE pasiindye
Mexay Geschichte (c HageXxmovt Ha HaxoXzeHwe
B Hell allpyvoOpHbIX 371eMeHTOB) M Historie (1me-
IOIIelT Cyry00 SMIVIPUYECKUVI XapaKTep), a Tak-
)Ke UTHOPUPYS IPUYNHBI SKCIUIUIIMTHOIO OTCYT-
cTBUs TToToOHOrO Boripoca y KaHra (B oTHOImIeHMM
Historie Bommpoc 0 Hayke TpuBMaJieH 1 OTBET OJe-
BUIIeH, B TO BpeMs Kak Geschichte He ecTp «Hay-
Ka» ¥ IIOTOMY BOIIPOC O HeVl He MOXeT OBITh 3a-
naH). bostee Toro, Kak pas B 3TOM cjIydae He criaceT
U anesuIAnys K OCHOBHBIM CJIE[ICTBUSM KaHTOB-
CKOT'O TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOI'O Mjleasn3Ma. B oTHo-
meHUY PU3NKM KaK HayKy O SBJIEHMSX U CaMMX
SIBJIEHVIVI MOXXHO ObLTO OBI IOIIpoOOBaTh CTepeTh
rpaHNIly, y4YWUTbIBas 3HAMEHWUTBIVI KaHTOBCKWN
Te3uc 13 «[IporreroMeHoB. . .»: «..paccydok He uepna-
em cBou 3axonsl (@ priori) us npupoosl, a npeonucel-
Baem ux eit» (AA 04, S. 320 (§ 36); KarT, 1994, c. 80).
Ho 5T0 HEBO3MOXXHO B CJTy4yae VICTOPW, B OTHOIIIe-
Hum Kotopow [Ipupona* (i mipoBupmeHve (AA

* TlockolpKy BCe CyIIeCTBUTeIbHBIE B HEMEIKOM
s3bIKe MWIIIYTCS C 3arjlaBHOV OYKBBI, PYCCKUV II€PeBO]l
KaHTOBCcKoro mnoHsATMs Natur Kak «[Ipupomsl» WIN
«[Ipupopp» sBJIsIeTCs copep KaTeJIbHBIM TOJIKOBaHVIEM
HepeBoAYMKa.
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tion of the Critique of Pure Reason (B 20-22). The
question about history as a science is a legit-
imate one for Shpet. But it can only be fully
applied to the whole body of Kant’s utteranc-
es about history if we ignore the fundamental
difference between Geschichte (hoping to find
a priori elements in it) and Historie (which has
a strictly empirical character), and ignore the
reason for which this question is not explicit-
ly asked by Kant (with regard to Historie, the
question about science is trivial and the an-
swer is obvious; whereas Geschichte is not a
“science”, such that the question cannot be
asked). Moreover, an appeal to the main con-
sequences of Kant’s transcendental idealism
does not help here. With regard to physics as
a science of phenomena and the phenomena
themselves, one might try to erase the bound-
ary considering the famous Kantian thesis
from Prolegomena (§ 36): “[...] the understand-
ing does not draw its (a priori) laws from nature,
but prescribes them to it” (Prol, AA 04, p. 320;
Kant, 2004, p. 112). But that is not possible in
the case of history, with respect to which na-
ture (or providence — IaG, AA 08, p. 30; Kant,
2006, p. 16) creates its own plan which histo-
ry implements. Nature forces the human race
during the course of history to achieve “a civil
society which administers right universally” (1aG,
AA 08, p. 22; Kant, 2006, p. 8). These are two
different “natures”; indeed, the polysemy of
the Kantian concept of nature is a major prob-
lem of Kant'’s critical philosophy.*

The tension between the a priori thread of
history and empirically unfolding history af-
fects the way Shpet interprets Kant’s view of
truth. The introduction to transcendental logic
in the Critique of Pure Reason with its famous

* Another philosophical chapter in which the ambiguity
of “nature” manifests itself with explosive force, though
in a different way than in the philosophical reflections
on history, is natural right (Naturrecht); see more on this
in Krouglov (2025, pp. 40-56).
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08, S. 30; KanT, 2024, c. 46)) co3maeT IU1aH, KOTOPBIN
vicTopus 1 peasm3syet. [Ipupona npuHyXagaeT de-
JIOBEYeCKUTI POof], B XOfe MCTOPUM K JOCTVDKEHWIO
«Bceobujeco npaboboeo epaxodarckozo obujecmba»
(AA 08, S. 22; Kanr, 2024, c. 36). DTo 1BE pasHble
«IIPVIPOABI», I MHOTO3HAYHOCTh KaHTOBCKOIO IIO-
HSTUS IPUPOIbl — OIIHA U3 CYIIIeCTBEHHBIX IIPO-
0r1eM KaHTOBCKOV KpUTIMYecKom dprtocodpmir’.
HampsokeHne MeXIy aliprOpHOV HUTBIO MICTO-
puM M SMIVPUYECKM COCTaBJISIEMON VICTOPVEN
CKa3aJsioch B TpakToBKe llIreToM mipobrems! vicTu-
Hbl y KanTa. BeTynmTeibHBIV paszies B TpaHCIeH-
HeHTaIbHOV JIorvKe «KpuUTMKI 4mncToro pasyma»
CO 3HaAMEHUTBIM BOIIpocoM «Ymo ecmv ucmuua?»
(B 82; Kant, 2006, c. 145) oka3zasicd KaMHeM IIpeT-
KHOBEHVIS J1JI4 11eJIOT0 psfia PyccKmx dpmtocodos
B Hadaste XX B. B 1912 1. B. @. DpH B cTaThe «Kpu-
TVKa KaHTOBCKOT'O TIOHSTVS VICTVHBD> 13 KAHTOB-
CKOTO Te3ca O HEeBO3MOXXHOCTM Bceobujeeo Mate-
PVaJIBHOTO KPWUTepWsl WCTVMHBI CIelayl BBIBOL O
HEBO3MOKHOCTV BOOOIIIe KaKOTO-I100 MaTeprab-
HOT'0 KpUTepus UCTUHEI (cM.: DpH, 1912). Yetsipe
roga coycts Iner mpunmcan KanTty xpurepun
VICTUHBI B BUZle HeOOXOIVMMOCTY M BCEOOIIHOCTM
(«obmieromHoCcTM») cyxaenut. Ho au B «Kputuke
YJCTOrO pasyMa», B KOTOPOVI MIEeT peyub O MaTepy-
aJIbHBIX ¥ (POpMasIbHBIX KPUTEPMSIX UCTVHBI, HU
B MHOTOYMCIIEHHBIX KOHCIIEKTaX JIEKIIUT IO JIO-
rvike, HeocTyHbIX [1meTy®, B KOTOpbIX TOBOPUT-
Cs1 O CWUTBHOM (CoTyIacue APYTHX) U CJ1aboM (camo-
CTOsITe/IbHAs OIleHKa) KpuTepun McTuHbBI, KaHT
HVKOI/Ia He paccMaTpyBajl BCeOOIITHOCTh 1 HeOO-
XOIAVIMOCTb B KadeCcTBe KpUTepysi UCTUHBI — CTPO-
rasi BCeoOIIHOCTh 1 Oe3yciioBHast HEOOXOIVIMOCTh
ABJISIOTCS. 3HAMEHUTBIMY KaHTOBCKMMM IIpV3Ha-

> Opyrum dwiIocodckmM pasmesioM, B KOTOPOM 3Ta
ZIBYCMBICJIEHHOCTD «IIPUPOMBI» IIPOSBIISIETCS. C HOBOW
B3PBIBOOIIACHOV CWJION, XOTSI W WHade, HEXeIN B
dwrocodpckont  pedrekcumt 00 MCTOPUM,  ABIISETCS
ecrecTBeHHOe (TIpmpojiHoe) mpaso (Naturrecht); cm. 00
stoM ntoxpobree: (Kpyrios, 2025, c. 40 —56).

¢ BOJIBIIMHCTBO 3ammcerl KaHTOBCKMX JIKIIU I10 JIOTVIKE
ObUIM OITyOJIMKOBaHBL NI B 1960-X IT., a HEKOTOpPBIE 1
eltle TOo3Xe.

7 CM. KIIaccudecKoe WCCIeOBaHWe 3TOro BOIIpoOca:
(XuHCcke, 2007, c. 99 —120).
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question, “What is truth?” (KrV, B 82; Kant,
1998, p. 197) turned out to be a stumbling
block for a number of Russian philosophers in
the twentieth century. In his 1912 article, “Cri-
tique of Kant’s Concept of Truth”, Vladimir
Ern proceeds from Kant’s thesis about the im-
possibility of a universal material criterion of
truth, concluding that there can be no material
criterion of truth in general. Four years later,
Shpet ascribes to Kant necessity and universal-
ity (“universal applicability”) of judgments as
the criterion of truth. But neither in the Critique
of Pure Reason, which deals with material and
formal criteria of truth, nor in the numerous
notes from the lectures on logic — to which
Shpet had no access® — which discuss the
strong (agreement of others) and weak (in-
dependent assessment) criteria of truth, does
Kant consider universality or unconditional
utility to be criteria of truth;® strict universal-
ity and unconditional utility are famous Kant-
ian properties of knowledge and cognition a
priori (cf. KrV, B 3-6). A posteriori knowledge,
too, can be true. Thus, contrary to Shpet, the
absence, among judgments about history, of a
priori synthetic judgments does not speak for
or against the truth of judgments.

Where Kant, in his philosophical reason-
ing, does speak about historical cognition (his-
torische Erkenntnis) (see, for example, KrV, B
863-865), this is a result of Wolffian influence,
and only remotely connected with the notion
of history pursuing the Kantian a priori thread.
One characteristic provision of Wolffian phi-
losophy is the distinction between historical,
mathematical, and philosophical knowledge
(cf. Wolff, 1740, pp. 3-7 (§ 7-14)), a distinction
which, incidentally, did not pass unnoticed by

®The majority of notes on Kant’s lectures on logic were
not published until the 1960s and some even later.

See the classic study of the question in Hinske (1998,
pp- 74-90).



KaMM allpMOPHOTO 3HAaHMS ¥ IO3HaHMA (cM.. B
3—6; Kant, 2006, c. 53—57). VMctHHBIMU Xe MoO-
I'yT OBITH M arlocTepropHble Mo3HaHMs. Takum 00-
pasom, Borpeku lllmeTy OTCyTCTBME Ccpedy CyX-
IOeHuU? 00 WCTOPUM aIpUOPHO-CUHTETIYECKIIX
CYXXeHUT He TOBOPUT HU B MOJIb3Y, HU IIPOTUB
VICTUHHOCTY VIMEIOIIVIXCS CYKIEHUTA.

Ecyim xe y KanTa B dpumstocodpckmx paccykiie-
HVISIX BCe e MIeT pedb 00 MCTOPMYeCcKOM IO3Ha-
Hum (historische Erkenntnis) (cm., Hanpumep: B
863 —865; Kanrt, 2006, c. 1047—1049), To 3TO CIIen-
CTBUe BJIVIAHUS BOJIbpraHcKom dputocodpun, 1 K
IIpescTaBieHnsIM 00 MCTOpUM Ha OCHOBe aIrpu-
opHomt HUTH y KaHTa 3TO mMeeT BecbMa KOCBEH-
Hoe oTHomeHVe. OHO M3 XapaKTepHBIX IOJIOXKe-
HUV BoIbMaHCKon duiocodpunt — pasiandeHye
VICTOPMYECKOTro, MaTeMaTu4eckoro u dusocod-
ckoro nozHaHM (cM.: Wolff, 1740, p. 3—7 (§ 7—14)),
¥ TaHHOe pa3/IndeHie, KCTaTy, He OCTaJioch Oe3
BHMMaHMd llmera (cm.: et 2014, c. 150, 207
cp. c. 348). Ho mcropmueckoe mo3HaHMe BOIbdU-
AHCKOTO THIIa XOPOIIIO YKJIaIbIBAETCS B IIPENICTaB-
JeHns 00 SMIMPUYECKOM OIVICAHUW WCTOPUN
(Historie). Ciiempl MMEHHO 3TOro BOJIbVAHCKO-
ro pasInyeHns: ¥ OOHAPYXMBAIOTCS B JIOTVIKE U
MeTadmsmke KaHTa maske B KpUTUUECKUT TIEPU-
071, TO eCTh yKe IIoCJIe PelInTeIbHOIO pasphiBa C
BOJIbpMaHCKOV priocodmert KaK B METOI0JIOI -
YecKoM, TaK ¥ B COflep>KaTeJIbHOM IUIaHe.

AxrtienT Iera Ha craresax Kanra 1780-x rT,,
a TakKXXe OTKa3 OT IIpMBJIeUeHMs I pas3bsiCHe-
HMS IIOCTaBJIeHHBIX ITpo0ieM KaHTOBCKMX Tpak-
TaTOB IIO 3TUKe, IIpUUeM [Ja’ke HeCMOTpsl Ha He-
OHOKpaTHBble ymoMmMyHaHMA camuM [llmerom
BpeMeHHOV Om3ocTr paboTsl Hatt «Vteeit BceoO-
ITIeT1 ICTOPUM BO BCEMVPHO-TPak[IaHCKOM ITaHe»
(1784) 1 «OcHoBomoioxkeHVeM K MeTadpv3Ke Hpa-
BOB» (1785) (cM.: TaMm xe, c. 304, 312), mpuBes1 K TOMY,
YTO Yy pyccKoro dpmstocoda BOZHUKIIO HEYCTpaHM-
Moe [IJISI Hero HeOyMeHUe: «..II0UYeMY, B CaMOM
Zierie, “rpakaHcKoe o0recTBo” 11 “coro3 Hapomos”
IOJDKHO paccMaTpyBaTh KaK BBICIITY O 11 KOHEUHYIO
1leJ/Ib He TOJIBKO MCTOpmy, HO M Iipuponsr? Ilox-
JIVIHHO JIV BCS 1IEHHOCTD PeJIUTUV, HayKW, VICKYC-
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Shpet (2014, pp. 150, 207; cf. p. 348). But his-
torical knowledge of the Wolffian type fits
neatly with the idea of the empirical descrip-
tion of history (Historie). Traces of this Wolf-
fian distinction are found in Kant’s logic and
metaphysics, even in the critical period; that is,
after he broke with Wolffian philosophy both
in terms of methodology and substance.
Shpet’s emphasis on Kant’s articles of the
1780s, and his refusal to invoke Kantian trea-
tises on ethics in order to explain problems —
though Shpet more than once mentions the
closeness in time between “An Idea for a Uni-
versal History from a Cosmopolitan Perspec-
tive” (1784) and Groundwork of the Metaphysics
of Morals (1785) (see ibid., pp. 304, 312) — re-
sulted in a puzzle for the Russian philosopher:
“[...] why indeed ‘civil society” and “unity of
peoples” should be seen as the supreme and
ultimate end not only of history, but also of
nature? Is it true that the whole value of reli-
gion, science, art, and literature, etc. should
be just a means of attaining ‘legal” or politi-
cal ends? What a pathetic and trivial meaning
has Kant ascribed to the historical and world
order!” (Shpet, 2014, p. 315). Kant may well
be reproached for overrating and even, in a
way, sacralizing law; but exaggeration of cer-
tain Kantian theses set forth in articles from
the critical period prevents Shpet from seeing
Kant’s main motive, which has nothing to do
with legal or political goals. This Kantian mo-
tive would have dispelled Shpet’s puzzlement.
The Groundwork of the Metaphysics of Morals and
the Natural Right Course Lecture Notes by Fey-
erabend show convincingly that Kant speaks
about the special position of man in terms
of his will, which is neither absolutely kind,
nor absolutely evil. This is what distinguish-
es man both from God and from animals. As
a result of this special position, human beings
must order, and submit to their own laws,
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CTBa, JINTEPATyPHI U IIP. — JOJDKHBI OBITH TOIIBKO
CPencTBOM ISl IOCTVDKEHMS! KaKMX-TO “Iopvan-
veckmX” IV HOMUTUYecKmxX 1ertert? Kakor sxait-
KUV 1 HUYTOXHBIVI CMBICTT OTKpbUT KaHT B micTO-
puudeckoM 1 MuposoM mnopsjkel» (Imet, 2014,
c. 315). KaHTa BIIOJIHE MOXXHO yIIpeKaTb B IIPeBO3-
HeceHUM ¥ Jake HeKOell CaKpaIn3aluu IIpasa,
OTHAKO IIpeyBeJIueHe OTHAeSIbHBIX KaHTOBCKMX
TEe3VICOB, WM3JIOKEHHBIX B CTaThsIX KPUTHUUECKOTO
nepuora, He 11o3BojigeT IlleTy yBuIeTs IJlaBHBIN
KaHTOBCKMI MOTMB, KOTOPBIVI HUKAaK He CBSA3aH C
IOPVIIVYECKUMI VIV TIOJIUTUYECKUMMU  IIeJISIMMU.
DTOT KaHTOBCKMII MOTMB BIIOJIHE ITPOSICHSIET He-
noymenve Ileta. «OcHoBoMONMOXeHVIE K MeTadpu-
3VIKe HpaBOB» VI eIlle He M3BeCTHBIE B TOIbI XIM3HN
ITrreta kaHTOBCKMe JieKuun «EcTecTBeHHOe ITpa-
Bo (Mertepaben» yOenmTeIbHO ITOKAa3bIBAIOT, UTO
KanT BeieT peub 00 0cOOOM MeCTOIOIIOKEHU Ue-
JIOBEKA C ero He abCOJTIOTHO J00povt, HO 11 He abco-
JIFOTHO 3JIOVI BOJIeVL. DTO OT/INYaeT YyeJloBeKa KaK OT
bora, Tak 1 oT XMBOTHBIX. CJIeZICTBMIEM 3TOTO OCO-
Ooro IosIoKeHVIs YeioBeKa SIBJISIeTCS 11715 Hero He-
00XOIVIMOCTB YIIOPSIZIOYNTD U ITOCTaBUTH IO/, CBOV
coOcTBeHHBbIe 3aKOHBI CBOIO CBOOOLY, UHCIMpPYMeH-
1M0M 4ero B OTHOIIIEHV BHEIITHel CBOOO/IBI 1 BbI-
crynaet npaso (cm.: Conosbes, 2005, c. 137—-138). 11
B 3TOM CMBIC/Ie pasinune Mexay Kanrom u Iep-
7ilepoM, IIPOBO3ITIACUBIINM: «[ YMAHHOCHIL — Ueab
ye06eueckoil npupoosl, U paou ee 00CMUXeHUs npe-
0as Boe cyovby uesoBeuecmba 6 pyxu camux aw0oei»
(Tepmep, 1977, c. 428), majieko He TaK BeJIVKO, KaK
3TO MOXKeT II0Ka3aThCs Ha TIePBBIVI B3IJISA/,
Haxownerr, nBe ocobernocTn mosiemuiky llme-
Ta ¢ KaHTOM 110 moBOIly McTOpMM OOpalliaroT Ha
ce0s1 BHMMaHMe VIMEHHO CerojHs. Bo-IepBeIX,
[IIrieT coBepIIIeHHO CIIpaBeJIVBO ITOKa3asl JIBYC-
MBICJIEHHOCTb ¥ IIPOTMBOPEUYMBOCTD (€C/IN yUU-
ThIBaTh Ty Xe «KpUTMUKy 4YMCTOro pasyma») KaH-
TOBCKOTO TIOHATMS allpVOPHON HUTW B VICTOPUN
C TOYKM 3peHMs TPaHCIIeHIEeHTaIbHOTO V/IeasIn3-
Ma. IIpaBma, Bce pabotsl KaHTa KpuTiideckoro Ire-
pvoma paccmarpmsaroTcs Illerom ckopee B Ka-
JeCcTBe HEKOeVI eOVHOV HeM3MeHIeMOVI KapTUHBIL,
UTO HECKOJIBKO CTPaHHO ISl IIPOV3BEIEeHIS O Me-
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their freedom, the external part of which law
is an instrument (cf. Solovyov, 2005, pp. 137-
138). In this sense, the difference between Kant
and Herder, who declared: “Humanity is the
end of human nature, and with this end God
put the fate of mankind in their own hands”
(Herder, 2024, p. 425), is not as great as it may
seem at first glance.

Finally, two features of Shpet’s polemics
with Kant have particular relevance today.
First, Shpet quite rightly points out the ambi-
guity and contradictions (think of the Critique
of Pure Reason, for example) in the Kantian con-
ception of an a priori thread of history from the
standpoint of transcendental idealism. True,
Shpet sees all of Kant’s works of the critical
period rather as a single unchanging picture,
somewhat strangely for a work about method-
ology and the content of the historical science.
Even in the 1780s, Kant’s thought was mov-
ing from the first edition of the Critique of Pure
Reason to Prolegomena, and then to the second
edition of the Critique. In 1787, he dropped a
good many of the assertions made in 1781 and
1783. Likewise, he adjusted some of his theses
from the 1784 article on enlightenment in the
later treatises (Critique of Judgment and Anthro-
pology from a Pragmatic Point of View). In all the
major ethical tracts of the critical period, Kant
changed his formulation of the categorical im-
perative and, indeed, the classification of im-
peratives. But after 1784 Kant never revisited
the key arguments from the Idea.” Absolutiza-
tion of this particular work of Kant’s for the
purposes of a reconstruction of his ideas about
history may seriously distort the dynamics of
Kant’s views.

Kant himself was, to some extent, aware of
the problematic character of the a priori thread:

7 Although in Kant’s later works, one can find some
elaboration of his ideas about antagonism or the
development of human predispositions.



TOHOJIOTM U1 COfepPXKaHUM VMCTOPUYEeCKON HayKI.
Haxxe B 1780-x rt. MpIc/ib KaHTa Haxomyiack B TIO-
CTOSIHHOM JBVDKEHMM OT IepBoro manaHms «Kpu-
TUKMV 9VCTOro pasyMa» K «[IposleromeHam. . .», a 3a-
TeM 1 KO BTOpoMy M3gaHmo «KpuTukm 4mcToro
pasyMa». OT HeMaJI0ro 4mciia CBOMX YTBepXKAeHW
1781 n 1783 rr. Kant B 1787 r. oTKa3asics. PaBHbIM
00pa3oM OH CKOPPeKTUPOBaJl U Psifl CBOVIX Te3VCOB
U3 CTaThy O IIpocBelieHMN 1784 1. B HO3IHMIX Tpak-
TaTax («Kpurnka criocobHOCTM CyKaeHms» 1 «AH-
TPOIIOJIOT S C IIPArMaTUYeCcKOVl TOUKV 3PEeHVIsD).
Bo Bcex KpyIIHBIX 3THYeCcKIX TpaKTaTaxX KpUTuJe-
ckoro nepuora KanT rsmeHs1 ceon popMyipos-
KV KaTeropmdyecKoro MmIlepaTiBa, PaBHO KakK U
camy KilaccudmKaumio nMieparnsos. Ho x xitro-
4YeBBIM paccykaeHusM n3 «Vmen...» 00 ncropun
B y3KOM cMbIciie csioBa Kant nocie 1784 r. mpak-
Trdecky Oosiee He obOparrasics®. AGcorroTM3ays
VIMEHHO 3Ton1 paboTsl KaHTa 11715 peKOHCTPYKIMM
ero IIpefCTaB/IeHNiI 00 MCTOpUM MOXeT CylIle-
CTBEHHO VCKakaThb JVMHaMWYHbIe B3IIAabl KanTa.

[TpobrremMaTYHOCTD alIPMOPHOV HUTU B VICTO-
pUM B oIpeesleHHON Mepe OCO3HaBaJl U caM
Kanrt: (I IpaBna, nbITaThCst HAMCATb UCHIOPUIO, VIC-
XOIIs M3 VIZIEVI O TOM, KaK JIOJDKEH CIIOKUTBCS XOI
Berler;, ecyii Obl OH OCYIIECTBIISUICS COOOpPa3sHO
oIpesieJIeHHBIM PasyMHBIM 1IeJIsIM, ITpeJicTaBIIs-
€TCsl CTPAaHHBIM ¥, TI0 BUIVIMOCTY, HeJIeIIbIM Ha-
MepeHMeM; C TaKVM 3aMBbICJIOM MOXeT II0JTyUUThb-
csl, KaKeTcs, TOIBKO poman» (AA 08, S. 29; Kawr,
2024, c. 44—45). Tem He MeHee B 3TOM DoJlee yeM
cTpaHHOM TIoHSTMM KaHTa cKpbIBasicsi OOJIBIION
BHYTpPeHHWVI IOTeHIIMasl, CJIOBHO VJUIIOCTPUPY-
IOIIINVI TereJIeBCKIie PasMBIIIUIEHNS O TUIOHOTBOP-
HOCTV ITPOTMBOpeuns, KOTOPbIVI 3aTeM — B pas-
HBIX HallpaBJIeHVIX He COBCEM B KaHTOBCKOM, HO
¥ He MOJIHOCTBIO B HEKAaHTOBCKOM CMBICJIe — IIO-
CJle IpoeKTa «KPUTUKM VCTOPUUYECKOro pasyMar
Buuterenibma [IystbTes B TOV WIIV MHOV Mepe ObIT
pean3oBaH B paboTtax Murtesist Dyko, B KauecTse
VICTOPVUYeCKOro aIllpyopy MCTOJIKOBABIIIETO BbIAB-

8 Xors B Oostee mo3mHVIX TTpom3BeeHMax KaHTa 11 MOXHO
HaWTU OIpeJieJleHHOe pa3BUTHe KaHTOBCKMX Wieyut o0
aHTaroHM3Me VIV O Pa3BUTUN YeI0BeYECKIX 3aJaTKOB.
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“It is indeed an odd and seemingly inconsist-
ent approach to want to narrate a history ac-
cording to an idea of how the course of the
world would have to progress if it is to be ade-
quate to certain rational aims; it may seem that
such a project could yield only a novel” (laG,
AA 08, p. 29; Kant, 2006, pp. 14-15). Neverthe-
less, this more than “odd” notion had great
potential, foreshadowing Hegel’s thought on
the fruitfulness of contradiction which was
subsequently, in various directions — not
quite in the Kantian way but not fully in the
non-Kantian way either — realized to various
degrees in Wilhelm Dilthey’s project of a “cri-
tique of historical reason” by Michel Foucault
(1994, pp. XXII-XXIV; 1972, p. 127), who inter-
preted as historical a priori the epistemes he
had revealed; or that of Kurt Hubner (1985,
pp. 255-256; 2002, pp. 85-87, 269-270) who
isolated a group of principles of historically
changeable a priori propositions underpinning
science and justified by the historical back-
ground. Hubner subsequently extended these
historically changeable a priori propositions to
myth. Having noted all this, it would probably
be too much to expect a talented translator of
Hegel to have divined such an historical po-
tential back in 1916.

Secondly, Shpet was one of the first in Rus-
sia to pay attention to the Kant—Herder con-
troversy about history, which is of course
to his credit. Moreover, he insightfully not-
ed as one of the key points of divergence be-
tween Herder and Kant their attitude towards
the question of mankind (Shpet, 2014, p. 326).
Shpet looks at the problem from many differ-
ent sides, including from the point of view of
the bearers of “humanity” in history. But al-
though Shpet directs the question to Kant,
“how should one understand ‘mankind’?”
(ibid., p. 313), he overlooks one circumstance.
Whatever flaws in content or methodology one
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JseMble M ammcTeMbl (cM.: Pyko, 1994, c. 34—-35;
1996, c. 128), i Kypra XioOHepa, BBIIeIVBIIIETO
IPYIIly YCTaHOBJIEHWUV MCTOPUYECKN W3MeHYM-
BBIX AlIPVIOPHBIX ITOJIOKEHWVI, JIEKAIIVIX B OCHO-
BaHMM HayKM ¥ HaxOHAIIVIX CBOe OIlpaBIaHle B
VICTOpUYecKoM (pOHe, a 3aTeM paclpoCTpaHMBIIIe-
r'O 3TV UCTOPUYECK! M3MeHYVBbIe allpHOpHbIe I10-
JioxeHVs v Ha Mud (cM.: XroOHep, 1994, c. 78, 215;
1996, c. 235). ITpaBma, camo 3T0 OXmaaHMe OT Ojle-
cTdIero nepeponuvka leresisi, uToObl OH yXe B
1916 r. yragas mogoOHBIN ITOTEHITMAJI VCTOpIYe-
CKOTO aIIpropW sIBJIgeTcsl, BEPOsITHO, BCe JKe YeM-
TO Upe3MepPHBIM.

Bo-Broperx, IlIleT Kak MMHMMYM OIVIH U3 IIep-
BbIX B Poccunt obparwics k criopy Kanra u I'epre-
pa o0 ncTtopum, M B 3TOM COCTOUT €ro HeCOMHEH-
Hasl 3acilyra. bojlee TOro, OoH IIPOHMIIATEIIBHO
3aMeTWJI, YTO K KJIFOUeBBIM TOUKaM VX pacxoxie-
HIS IIPUHAAJIeXUT «oTHOIIeHMe Tepnepa 1 Kan-
Ta K Bompocy o “uesiopedectse”...» (Llmet, 2014,
c. 326). Oty npobremy Illmner paccmaTpuBaer ¢ ca-
MBIX Pa3HBIX CTOPOH, B TOM YVCJIe U C TOUYKU 3pe-
HMs HOCUTeJIeVl «JejloBeuecTBa» B vcrtopun. Ho
xots ImeT nipsamMo popMysmpyeT B OTHOIIEHUN
KanTa Bompoc, «kak IIOHMMAaTh “desioBedecTBO” ?»
(Tam xe, c. 313), omHO dakTMUeCcKOe 0OCTOSTE b-
CTBO OCTaJIOCh 3a IIpefieslamMyu ero BHMMaHms. Ka-
K1ie OBbI cofiepKaTeTbHbIe VIV MeTOIOJIOrTUecKyie
V3bsHBI HY1 OOHApY KMBaJICh B Ho3mmu [eprepa,
OHa — B OCOOEHHOCTM [IJI BpeMeHV HeMeIIKOrO
ITpocsermieHnst — BO MHOTOM ObIJTa VICKJTIOUVITETb-
HOVI, 100 ITpeorIorIeBasia eBPOIIOIIEHTPVI3M U BBICO-
KOMepHOe ITpeHeOpekeHe B afipec He3ara HOoeB-
poIeVicKiX HapomoB U KyJIsTyp. I'eprnep Bkirrodaer
B CBO€ pacCMOTpeHMe VCTOPMUYeCKOro IIpoliecca
IIpaKTUYecKy Bce Hapompl 1 pervoHsl: 31o n Ku-
tani, u VIapgocran, n Eruner, 1 Mexpaypeune, u
Adpuxka, 1 Esporia, nouepkmBasi IIpy 3TOM:

...CUACThe IIOCEINIIO UesIOBeKa 31eCh VIJIVI TaM W
CITOCOOHOCTM UeJIoBeKa, Mepy M XapakTep pazio-
CTeVI ero U Ievasier OIpefevIo B 3aBVICVIMOCT
OT CTpaHBbl, BpeMeHW, OPTaHNYeCKOTO CTPOeHNs,
00CTOSAITeITbCTB, B KOTOPBIX OH X1BeT. TpebosaTs,
9TOOBI IS CBOEr0 CYacTbsl oOwMTaTesv Bcex va-

72

may find in Herder’s position, it was in many
ways exceptional for its time, especially in the
German Enlightenment, because it overcame
Euro-centrism and arrogance with regard to
non-West European peoples and cultures.
Herder includes in his account of the historical
process practically all the world’s peoples and
regions: China, Hindustan, Egypt, Mesopota-
mia, Africa, and Europe. He writes:

[...] Fortune (Gluck) [...] has placed him in
this locality or that one, and has determined
the capacity of his enjoyment, the kind
and measure of his gladness and sorrows,
according to the country, time, organization,
and circumstances in which he lives. It would
be mad pride to presume that, in order to
live happily, the inhabitants of the rest of
the world must be Europeans: for would we
ourselves have become what we are if we had
lived outside Europe? He who put us here, and
others there, gave them an equal right to the
enjoyment of earthly life (Herder, 2024, p. 219).

Moreover, in Russia, this feature of
Herder’s philosophy of history was deeply ap-
preciated and he had the sympathy of sever-
al generations of Russians on account of his
positive and hopeful attitude to the Slavs (cf.
Drews, 1990).

Although in Kant’s articles on history®
‘mankind” refers above all to the genus, as
Shpet rightly notes, the question — especial-
ly against the background of Herder — of who
Kant included in the genus that acts in history
suggests itself. In some of his important ethical

8The concept of Menschheit turns out to be polysemantic
with Kant, such that it is not always possible to convey
it in Russian translation. In addition to the collective
concept of “people” and ‘the human race’, which it means
in history articles, the same word is used to denote
‘humanity” — although in the latter case Kant sometimes
uses other words, for example Menschlichkeit (humanitas)
and Humanitit.



CTeVl cBeTa CTaHOBWINCH eBpoIleriiamMy, — 3TO
HepasyMHas TOP[bIHS, — pa3Be MBI caMy CTaIu
651 mommmMo EBporrer Tem, yem mbI ctam? ToT xe,
KTO ITOCeJIMJT HaC 37eCh, APYTVIX OCeJIVII TaM, U Y
HIX Te e, 4YTO y Hac, IlpaBa HaclaX[IaTbCsd 3eM-
Hoto xm3HbIo (lepmep, 1977, c. 221).

Bbosee Toro, kak pa3s B Poccum XIX B. 3Ta uep-
Ta dprtocodnn cropum lepaepa Obita ¢ Graro-
JIapHOCTBIO OTMeYeHa, 1 3a IO3UTVUBHBIVL, ITOJIHBIV
HaJleXbl B3[JIALL Ha caBgH [epnep ymocromics
CHIMIIATUV HECKOJIBKMX IOKOJIEHWUVI POCCUSIH (CM.
00 sTom: Drews, 1990).

Xots «uesioBeuecTBO» KaHTa B cTaThgX 110 MICTO-
pun’ — 3TO, KaK crpasemBo oTMmedaer lllmer,
IIpeXJie BCero poj, BO3HMKAaeT — OCOOeHHO Ha
done I'epaepa — BoIpoc, KTO MMEeHHO BKJIIOYaJl-
cs1 KanToMm B 3TOT pon, OeVCTBY IO B VICTOPWUAL.
[lo MeHbIIIelT Mepe B psijie BaXKHBIX 3TUUECKMX
TpakTaToB KaHT He OTOXIIeCTBIIsI JIIOAEN 1 pas-
YMHBIX CYIIIECTB, a CUMUTaJI IIePBbIX JIVIIb OIHO
U3 Pa3sHOBUJIHOCTEV BTOPBIX, POPMYJIMPYs Hpu
3TOM MOpaJibHble TpeboBaHMS VIMEHHO IS pas-
yMHBIX cyiecTB. [Io KoHIa cBoent xmsHu KaHT
ObU1 yOeXxieH B CylllecTBOBaHMY 0OMTaeMBbIX Ijla-
HeT rtoMuMo 3emun. Ho Hapsay ¢ sTuM mmpoxkmm
TOJIKOBaHMEM pPa3yMHBIX CYIIeCTB LeJIbIl PpL,
yTBepxxaeHunt KaHTa cBUETe/IbCTBYET B MOJIb3Y
Y3KOT0 TOJIKOBaHM «dejloBedecTBa». Tak, B M31aH-
vomt @. T. Purkowm erie B 1802 1. «Dmsmdeckort reo-
rpadv» Kanrta 6e3 oOuHAKOB yTBepXkaaeTcs: «B
JKapKMx CTpaHax 4eJIoBeK B3pociieeT BO BCeX OT-
HOIIIeHVSIX paHbllle, He IOCTUTraeT, OlHAKO, COBep-
IIIeHCTBa YMepeHHBIX 30H. YesioBeuecTBO B CBOEM
HanOoJIbIIIeM COBEepIIeHCTBe gBJIsieT ceOsi B pace
Oerbix. Yxe xenrole mHAeNIIH (Indianer) mveror
MeHBIIN TajlaHT. Herpel cTosiT HAaMHOrO HIIKe,
a HIDKe BCero CTOUT 4YacThb aMepPMKaHCKMX Hapo-

?Camo moasaTHe «Menschheit» oxasersaercst y Karra mrO-
TO3HAYHBIM, U 9TO JIaJIeKO He BCET/Ia yJaeTcs epernaTh B
pycckoM Tiepesopie. [ToMmMo 3HaueHMs coOmpaTeTbHO-
TO TIOHATHS JIIOfIeV, 9eJI0BeYeCcKoro Pofia, YTO IMeeT Me-
CTO B CTATBSIX I10 ICTOPWVI, 9TO K€ IIOHSTIE UCIIOJIb3YeTCs
v 171 0003HAUEHMST YeJTOBEYHOCTH, XOTS B TIOCIIEITHEM
ciaydyae KaHT mMHOrZa IIpUMEHSIET ¥ MHBbIE IIOHATHS —
«Menschlichkeit (humanitas)» 1 «Humanitét».
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treatises, at least, Kant did not identify ‘peo-
ple’ with ‘“intelligent creatures’, considering
the former to be a species of the latter while
formulating moral principles precisely for in-
telligent creatures. Until his death, Kant was
convinced that there existed inhabited planets
other than the Earth. But along with this broad
interpretation of intelligent creatures, several
of Kant’s assertions betray a narrow interpre-
tation of “mankind”. Thus, Kant’s Physical Ge-
ography, published by Friedrich Theodor Rink
in 1802, reads: “In the torrid zones, humans
mature more quickly in all aspects than in
the temperate zones, but they fail to reach the
same [degree of] perfection. Humanity has its
highest degree of perfection in the white race.
The yellow Indians have a somewhat lesser
talent. The Negroes are much lower, and low-
est of all is part of the American races” (PG,
AA 09, p. 316; Kant, 2012, p. 576).° Regrettably,
Shpet left untouched this aspect of the “histo-
ry of mankind” according to Kant and Herder,
which in our day is the subject of heated dis-
cussions both in global Kant scholarship and
in broader circles outside academia.
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KOIIEPHUKAHCKWV ITEPEBOPOT 2.0:
MEMSACY VS KAHT

A. C. EmeavanoB?

IIpedmemom uccaedoBanus A6a5emcs  CyuyHOCHID
KonepHuxanckoeo nepebopoma, ocyujecmbrennoeo 6 pa-
bome «Ilocae KoHeurocmu» coBpemeHHo20 Ppanyy3cKoeo
¢usocogpa, npedcmabumens: cnekyAamubroeo peaiusma
Kéenmuna Metiacy. OmnpaBHoim nyxxmom cmarnobum-
cs Kkaaccudeckoe onpedesenue KONEPHUKAHCKO20 mnepe-
Bopoma, Oannoe V. Kanmom 6o 6mopom npeduciobuu
Kk «Kpumuxe uucmoeo pasyma», u ¢ 3mum onpeoeseHu-
em 3amem conocmabBasemcsa «Hobas» uHmepnpemayus,
npeosoxennas ppanyysckum  guaocogpom. CoenracHo
Meiisacy, Kaum u nocaedyroujan gpusocogpckas mpaou-
yua (Heoxawmuancmbo u peHomeHo102us) npebpamno
ucmoaxobasu 0eicmBumessHyo posb KONepHUKAHCKO20
omxpeimus 6 noboebponetickoi nayke XVI—XVII 66. u
npeBpamuiy 006eKMubHbLI MUp 6 KOppesam CO3HAHUA.
Abmop Hacmosweeo uccaedobanus nodbepeaem Kpu-
MUYecKkoMy aHAAU3Y makyio oueHxy ¢pusocogpuu Kan-
ma. IIpedcmabaen cpabrumenvhviil anaius 08yx mouex
spenus — Kawma u Metisicy — Ha cyuyHOCb KONnepHU-
KaHckoeo nobopoma, 8 umoee NOKA3AHA 02PAHUUEHHOCHTD
nocaeonens 6 cpabuenuu c nepboi. ABmop npuxooum x
MBLCAU, YO KPUMUKA KAHMOBCKO20 CO0epKAHUS KO-
nepHUKancKo20 nepebopoma, npednpunsamasn Meusacy, a
matkoke onpedeseniie eeo KAk «NmoAeMeusMa» He mMoabko
He onpaboanto, Ho u 60 mMHoeux acnexmax Bcmynaem 6
noamoe npomubopeuue c 0eicmbBumesbHbIM Co0epKaAHU-
em HoBoeBponetickoi Hayku. C onopoi Ha «Kpumuky
41CIT020 PasyMa» paccmampubaiomcs 0cHoBHbvle nocmy-
AL AHMUKOPPEAAYUOHUCTICKOT npoepammst Meiiscy,
6 uacmuocmu npobiemamuveckutl xapakmep Ouaxpo-
HUYeCKUX CYsk0eHUll, a maikoke OeyeHmpayus u O0ecyoo-
exmubayus Mmoiuilenus. B 3axatouenue ommeuaemcs,
umo, xoms npoekm Meiisicy 8 psade momermo8 nobmo-
pAem katoueBbie UHMEHYUU NOCIICIPYKMYPAAUIMA, CAM
1o cebe npusvib cnekyaamubroi guiocopuu «Haza0 K
Omy u doxpumuueckoir memagpusuxe» sabasemcs 6 He-
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COPERNICAN TURN 2.0:
MEILLASSOUX VERSUS KANT

A.S. Emelyanov'

This article examines the essence of the Copernican
turn accomplished by the modern French philosopher
Quentin Meillassoux, a representative of speculative
realism, in his work After Finitude. I use as a start-
ing point the classical definition of the Copernican turn
given by Kant in the second introduction to the Cri-
tique of Pure Reason. I then compare this definition
with the “new” interpretation offered by the French
philosopher. According to Meillassoux, Kant and the
following  philosophical tradition (Neo-Kantianism
and phenomenology) misinterpreted the true role of
the Copernican discovery in the new European science
in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and turned
the objective world into a correlate of consciousness. I
subject this assessment of Kant’s philosophy to criti-
cal analysis. I compare two points of view — that of
Kant and of Meillassoux — on the essence of the Co-
pernican turn and demonstrate the limited character of
the latter in comparison with the former. I come to the
conclusion that Meillassoux’s critique of the substance
of the Copernican turn, as well as his labelling of it as
“Ptolemaism” is not only unjustified, but is in many
ways in stark contradiction with the real content of the
new European science. Proceeding from the Critique
of Pure Reason I examine the main postulates of Meil-
lassoux’s anti-correlationist programme, in particular,
the problematic character of diachronic judgments as
well as decentring and desubjectivation of thinking.
In conclusion I note that although Meillassoux’s pro-
ject in a number of ways repeats the main intentions
of post-structuralism, the call of the speculative philos-
ophy “back to Hume and pre-critical metaphysics” is

! Kursk State University.

33 Radishcheva st., Kursk, 305000, Russia.
Received: 08.10.2023.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2025-2-4

KanmoBexuii cooprux. 2025. T. 44, Ne 2. C. 76 — 100.

Kantian Journal, 2025, vol. 44, no. 2, pp. 76-100.



KOMopom cmbicae ombemom Ha mom kpusuc, 6 komopom
0KA3A1aC COBpeMeHHAS, NOCMKPUMUHEeCKas (huiocous.

KatoueBoie cro6a: Kanm, Metiscy, konepruxkanckuil
nepefopom, mpancyeHOeHMalbHas pui0copus, Koppes-
YUOHU3M, OUAXPOHUUECKUE CYMOeHUA, KOHIMUHEHITHOCTb

1. BBemenmue

Konepumkancknit nepesopor KaHra cunraet-
s cBOeoOpa3HOV BU3UTHOV KapTOUKOV HOBOEBPO-
nievickont prstocodpvmt Bropon rrostoprHe! X VIII B.
Eme B mponuioM Beke cOBeTCKUM duiocod
K. H. JIroOyTnH oTMedas], YTO KOIlepHMKaHCKas
peBoons B prytocopmm pagnKaaIbHO IIepecMo-
TpeJjla CyIIeCTBOBaBIIMII Ha TOT MOMEHT B3IJIA[,
Ha FHOCeOJIOTMYeCcKyIo Iapy «CyObeKT — OOBeKT»
U TlepeBepHYyIIla «npeduiecmbyioujee ux 3HaueHue c
2010661 Ha Hoeu» (JIroOyTuH, 1980, c. 5). «PeBortio-
11V B TIO3HaHWM» 110 IIpaBy CTaJla OIHUM U3 IIep-
BBIX IIIarOB Ha ITyTVM BO3BBIIIEHNS IIO3HAOIIErO
cyOBbeKTa OT CBOero reTepOHOMHOI'O COCTOSIHVS B
IOKPUTWYECKOV TPanuIlNM K aBTOHOMHOMY, 00-
JajalrolieMy HOAJIMHHON cBobomon. Peportrony-
OHHOe 3HaueHMe KOIepHMKAHCKOIO IlepeBOpoTa,
CTaBIIIETO JIOTMYECKVM ITPOHODKeHVIEM OHOW-
MEHHOTO IIepeBOpOTa B €CTeCTBO3HAHMV, HMUKOITIa
He CTaBWIOCh II0J, COMHEHVe He TOJIBKO I10CIIefo-
BaressiMu KanTa, Ho u ero xputukamu (cm.: 11o-
rieHraysp, 1999; I'ycceprs, 2010; Marmvos, 2017).

Onnako B Hauasie XXI B, M HoXairymw, BHep-
Bble 3a JI0JIrOe BpeMsl COBpPeMeHHBIN paHIlys3-
ckumt dpwmtocod KeentnH Merisicy Ha cTpaHuUIiax
coero acce «[lociie KOHEYHOCTM» TIOHBEPr pasiu-
KaJIbHOVI KPWUTUKe Psifl KIIIOYeBBbIX IIOJIOKeHWUN
TpaHcIeHaeHTaIbHOM (pvtocodmm Kanrta, 1 B
YacTHOCTM coflepKaHVe ero KOIlepHUKaHCKON pe-
sosiroumn. B Buny aBTopy «KpuTnkm ancroro pas-
yMa» BMEHseTCsl KOPPeJISLVIOHU3M, TO ecTh pu-
jocodpckasl Tpaauiys, MHOOYMHSIONIAs OOBeKT
HO3HaHM CyOBEKTY, a TaKXXe IIpeBpallleHue TpaH-
CIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOVI MeTapU3UKM B «IITOJIEMEV3M».
HecmoTpst Ha TO 4TO OCHOBHas KpuTHKa Merisicy
oOparrieHa He CTOJIBKO Ha COTlep’KaHVe TpaHCIeH-

A. S. Emelyanov

in a way an answer to the crisis in which post-critical
philosophy finds itself today.

Keywords: Kant, Meillassoux, Copernican turn,
transcendental philosophy, correlationism, diachronic
judgments, contingency

1. Introduction

Kant’s Copernican turn is considered to
be a calling card of the new European phi-
losophy of the second half of the eighteenth
century. In the last century the Soviet phi-
losopher Konstantin N. Lyubutin (1980,
p- 5) noted that the Copernican revolution
in philosophy had radically revised the then
prevalent view of the “subject-object” epis-
temological pair and turned “their previous
meaning upside down”. “The revolution in cog-
nition” really became one of the first steps on
the path of elevating the cognising subject
from its heteronomic status in the pre-criti-
cal tradition to a genuinely free autonomous
status. The revolutionary significance of the
Copernican turn, which was a logical con-
tinuation of the coterminous turn in science
was never called in question by either the fol-
lowers or critics of Kant (cf. Maimon, 2010;
Schopenhauer, 2010; Husserl, 2006).

But in the early twenty-first century, and
perhaps for the first time over a long period,
the modern French philosopher Quentin Meil-
lassoux in his essay After Finitude challenged
several key propositions of Kant’s transcen-
dental philosophy, notably the content of his
Copernican revolution. He accused the author
of the Critique of Pure Reason of correlation-
ism, i.e. the philosophical tradition which sub-
jugates the object of cognition to the subject,
and of turning transcendental metaphysics into
“Ptolemaism”. Although Meillassoux inveighs
not so much against the content of transcenden-
tal philosophy as against its interpretation by
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JeHTaJIbHOV pryiocoduy, CKOJIIBKO Ha Ty MHTep-
IpeTaliio, KOTOPYIO OHa Iojlyuinsia y heHOMeHO-
JIOTOB ¥ HeOKaHTMaHIIEB, B paMKaX HaCTOSIIEro
VICCIIeIOBaHMs MBI CKOHIIEHTPUpPYeMCs VIMEeHHO
Ha TOVI YacT¥ ero paboTHl, UTO KacaeTcs HeIloCperl-
CTBEHHO COfIepKaHMsI KAaHTOBCKOM prytocomm.

Crout oTMeTUTh, UTO mosBiIeHVEe «Ilocite Ko-
HEYHOCT» BBI3BAJIO MHOXKECTBO VICKycCUT B pu-
710c0pCKOM COOOITIeCTBe, YCIIOBHO paszielInB ero Ha
IBa IIPpOTMBOOOPCTBYIOMIMX Jlareps. YacTe duio-
codoB BCTpeTUIIV ITPOEKT Meriscy (V1 CLIeKYIISTIB-
HBIVI peayiii3M BOOOIIe) KPUTIIECKY, II00YEePETHO
0oOBMHMB ero To B KapTesnaHcTBe (Bruno, 2017),
TO B HeyJIaYHOV TIOIBITKE «BOCKPECUTb» OHTOJIO-
TMYeCKUIl apryMeHT [OKPUTUYECKO uIoco-
v (Wiltsche, 2017), ckenrrmmysm FOma (Toscano,
2010; Xamric, 2013) vayv 117 UITMHTOBCKMT AGCOITIOT
(Zahavi, 2016). [1. 'orramOnist ykasait Ha TO, 9TO BO-
HpeKn yTBepXXaeHnio Merscy Tak Ha3bIBaeMBbIV
«Koppenanmonmn3mM» KanTa m ero mociemosare-
JIert — BCero JIMIIIb «0rMa, KOTOpOV HUKOIZa He
cytectBoBasio» (Golumbia, 2016, p. 1), a cama mipo-
OremMa KoppesIsiiuM — WCKYyCCTBEHHO CO3[IaHHas
npobiema. Iloxastyir, HanOoslee TPOMKMM OTBe-
TOM Ha BBIXO[, «[Tocjie KOHeUHOCTV» CTajla CTaThs
K. Mana0y, yuenunl XK. eppria, mojoXmBIIas
Ha4yaJlo MHOTOJIeTHeVl IIoJleMMKe MeXy CIeKy-
JIATVIBHBIM peasIi3MOM Y IOCTCTPYKTY PaII3MOM.
Dcce Mersicy Mastaly paclieHnBaeT He MHaude Kak
«aTaKy Ha... HepyIIuMMble CTPYKTYpPbl 3HaHVIS»,
IJIaBHBIMM 73 KOTOPBIX SIBJISIFOTCS «KOHEYHOCTH
cyOBeKTa, dpeHOMeHasIbHas JaHHOCTb W arlpuop-
HBIV cuHTe3» (Mataby, 2018, c. 99). Ilo ee mHeHMIO,
9Ta aTaka CTABUT ITO, COMHEHVe He TOJIbKO Hacjie-
Iivie BCeVl IIOCTKPUTIYeCKOV PrytocodpCKom Tpam-
LIVIVI, HO VI PSif, TIOJIOXKEHVIVI COBPEMEHHOVI Hay YHO
KapTMHBI MIpa, KOTOpble MeTOHIOJIOTMYecKy Ha
Hee OIVIPaJIVCh.

Hpyras ygacte dpwmiocodoB, XOTs M YCOMHUB-
LIVCh B HEKOTOPBIX Te3mcax Meriscy, mpu3HaIu
00OCHOBAaHHOCTH psifla €ro IIPeTeH3UII K COBpe-
MeHHOW TTocTKpuTmdeckor Meicau (Dalton, 2016;
Cohen, 2017). ITpruem oTHeIbHbIE MCCIIEIOBATEIIN
Iake yKasaJjivi Ha HEKOTOPYIO CXOXKeCTh MIen Merz-

phenomenologists and Neo-Kantians, this arti-
cle concentrates on that part of his work which
deals directly with the content of the Kantian
philosophy.

It has to be noted that the publication of
After Finitude occasioned heated debates in
the philosophical community, dividing it
into two opposing camps. Some philosophers
were critical of Meillassoux (and of specula-
tive realism in general) alternately charging
him with Cartesianism (Bruno, 2017), a failed
attempt to “revive” the ontological argument
of pre-critical philosophy (Wiltsche, 2017),
Hume’s scepticism (Toscano, 2010; Khamis,
2013) with Schelling’s Absolute (Zahavi, 2016).
David Golumbia (2016, p. 1) remarked that
contrary to Meillassoux, the so-called “corre-
lationism” of Kant and his followers was “the
dogma that never was”, and that the prob-
lem of correlation had been invented. Perhaps
the most resonant response to the publication
of After Finitude was an article by Catherine
Malabou, a pupil of Jacques Derrida, which
precipitated a polemic between speculative re-
alism and post-structuralism that lasted many
years. Malabou (2014, p. 242) sees the essay
] inde-

structible structures of knowledge”, chief of

of Meillassoux as “an attack upon [...

which are “finitude of the subject, phenome-
nally given a priori synthesis”. In her opinion,
this attack calls in question not only the legacy
of the whole post-critical philosophical tradi-
tion, but also several provisions of the mod-
ern scientific picture of the world, based on its
methodology.

Other philosophers, although dubious
about some of Meillassoux’s theses, agreed
with some of his criticism of contemporary
post-critical thought (Dalton, 2016; Cohen,
2017). Indeed, some of them even pointed out
similarities between the ideas of Meillassoux,
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scy, Kanra (O’Shea, 2017; Robin, 2021; Schéferling,
2022) n Mewmura (Tritten, 2016), moguepkHyB
TeM caMbIM, UTO IIOTeHIIajl KpUTHUYecKon dpuio-
codorm BO MHOIOM ellle He pacKphIT.

ITpr3HaBasi HO3UTHUBHOE 3HaYeHMe KaK KpUTH-
YeCKOro, TaK M HeKPUTUYECKOIo IpOoYTeHMs pa-
60TBI Mertsicy, oTMeTHM, oHaKo, uTo caMm KaHT 1
collepkaHle ero KOIIepHMKAHCKOro IlepeBOpoTa
KaK M3MeHeHHOro Merosia MbinuieHus (Karpeuko,
2022) okaszaImch B OOJIBIIVHCTBE BbIIIIEYIIOMSIHY-
TBIX PaOOT 3aCJIOHEHBI ITpOodIIeMaMy1, KOTOpble HO-
CSIT BTOPOCTeIleHHbIV XapakTep. Bo MHOroM nmen-
HO II0 3TOV HIpWYMHE IIpe[CTaB/IeHHBI B HMX
aHa/IM3 IIpoekTa Mersicy oOKa3bIBaeTcsl, BO-TIep-
BBIX, OFpaHWYeHHBIM, a BO-BTOPbIX, MHAMPDe-
PEHTHBIM II0 OTHOIIEHMIO K COOCTBEHHOMY CO-
Jlep’kaHMIO KaHTOBCKOM dustocodpmm. [lanHoe
Uccrle[IoBaHMe CTaBUT Ileper coOom IieJlb yCTpa-
HUTB 3TOT HestocTaToK. C 3TOV 11eJIbI0 CHavasla Mbl
paccMOTPUM [iBa IMiaMeTpaIbHO IIPOTMBOIIOIOX-
HBIX B3IVIsiJa Ha CYIITHOCTH KOIIEPHMKAHCKOrO TIe-
peBopoTa (KJ1accudeckui, mpefcTasieHHbI Kan-
TOM Ha cTpaHmIlax «KpuUTHKI YMCTOrO pasyma»,
VI CHeKYJIATUBHBIVI, IIpelcTaBjieHHbIn Meviscy B
«[Tocsie KOHeUHOCTM»), a 3aTeM OOpaTMMCsI Hello-
CPeICTBEHHO K KPUTUYECKOMY aHaJIM3y copeprKa-
HVsI KOIIePHMKAHCKOrO TIepeBOpOTa IOCIIeTHeTO.

2. Konnepankauckun nepesopot Kanra

Vero o HeoOXOIMMOCTM COTJIacOBaHMs VcCile-
ITyeMOro IpeMeTa C HalllvIM MBIITUIEHVIEM (TO eCTh
TO, 4TO B MicTOpuM Prstocodpmm 1o TpagmIIy Ha-
3bIBAIOT «KOIEPHMKAHCKOM peBoIorueir») Kant
BIIepBble BbICKa3aJl OTHIOIb He BO BTOPOM ITpeiy-
crtoBum K «Kputuke umcroro pasyma» (1787), a ro-
pasfmo paHbllle — ellle B JOKPUTWYECKUT IIePU-
of1, B paboTe «BceolI11ast ecrecTBeHHas CTOPWS 1
Teopusi Heba» (1755). B TpeTwent (rociienHerr) ya-
CTM 3TOrO TpaKTaTa, ITOCBSIIEHHOV CpaBHEHWIO
ITO3HaBaTEJIBHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN oOMTaTeseln pas-
JIMYHBIX IJTaHeT, KaHT mbITaeTcsd ¢ mosummm co-
BPEMEHHOIO €My eCTeCTBO3HAaHWMs OTBETUTH Ha
BOIIPOC O BO3MOXKHOM CyIIIeCTBOBaHUM B3alIMOC-
BSI3U MeXIy IoJiokeHMeM IulaHeT B CoslHe9HOM
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Kant (O’Shea, 2017; Robin, 2021; Schéferling,
2022) and Schelling (Tritten, 2016), thus stress-
ing that the potential of the critical philosophy
had not been fully tapped.

While recognising the positive significance
of both the critical and non-critical reading of
Meillassoux I have to note that in most of the
above-mentioned works Kant and the content
of his Copernican turn as a modified method
of thinking (Katrechko, 2022) were obscured
by problems that were of secondar impor-
tance. This is a major reason why their analy-
sis of the Meillassoux project is, first, limited,
and second, indifferent to the content of the
Kantian philosophy. This study purports to fill
that gap. To this end I will first look at two dia-
metrically opposite views on the essence of the
Copernican turn (classical, presented by Kant
in the Critique of Pure Reason, and speculative,
presented by Meillassoux in After Finitude), be-
fore turning to the critical analysis of the con-
tent of the latter’s Copernican turn).

2. Kant’s Copernican Turn

Kant first put forward the idea of correlat-
ing the object of investigation with our thought
(traditionally known in the history of philoso-
phy as “the Copernican revolution”) not in the
second preface to the Critique of Pure Reason
(1787), but much earlier in the pre-critical pe-
riod, in the work Universal Natural History and
Theory of the Heavens (1755). In the third (and
last) part of this treatise devoted to the com-
parison of the cognitive faculties of the inhab-
itants of different planets, Kant, based on the
natural science of his time, tries to answer the
question about the possible existence of a link
between the position of the planets in the solar
system and the cognitive faculties of the crea-
tures which hypothetically could inhabit them.
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cycTeMe V1 TIO3HaBaTeJIbHBIMVI CIIOCOOHOCTSIMY CY-
I1IeCTB, KOTOPBIe TUIIOTETMYECKI MOIJIV ObI X Ha-
cerrsiThb. VI3 comepkaHms pabOThI, KOHEYHO, HEJTb3S
¢ aOCOTIOTHOV JIOCTOBEPHOCTHIO BBIBECTVI ITO3VI-
nmio camoro KaHTa OTHOCHTEIBHO CyIIIeCTBOBa-
HUS XKM3HM (VWUIM CO3HAHMS) 3a IIpefesiamMiu 3eM-
. Hemerikum dpwtocod 3asiBiisieT, 4TO JI0Kas3aTh
VJIVI OIIPOBEPTHYTH 3TO MICXOMS 3 MIMEIOIIVIXCS Y
Hac SMIIVIPUYECKMX JaHHBIX HeBO3MokHO. OnHa-
KO, KaK IIpofosDKaeT Oymymmi aBTop «KpuTmkm
YMCTOrO pasyMa», HEBO3MOXKHOCTH [IOKa3aTelb-
CTBa VWJIVI OIIPOBEP>KEHMSI PeaIbBHOCTY CYIIIeCTBO-
BaHMS XXV3HM 3a IpedeslaMy 3eM/IM He Mellla-
eT HaM IpUOerHyTh K ee TUIIOCTa3pPOBaHMIO, TO
€CTh MOXXHO IIPeICTaBUTh cebe TaKyIo CUTYaLIVIO,
KOI7Ia Ha HEKOTOPBIX ITaHeTax COJTHEYHOV CICTe-
MBI IIPUCYTCTBYIOT CYIIleCTBa, oOyIajaromiye CIIo-
COOHOCTBIO K TIO3HAHAIO.

DTa BooOpakaeMasl CUTYaIVisl CTAHOBUTCS JJ1s
KasnTa cpercTBoM IpoieMOHCTPUPOBATh B3arIMOC-
BSI3b MEXXAY (PU3MUeCKMMU YCIIOBUSIMU CYIIIeCTBO-
BaHVIS XKVBOT'O CYIIIeCTBa M €ro TI03HaBaTe IbHBIMI
criocobHOCcTsiMM. ITo MHeHMIO HeMerkoro wIo-
codpa, «CBOVICTBO OKpY’KaroIlleyl YejloBeKa Marte-
pum, copasMepHoe ¢ paccTosiHeM ee oT ColHIIa,
BJIMsieT Ha CIIOCOOHOCTH Pa3yMHO MBICIIUTB U Ha
dusmueckme IBVDKeHNS YesloBeKa, ITIOBUHYIOIIIVie-
cs1 aToM criocobHOoCTM» (AA 01, S. 355; KanT, 1994a,
c. 245). VIHbIMU cI10BaMM, IIPUCYIAs KaXXIOMY CO-
3HaTeJIbHOMY CYILECTBY «Pa3yMHOCTb» OMHOCU-
meAbHd VI 3aBUCUT OT ero 1os1oxkeH s B CorTHeYHOI
cucreMe. HecMoTpst Ha TO 4TO pas3indie B ITO3Ha-
BaTeJILHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTSIX TIMIIOTETUYECKMX XKU-
BBIX cymlecTB KaHT 371ech omnperesseT eltie cyryoo
MeXaHVCTIYeCKM — KaK yAaJIeHHOCTB OT «IIeHTpa
Muposgaaus» (AA 01, S. 358; Kanr, 19%4a, c. 248),
MBI BIIEpBBI€ (IIyCTh 11 B HESIBHOM BII/I€) BCTpedaeM-
Csl C OOHVIM M3 KJTIOUEBBIX MOTVMBOB BCEVl KAHTOB-
cKovI prstocodpmit — aHTPOHOLIEHTPUUIECKOV OpU-
eHTalMell O0beKTMBHOI'O UeJIOBEUYECKOIO OIThITA.

VIMeHHO 3TOT MOTMB IIOJTy YT CBOE pa3BUTVIE B
KpuTHdeckun nepmon,. HeBo3MoxHOCTD «HAM-
depeHTHOrO» OTHOITIEHNS YeJlOBeKa K IIpUporie
(paBHO KaK ¥ HEBO3MOXXHOCTH €e ITOJTHOTO «pac-
JesioBeuMBaHMs» IIyTeM BCeoOIllell MaTeMaTi3a-
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It is impossible, of course, to establish from this
work with absolute certainty Kant’s position on
the existence of life (or consciousness) outside
the earth. However, as the future author of the
Critiqgue of Pure Reason argues, the fact that we
can neither prove nor disprove the reality of the
existence of life outside the earth need not pre-
vent us from resorting to hypostasising, i.e. we
can imagine a situation when creatures capable
of cognition exist on some planets of the solar
system.

By imagining such a situation Kant seeks
to demonstrate the link between the physi-
cal conditions of the existence of a living be-
ing and his/her cognitive capacity. In Kant’s
opinion, “the capacity to think sensibly and
the movement of his [i.e. a human being’s]
body, which obeys that, suffers restrictions be-
cause of the material composition to which he
is linked, proportional to the distance from the
sun” (NTH, AA 01, p. 355; Kant, 2012, p. 271).
In other words, the “intelligence” of a con-
scious being is relative and depends on his/
her position in the solar system. Although
Kant determines the differences between the
cognitive capacity of hypothetical living be-
ings in a mechanistic way, as the distance from
the “mid-point” (NTH, AA 01, p. 358; Kant,
2012, p. 273), this is the first time we encounter
(even if in an implicit form) one of the key mo-
tives of the whole Kanian philosophy, name-
ly the anthropocentric orientation of objective
human experience.

This motive is developed in the critical pe-
riod. The impossibility of an “indifferent”
attitude of man to nature (likewise, the im-
possibility of totally dehumanising nature
through total mathematisation) will be the
guiding thread in considering understanding
“in a subjective relation” (KrV, A XVII; Kant,
1998, p. 103), in other words, in the study of
the potential of human cognition. Another ma-



IIWY) CTaHeT ITyTeBOHOVI HUTBIO IIPU «VCCIIeIIOo-
BaHWM paccy/Ka ¢ CyOBeKTMBHOV TOUKW 3peHIs»
(A XVII; KanT, 20060, c. 19), maBIMU CITOBaMM, VC-
CJIEZIOBAaHMUIM BO3MOXKHOCTEVI UeJIOBEUEeCKOro IIO-
3HaHM:. Hapsimy ¢ HUM K 41ciTy OCHOBHBIX quaes-
tiones xaHTOBCKOV «KpuTmKmM umcroro pasyma»
MOYKHO TaKke OTHECTVM BOIIPOC O TOM, «4TO 1 Ha-
CKOJIBKO MOXKeT OBITh TI03HaHO PacCyAKOM U pas-
yMOM He3aBMCMMO OT BCSIKOTO ombITa» (A XVII;
Kawnr, 200606, c. 19—-21).

«CpepmmBiiascs pesomonys» B XVI—-XVII Bb.,
a MMeHHO 00ocHOBaHMe refvorieHTpr3Ma Korep-
HUKOM ¥ OTKpBITME 3aKOHOB MexaHMKu Hbioro-
HOM, CTaJIa, 110 MHEHMIO HeMellKoro dwiocoda,
HPUYMHON CTPEeMUTEIbHOTO PasBUTUS HayKu B
Hosoe Bpems. Coscem mHaue, riogdepkusail KaHt,
Ties1o o0cTonT B MeTadm3mKe: B HeVl ITaBHO Haspe-
Jla HeoOXOAMMOCTh B peBormorinm. Takmm obpa-
30M, PeBOJIIOLMS B MeTadpu3uKe, OCyIIeCTBIIeH-
Hasl MM Ha cTpaHuIiax «KpuTuKm», ecTb He 4TO
MHOE, KaK «IIOIbITKa» MOIpa’kaHMs PEBOJIIOIN,
KOTOpasi MPOM30IlIa [I0 3TOr0 B MaTeMaTuKe U
ecrectsosHaunu (B XV Kant, 20064, c. 17). Ilox
IIepoM KEHMHICOeprcKOro MBICJINTEIS TPaHCIeH-
ZleHTasIbHas Prytocodrist CTAHOBUTCS CBoeoOpas-
HOV «aKCMOMaTVKOVD» pa3yMa, IIO3BOJIAOIIeN HaM
«110 COOCTBEHHOMY IUIaHY» VCCIIeIOBaTh cdepy
cosepyanus npeomemnob. A VIMeHHO:

...KOIZla OKasaJIoch, UTO I'MIIOTe3a O Bpallle-
HWUM BCeX 3Be3] BOKPYT HalJrorarTesis HeIocTa-
TOYHO XOPOIIO OOBSCHSET ABVIKEeHVe HeOeCHBIX
Tes1, To oH [KomepHuMK] mombITasicss yCTaHOBUTB,
He JJOCTUTHET JIVI OH OOJIBIIIero ycrexa IIpu II0-
HyIeHun, 4mo 0Buxemcs Hadatooamers (KypcvB
Momt. — A.E.), a 3Be31bl, HAIIPOTMB HAXOISTCH B
cocTostHMYM I0KOs1. ITog06HY 0 JKe TIOIBITKY MOX-
HO IIpefIpuHATe B MeTadusMKe, KOTHa pedb
uner o cosepyanuu tnpeameros (B XVI Kanr,
2006a, c. 17—19).

Tpancdopmarist mosHaBaTeJIBHOTO ITpoliecca
IyTeM aKcroMaTHu3alluy CaMoro Irpoliecca IT03Ha-
HUS Y IIpeficTaBiiseT cobOor, 1o MHeHMIo KanTa,
«I3MEeHEHHBIVI MEeTOJI MBIITUIeHVIs», Or1arofgapsi Ko-
TOPOMY MBI a Priori «I103HaeM B BelljaX TOJIBKO TO,
uTo camy B Hux Bioxwm» (B XVIIL KarT, 2006a,

A. S. Emelyanov

jor question of Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason is
“What and how much can understanding and
reason cognize free of all experience?” (ibid.).

The “revolution” which occurred in the
sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, i.e. the
grounding of helio-centrism by Copernicus
and the discovery of the laws of mechanics by
Newton, became, in Kant’s opinion, the driv-
er of rapid development of science in the mod-
ern period. The situation in metaphysics, Kant
stressed, was very different. The revolution
there was long overdue. Thus, the revolution in
metaphysics he brought about with his Critique
is an “attempt” to imitate the revolution which
happened earlier in mathematics and natural
science (KrV, B XVI; Kant, 1998, p. 110). Under
Kant’s pen transcendental philosophy becomes
“axiomatic” of reason, which enables us to ex-
plore the sphere of intuition of objects “accord-
ing to our own plan”. To wit:

[...] when he [i.e. Copernicus] did not make
good progress in the explanation of the celestial
motions if he assumed that the entire celestial
host revolves around the observer, he tried to
see if he might not have greater success if he
made the observer revolve [my italics — A.E.] and
left the stars at rest. Now in metaphysics we can
try in a similar way regarding the intuition of
objects (KrV, B XVI; Kant, 1998, p. 110).

According to Kant, the transformation of
the cognitive process by axiomatisation repre-
sents “the altered method of thinking”, owing
to which “we can cognise of things a priori only
what we ourselves have put into them” (KrV, B
XVIIL; Kant, 1998, p. 111). Before Kant, the cog-
nising subject, was, as it were, in a motionless
state like a prisoner in Plato’s cave, watching
the “shadows of things” flitting past. The “al-
tered method of thinking”, essentially Kant’s
Copernican revolution in philosophy, frees
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c. 19). o KanTa mo3Harommi cyobeKT, CyIIecTBo-
BaBIINII KaK Obl B HEIIOABVDKHOM COCTOSIHWUM, IIO-
IOOHO 3aKJIIOYEHHOMY ITIATOHOBCKOV IIEIlepBhl,
JIVIIB TTaCCVIBHO CO3epIial IIPOHOCSIITECsT BOKPYT
Hero «TeHU Beller». «/I3MeHeHHBIVI MeTOJI, MBIIII-
JIeHUs», — WJIM, COOCTBEHHO, «KOIepHMKaHCKas
pesomroris» Kanra B pwstocodpmm, — cOpaceiBaer
€ MeTapU3MKM THICSTUeTIeTHIIE «OKOBBD», «OXKVBIISIS»
CyOBeKT II03HaHM U IIpriaBas eMy aKTVBHOCTD U
anHaMuKy. Terlepp He MVP MacCVBHO ITPOHOCUTCS
MMMO YeJIoBeKa, a caM 4eJIoBeK CO CBOeVl CIIOCo0-
HOCTBIO TI03HAHMS CBOOOIHO IBVDKETCS B MUpe Be-
miert. COOTBETCTBEHHO, COflepKaHe KOIlepHVKAH-
CKOr'0 IlepeBOpoTa B MeTadwsvike popMysmpyeTcst
KanTtom cremyrorm obpasom: «[o cux mop cum-
TaJIV, UTO BeAakie Hauu no3HAHUA YOm0 ObL 004KHbL
coobpasobBvibamucs ¢ npedmemamu. <...> ...Criemosa-
710 OBl CIeJIaTh IOMBITKY BBISCHUTD, HE Pa3permM
JIV MBI 3a/5a4m MeTadpu3VKy OoJiee YCIIeITHO, eciIn
OyzeM ucxo0ums U3 npeonosoKeHus, 4mo npeomentv
004xHbL c000pa3zoBuibamuvca ¢ Hawum nosHanuem» (B
XVI; Kanr, 20063, c. 17, kypcus mon. — A. E)).

TTo muaenmIo KaHTa, maHHBIV SII1ICTEMOJIOT Ive-
CKMII IIar TIO3BOJINT JIYYIIle COIJIacOBbIBATh Hallle
MO3HaHVe ¢ TpeOOBaHMSAMM allPVOPHOrO 3HAHWS
Y yCTaHaBJIVBaTh «HEUTO O IIpeiMeTax paHBbIIIE,
yeM OHM HaM OyayT gasbb (B XVI KanT, 2006a,
c. 17). Takmm oOpa3oM, IO3HAIOMINUI CYOBEKT
0CcBOOOX/TaeTcsl M3 «IJIeHa» OIbITa ¥ IacCMBHOIO
cosepIiaHMs CJIyYalHBIX TpaHcdopMarmm, oope-
Tasi TEM CaMBbIM PeTyJISTUBHBIV, a He JIVIIITb KOH-
CTUTYTUBHBIVI XapaKTep.

3. «KonnepaukaHcKkui nepesopot» 2.0:
Mertsacy

[Tpn paccMOTpeHWMN CYIITHOCTU TOTO II€peBO-
poTa, KOTOPBIVI IPOM3OIIEe]I B HOBOEBPOIIEVICKOV
Hayke XVI—XVIII BB, Mertscy (maxe B Oosblient
cTerieHN, Hexxel KaHT) akIleHTHpyeT BHUMaHVe
Ha ITpollecce MaTeMaTH3aIy Hay YHOrO 3HaHVIS 11
TaK HasbIiBaeMovt nee mathesis universalis (Topy©a-
posa, 2012). Kak 3asBiigeT dppaHITy3cKmit dpuio-
cod, orkperTist Konepumka, lanmies u Kertepa,

metaphysics from its shackles of thousands of
years, “reviving” the subject of cognition and
making him active and dynamic. Now it is not
the world that flies past the passive human be-
ing, but the human being with his/her capacity
to cognise moves freely in the world of things.
Kant formulates the meaning of the Copernican
revolution in the following way: “Up to now
it has been assumed that all our cognition must
conform to the object. [...] let us once try whether
we do not get farther with the problems of met-
aphysics by assuming that the object must conform
to our cognition” (KrV, B XVI; Kant, 1998, p. 110;
my italics — A.E.).

In Kant’s opinion, this epistemological
move will make it possible to better coordi-
nate our cognition with the demands of a priori
knowledge and establish “something about ob-
jects before they are given to us” (ibid.). Thus,
the cognising subject is liberated from the
“captivity” of experience and passive observa-
tion of accidental transformations, thus gain-
ing a regulative and not merely constitutive
character.

3. Copernican Turn 2.0:
Meillassoux

In discussing the essence of the revolution
which took place in the New European sci-
ence in the sixteenth and seventeenth centu-
ries, Meillassouox stresses (even more than
Kant) the process of mathematisation of sci-
entific knowledge and the idea of mathesis
universalis (cf. Torubarova, 2012). He claims
that the discoveries of Copernicus, Galileo
and Kepler, which were made possible by the
spread of the idea of mathesis universalis, cre-
ated a novus mundus of human being, namely
“a world capable of autonomy” (Meillassoux,
2008, p. 115). The “new”, mathematised world
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CTaBIIIVie BO3MOYKHBIMY TOJIBKO OJTaromapsi BCecTo-
POHHEMY pacIIpocTpaHeHMIO men mathesis univer-
salis, co3manv novus mundus deioBeka, a MMEHHO
«MVIp, CITOCOOHBIVI Ha aBTOHOMVIIO» (Merzsicy, 2015,
c. 171). «HoBeli1», aBTOHOMHBIVI, MaTeMaTU3VIPO-
BaHHBIVI MUP — 3TO «1e058HO0U MVp», MUp Oe3 Bep-
xa ¥ Hu3a, 0e3 reHTpa 1 nepudepun. Ilocse ato-
TO B MIpe He OKa3aJIOCh «HIYEro, UTo eJ1ajio Obl
U3 HEro Mup, IIpeJHa3sHaueHHBIN ISl YeJIoBeKa»
(Tam xe, c. 172), «3eMi1t0 00eTOBaHHY0», Ha KOTO-
pov1 pasBopaumBaeTcsi Oopbda J0Opa co 3710M, W
bora ¢ npsBortom. PanykanpHast mecakpaimsariys
VI [IEaHTPOIIOJIOTM3aIVIsl MyIpa IIOCPEICTBOM MaTe-
MAaTVIKV ¥ eCTeCTBO3HAHWS, IIPOM3O0IIIe/IIas B HO-
BOEBPOIIEVICKOVI HayKe, KaK yTBepxiaeT Merisicy,
BIIepBbIe CO3[IaJIa JIjIs HaC MUP, KOTOPBII MOXET
CyllIeCcTBOBaTh Oe3 Hac.

Vcxomst w3 [IaHHOW paViKaIbHOV JecaKpa-
AM3anuy M AeaHTporoyornsanym, Mevsicy maer
coOCTBEHHOe oIperiesieHe CYIITHOCTV KOIep-
HVKAHCKOTO TIepeBOPOTa, OTIIMYHOE OT TOTO, YTO
npemyioxwut B XVIII B. KaaT: «TepmuHOM “Komiep-
HVIKaHCKas PeBOITIOLVS MBI 0OO3HaYaeM He TOJTb-
KO aCTPOHOMIYECKOe OTKpBITHE He-IIeHTpalb-
HOTO TIOJIOKEHMS 3€MHOTrO HaOJTIofaTesIsl BHYTPU
CortHeYHOVI CUCTeMBI, CKOJIBKO HaMHOro Oostee
dyHIaMeHTaJIbHYIO [elleHTpaIu3alnio, pPyKo-
BOAMBIIIYIO MaTeMaTM3alyiert IIpUposl, a MMeH-
HO 0eyeHmpasu3ayuio MuluAeHUS 10 OMHOUEHUIO K
mupy Buympu npoyecca nosuanus» (Tam xe). Meris-
CY yKa3bIBaeT, YTO He TOJIbKO Halll aKT MBIIIIJIeHVIS
CyBepeHeH I10 OTHOIIEHNMIO K HallleMy CyIIeCTBO-
BaHMIO V1, CJIe[IOBaTeJIbHO, MIPY, HO U Hallle CyIIe-
CTBOBaHVe He MOXKET OBITh CBEJIEHO K MBIIIIJIEHVIIO.
BmecTo OazoBoro momnyiieHvs 0 KOppesIsaiiiy MeX-
1y ObITMEM V1 MBIIIIEHVEM, BMECTO KOppesIsaim
cogito — existens coBpeMeHHBIVI (prI0cod ITPU3bI-
BaeT MBICJIUTD JIFOOOT IpefaMeT kak CAYHauHoe U
abcoatommoe moxoecmbo, TO eCTb «<KOHTVHTEHTHO».

KimroueBasi mipefriocslika paccyxaenms Men-
SICY O CYIIHOCTY «KOIIEPHVIKAHCKOV PEBOJIIOIIIVI»
COCTOUT B TOM, UTO MBIIIJIEHVIE He CYIIIeCTBYeT BHe
MMpa; OHO BO3MOYXKHO TOJIBKO BHYympu mupa. Tako
MUp He SBJISIeTCS IIpeICTaBIeHVIEM VIV ITPOEKIIV-
em cogito, BelIb CyIlleCTBOBaHVe MIPa He3aBICIMO

A. S. Emelyanov

is a “glacial world”, a world without up and
down, without the centre and the periphery.
Thenceforth there was nothing in the world
“that might make of it a world designed for
humans” (ibid.), “the Promised Land” in which
the battle unfolds between good and evil, God
and the devil. Radical desacralisation and
deanthropisation of the world due to mathe-
matics and natural sciences which occurred in
the new European science, Meillassoux main-
tains, for the first time created a world which
can exist without us.

Proceeding from this radical desacralisation
and deanthopisation, Meillassoux offers his
own definition of the essence of the Copernican
turn which differs from that proposed by Kant
in the eighteenth century: “In speaking of ‘the
Copernican revolution’, what we have in mind
is not so much the astronomical discovery of
the decentring of the terrestrial observer within
the solar system, as rather the much more fun-
damental decentring which presided over the
mathematisation of nature, viz. the decentring of
thought relative to the world within the process of
knowledge” (ibid.). Meillassoux argues that not
only our act of thinking is sovereign with re-
gard to our existence and consequently to the
world, but our existence cannot be reduced to
thinking. Instead of the basic assumption of
correlation between being and thought, instead
of the correlation cogito — existens, the modern
philosopher calls for thinking every object as
an accidental and absolute identity, i.e. “contin-
gently”.

The key premise of Meillassoux about the
“Copernican revolution” is that thinking does
not exist outside of the world; it is possible
only within the world. Such a world is not a rep-
resentation or a mere projection of cogito, for
the existence of the world is “unaffected by
whether or not anyone thinks it” (ibid., p. 116).
This “ontological turn”, a turn from thinking
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OT «paKTa ero OCMBICTIEHNS VIV HEOCMBICTIEH VIS
(Tam xe, c. 173). Takoro poma «OHTOJIOTIYECKUIA
IIOBOPOT», TO €CTh IOBOPOT OT MBIIIJIEHNS K CY-
IIIeCTBOBaHMIO, TI03BOJIsIeT Mersicy ccpopmyrmpo-
BaTh HOBBIV IMPVHIINUII OOBeKTUBHOCTY, KOTOPBIN
MOXeT OBbITh pacIIpocTpaHeH Ha BCIO HayKy B Ile-
JIOM. DTOT HPVHIINII 3aKJI0YaeTcsl B CIIOCOOHOCT
dopMysMpoBaTh 3aKOHBI OKpPY Karollen JeviCTBI-
TeJIBHOCTY «He3aBUCHMO OT BoIpoca cyujecmboba-
Hus cyObeKTa mosHaHMs» (Tam xe, c. 174).

OnHako CMBICT  «KOIMEPHMKAHCKOW  PeBOJIIo-
uumn», Kotopyio cosepuryl KanT, mo MHeHMIO
Merzscy, Kak pa3 IPOTMBOIIOJIOXKEH 3TOVI TeH IeH-
. BMecTo Toro uTobnI 3asIBUTH O HEOOXOIMMO-
CTV COIVIaCOBaHMS MBIIIUIEHMS C CaMVM MMPOM
(obbexToM no3HaHMsA), KaHT yTBepxaeT daxTu-
4JecKy oOpaTHOe: MUp (OOBEKT ITO3HAHWS) JOIKEH
coriacoBbiBaThcs ¢ nosHaHveM (Tam xe, c. 176).
VIMeHHO 3Ty NO3MINIO, KOTOpasl pamuKaIbHO
TpaHCOpMMpOBaia CYIIeCTBOBABIIYIO JIOTMIKY
pasBUTUS HOBOEBPOIEVICKOM HayKu, dpaHITys3-
ckumt dpvtocod 1 Has3bIBaeT KOPPesIAlVIOHU3MOM.
ITosTomy, Kak Ipopoipkaer Mersicy, ObUIo OBl
OIIMOKOVI MMEHOBaTh IIePeBOPOT, OCYIIeCTBJIeH-
et KanTowMm, «KOITePHMKaHCKVIM»., B nevictBu-
TeJIBHOCTY BEPHBIM ObIJIO OBI CYMTATh 3TOT Hepe-
BOPOT «IITOJIeMeeBCKOVI KOHTPPEBOIIOIIEN», VIV
«peBaHIem [ ITorremes».

HevicTBuTesIbHAS JlelleHTpaIn3alus CyOobeKTa
1 HaOJIrojaTesIst B MaTeMaTVKe 1 eCTeCTBO3HaHWUM
y KanTa, HarrpoTus, ogMeHseTcs IeHTpaI3aliy-
er1. DTa IojIMeHa ITprBeJIa K TOMY, YTO «I10cjIe KaH-
TMAHCKOVI PeBOJIIOLNIM KaXIbIV “cepbe3HbIn” du-
710c0d cUMTaeT CBOVIM JI0JITOM JTyMaTh, UTo ycA06ue
MbICAUMOCTIU  KONEePHUKAHCKOU OeyeHmpasusayuu,
coBepuiernnotl cobpemenHoll HAYKOU, — Mo nmose-
Meebckoe nepemeujerue Moiuiaenus 6 yenmp» (Tam
Xe, c. 177). B cuyty sToro obcrosiTesibcTBa, Kak cum-
TaeT Meriscy, coBpeMeHHON PUIOcOPUI TOIBKO
HIPENICTONT B OyAyIlleM B IIOJTHOVI Mepe BOCIIONIB30-
BaThCsI TEMVI pe3yiIbTaTaMy, KOTOpble ObLIVI OCTT-
HYTBI B paMKaX JOKPUTVIYECKOVI HOBOEBPOIIEVICKO
HayKM, IIOTOMY Kak Bcs dportocodust nocie Kanra
JINIIB PEeBPATHO VICTOJIIKOBAJIA JIeVICTBUTEIPHYIO
CYIITHOCTH KOIIEPHVMKAHCKOTO OTKPBITHS.
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to existence, enables Meillassoux to formulate
a new principle of objectivity which can be ex-
tended to all of science. The principle consists
in the capacity to formulate the laws of the sur-
rounding reality “irrespective of the question
of the existence of a knowing subject” (ibid.,
p- 117).

But, Meillassoux argues, the meaning of
the “Copernican turn” brought about by Kant
is the opposite of that trend. Instead of urging
the need to coordinate thinking with the world
(the object of cognition) Kant asserts the oppo-
site: the world (the object of cognition) must
conform to our knowledge (ibid., p. 118). It is
this position, which radically transformed the
logic of the development of the new European
science, that the French philosopher calls “cor-
relationism”. Therefore, Meillassoux continues,
it would be a mistake to call the turn carried
out by Kant “Copernican”. In reality it should
be called a “Ptolemaic counter-revolution”, or
“Ptolemy’s revenge”.

Kant supplants genuine decentring of the
subject and observer in mathematics and nat-
ural sciences with centralisation. As a result,
“ever since the Kantian revolution, it has been
incumbent upon “serious” philosophers to think
that the condition for the conceivability of the Co-
pernican decentring wrought by modern science
is actually provided by a Ptolemaic re-centring of
thought” (ibid.). Owing to this circumstance,
Meillassoux believes, modern philosophy
has yet to digest the results achieved by the
pre-critical new European science because after
Kant all philosophy merely misinterpreted the
true essence of the Copernican discovery.

In order to escape this correlationist ‘im-
passe” the French philosopher proposes to take
a step back. But, unlike the philosophy of the
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, modern
philosophy should take that step not toward
Kant, but toward Hume and the realism of the



[y1s BBIXOHA W3 3TOrO KOPPEJISAIVOHVCTCKO-
ro «TynmKa» dpaHIy3ckum dguiocod mpenia-
raeT cjesiaTh Iar Hasaja. OnHakKO B OTIMYMe OT
dwocodpum XIX m XX BB. coBpeMeHHas ¢uio-
coduis JOJDKHA cIeiaTh 3TOT Imar He K Kanry, a
K IOMy 1 peanmsmy mokpuTUdeckovt MeTadpmsu-
k1. brraromapst TakoMy HOBOPOTY — IIO[JIVIHHOV
«KOTIEpHVMKAHCKOVI PEBOJIIOINM» — CTaHeT SICHO,
YTO IIPUYMHON KopperrsiiyonusMa KaHTta 1 Bcex
IIOCJIeYIONINX €ro Bapualuil (CMJIBHOTO ¥ Cjla-
Ooro KoppessmoHM3Ma) Bcerga OblT dprstocod-
ckuyt gorMaTmsM. OTcrofa JIorMaTu3MOM CilelyeT
cuUmMTaTh He JOKPUTUYECKYIO dmtocodnio, a Kak
pa3 dwmtocodpmio Kanra, xoTopasi, «dToObI IIO-
MBICJIUTh HAyKy, BBUUIMIIACh B TPaHCIIeH/IeHTasIb-
HBIVI VJIeaIVi3M, BMECTO TOTO YTOOBI peITeIbHO
OpPVEHTVPOBAThCS, KaK HaZo ObUIo Obl, Ha chneky-
Aamubneiil mamepuasusm» (Tam xe, c. 181).

Taxum obpasom, Meriscy niepesopaumBaeT Tpa-
OUITMOHHBIV I MCTOpUM (prytocoprm B3I,
OyziTO MMeHHO JJOKpuTHUYecKas: dpuiocodus pac-
CMaTpuBalach KaK [IOTMaTV3M, KOTOPBIVI BIIEp-
BBl yIIJIOCh BCKPBITH ¥ OIPOBEPrHYTh KaHTy.
Hackoirpko 000CcHOBaH 3TOT Te3NC M KakKyue TPyH-
HOCTY 13 HeTO BbITeKaloT? VI, camoe BaXkKHOe, CITO-
cobHa 1t cama usocogpus Kawma marb pemm-
TeJIbHBIVI Y VCYepIIbIBAIOIINYI OTBeT Ha TaKoe
oOBVHeHe?

4. Kpntnka

IIpoGieMa mMaxpOHMYECKMX BbICKa3bIBa-
Hui. KUIoueBBIM 3J71eMEHTOM B pacCyKIeHMsIX
Merzscy, MO3BOJISIONIVMM OCYILIECTBUTh KPUTUKY
He TOJIPKO KaHTOBCKOTO («CJ1aboro») KOoppessiimo-
HV3Ma, HO U IPyTuX ero ¢opM (Harrpumep, puio-
cocpum DuixTe, HEOKAHTMAHCTBA WIN (PEHOMEHO-
JI0rMm), SBJISIIOTCS Ouaxponuveckue (diachronique)
CYXXJIeHMsl, KOTOpbIe SIKOObI ITPeJIIIeCTBYIOT «JIf0-
Gomt uestoBedeckovt popMe OTHOIIEHUS K MUPY»
(Merzscy, 2015, c. 167). ITo MHeHMIO (PpaHITy3CKOTO
dusocoda, MraxpoHMUecKye CyXXIeHns — 3TO Ta-
K1ie Cy>KJIeHMsI, B KOTOPBIX IIPUCY TCTBYET «BpeMeH-
HOVI pa3pblB MeX/ly MUPOM ¥ OTHOIIIeHVIeM-K-MU-
py» (Tam xe, c. 168). Ilpumepsl Takoro pomda
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pre-critical metaphysics. That turn — the real
Copernican revolution — will make it clear that
the cause of the correlationism of Kant and its
further variations (strong and weak correlation-
ism) has always been philosophical dogmatism.
Hence dogmatism is not pre-critical philoso-
phy, but precisely Kant’s philosophy which “in
attempting to think science, err[s] towards tran-
scendental idealism instead of resolutely ori-
enting itself, as it should have done, towards a
speculative materialism” (ibid., p. 121).

Thus, Meillassoux reverses the traditional
view that pre-critical philosophy was dogmatic,
and that Kant discovered and refuted this falla-
cy. How well grounded is this thesis and what
difficulties does it create? Most importantly,
can Kant’s philosophy itself give a decisive and
exhaustive answer to this charge?

4. Critique

The problem of diachronic statements. The
key element in Meillassoux’s reasoning which
underpins the criticism not only of the Kan-
tian (“weak”) correlationism but of all its other
forms (e.g. the philosophy of Fichte, Neo-Kan-
tianism or phenomenology) is diachronic (di-
achronique) judgments which are allegedly
“anterior to any human form of the relation to
the world” (ibid., p. 112). According to the
French philosopher, diachronic judgments
are judgments in which there is “the tempo-
ral hiatus between world and relation-to-the
world” (ibid.). Examples of such judgments
are the Big Bang and the dinosaurs, i.e. a dis-
course describing events preceding our appear-
ance in the world. Meillassoux offers a formula
that defines all diachronic judgments: “event
X occurred prior to the existence of thought for
thought” (ibid., p. 122). Why are such judgments
problematic?

First, if we assume that they are hypotheti-
cal — which Meillassoux affirms by referring
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CYXKIEHWVI COHEPXXUT HAYYHBIVI IUCKYPC O Bosb-
ITIOM B3pBIBE TUIVI O AVIHO3aBpaX, TO €CThb IVCKYPC,
OIVICBIBAIOIIVVI COOBITVISI, IIPEIIIeCTBYIONIVE Ha-
IIleMy cylllecTBoBaHMIO B Mupe. Kak mpomorrkaer
Mertsacy, Bce mmaxpoHMYECKMe CY>XKIEHVS MOXKHO
0000mNTE crremyomert popMyIIon: «codbiTe X
VIMeJIO MeCTO B TaKOe-TO BpeMsi [JO BOSHMKHOBEHS
MBIITUTeHVS 044 MbiuiaeHus» (Tam xe, c. 182). [Toue-
My TaKye CyXX[IeHWs IIpo0ieMaTaHbI?

Bo-miepBBIX, ecyInt AOIYCTUTB, UTO OHWU SIBJIS-
IOTCSL TUTIOTETNYECKMIY — Ha 4eM, COOCTBEHHO,
¥ HacTavBaeT Merviscy, TOBOpsL O HMUX KaK O T'MIIO-
Tesax (Tam xe, c. 167—169), — To oHU OyayT CO-
IepXaTb B cele ITpoOrieMaTmiuecKkoe OCHOBaHIE.
[lo KaHTy, Takme CyXIeHWs, KOHEYHO, MOLYT
y4acTBOBaTh B MO3HAHWV MCTUHBI — OBITBH YCIIO-
BUE€M VICTVMHHOCTU APYTUX CYXXOeHWUV, IprdeM
J1ayke TOITIa, KOI7Ia CaMV OHU «OUYEBVIITHO JIOKHBIE»
(offenbar falsch) (B 100; KarT, 2006a, c. 167). Oxn-
HaKO caMM IIO0 cebe IUIIOTeTMYecKVe CYKIeHMs
He SIBJISIIOTCS POPMOVI IOCTOBEPHOTO 3HAHWIS V1 He
COOTBETCTBYIOT TpeOOBaHMSAM aIllOAVIKTIIHOCTL.
MBs! MMeeM JIUIITb CMyTHOE IIPeIYyBCTBYE VICTV-
HBL BeIllb Ka)kKeTCs HaM VMMEIOITeV IIPU3HAKI VIC-
tHBI (AA 09, S. 66; KanT, 19946, c. 323). D10 nipen-
YYBCTBME BBIPa’KAeT «TOJIKO JIOTMYECKylo (He
O0BEKTVMBHYIO) BO3MOXXHOCTB, T.€. II0 CBOOOTHOMY
BBIOOPY [IOIYCKaTh, UTOOBI TaKOe CyKAeHVe ObIIo
3HAYMMBIM, [T.e.] 9TOOBI paccyZIOK IIpVHMMAJ ero
sk ripon3sosibHO» (B 101; Kant, 2006a, c. 167).
Kpome Toro, rumnoreTmveckne CyXXIeHVs HeBO3-
MOXHBI a priori, a 3To 03Ha4aeT, YTO Ha OCHOBa-
HUM OJHWX JIVIIb TUIIOTETUYeCKMX CYXXIeHWU
HEBO3MOXKHO IOCTPOUTH UNMCTYIO HayKy, Hallpu-
Mep MaTeMaTVKYy, MeTapV3MKYy U STUKY-.

2K crosy, pmaxe lerens B «Hayke sormkm», ommceBas
Iporiecc pasBuTus cyOobeKTMBHOTO JlyXa, yKa3blBaeT, UTo
TUIIOTETNYECKOe CYXIEHMe «eCTb UUCTO (pOopMaIbHOe
IpeyIoKeHne», KOTOopoe JIMIIb COCPeoTOYMBaeT B
ceOe BO3MOXKHOCTb TOXIECTBA, HO HMKAK He SBJIIETCS
caMMM TOXIeCTBOM. «['MIIoTeTmueckoe cyXueHue, —
IpoJIoJDKaeT OH, — VMeeT HeoIperesleHHyIo dopMy,
IIOCKOJIBKY OTHOIIIeHVe Cy ObeKTa M IIpeaKaTa He BMeIaeT
ero comepxanwusi» (lerens, 1972, c. 93). Bymyun b
3TalloM B PasBUTUM CYOBEKTMBHOCTH, TaKoe CYyXXIeHle
obHapyXmuBaeT B cebe caMOM ITpOOIEMAaTIIECKVTT
Xapakrep Kak ero crydanHeii MoMeHT (Tam xe, c. 102).
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to them as hypotheses (ibid., pp. 112-113), —
they must have a problematic foundation.
According to Kant, such judgments may of
course contribute to the quest for the truth,
being a condition of the validity of oth-
er judgments, even when they themselves
are “obviously false” (offenbar falsch) (KrV, B
100; Kant, 1998, p. 209). However, in them-
selves hypothetical judgments are not a form
of true knowledge and do not conform to the
requirements of apodicticity. What we have
is only a vague anticipation of the truth: a
thing seems to have signs of truth (Log, AA
09, p. 66; Kant, 1992, p. 311). This anticipation
“only expresses logical possibility (which is
not objective), i.e., free choice to allow such
a proposition to count as valid, a merely arbi-
trary assumption of it in the understanding”
(KrV, B 101; Kant, 1998, p. 209). Furthermore,
hypothetical judgments are impossible a pri-
ori, which means that they are unfit to be the
basis of pure science, e.g. mathematics, meta-
physics and ethics.?

Secondly, if we consider the judgment
“event X occurred at such and such a time prior
to the existence to thinking” to be diachronic,
i.e. a judgment expressing a fundamental gap
between being and thought, it would contain a
contradiction. The fact is that such a judgment,
containing a temporal operator in prior time
(i.e. earlier), should be understood as “event X
occurred at a time when it could not be thought”,
i.e. “when conditions of conceivability of event X

2Incidentally, even Hegel (2010, p. 577) in The Science
of Logic, describing the development of the subjective
Spirit, points out that a hypothetical judgment “is a
proposition of empty form”, which merely contains the
possibility of identity, but is not identity itself. “[T]he
hypothetical [judgment is] of indeterminate form, for
the determination of its content does not conform to the
relation of subject and predicate” (ibid.). Being merely a
stage in the development of subjectivity, such ajudgment
reveals its problematic and accidental character (ibid.,
p. 584).



Bo-BTOpBIX, ecyim paccMaTpuBaTh CyXKIEeHMe
«co0BITME X VIMEJIO MeCTO B TaKOe-TO BpeMs 00
BO3HIMKHOBEHNS MBIIIUIEHN» KaK AMaxXpoHude-
CKOe, a IMEeHHO KaK TaKoe CyXXJ/leH1e, KOTOpOe Bbl-
paxkaeT dpyHIaMeHTAIBHBINI PaspblB MeXIy Obl-
TVeM 1 MBIIIUIeHVeM, TO OHO OyzieT copepXaTb B
cebe mpoTuBopeunte. [les1o B TOM, UTO JIaHHOE CY-
XKJIeHue, cofieprKalliee B cebe TeMIIOpaIbHBIV OITe-
patop 00 (TO ecThb paHBblIIle), CJIeAyeT IIOHVMATh KakK
«cobbITHE X MMeJI0 MeCTO 8 mo Bpems, Ko0eda 0HO
He M0240 0blinb NOMbICAEHO», TO eCThb «110204, K02-
0a omcymcmboBasu yca0Bus MblCAUMOCTY COOBI-
s X». 30eck cieyeT HOIYepKHYTh, UTO CaMo 10
cebe Hallle CyIllecTBOBaHMe ¥ Hallla CIIOCOOHOCTh
YTO-/IM00 IOMBICIIUTB MOT'YT U He BBICTYTIaTh B Ka-
YyecTBe yCJIOBMS COOBITMSA X; OHO [eVICTBUTETHHO
MOXXeT OBITb HUKaK He c6A3aH0 C HaIllIM HeTloCperl-
CTBEHHBIM ~(AMIIMPUYECKMM) CYyIIleCTBOBaHVEM
VIV CO3epliaHMeM 1 Jaxe ObITh MHAVpDEpeHT-
HO M. OnHako ecim coobITrie X MMeeT MeCTO «B
TaKoe-TO BpeMsi», ecyii coObITie X IToMeliaeTcs
B HEKOTOPBIVI BPeMeHHOVI Psifi U TeM CaMbIM U3
BeIyl caMoVl 110 cebe CTAHOBUTCS SIBJIEHVEM, TO
3TO 3HAYNUT, 4TO COOBITVE X HAM 0AHO IIOCTOIIBKY,
IIOCKOJIBKY Y>Ke CYIIeCTBYIOT (B Hac caMmX) CyOb-
eKTMBHBIe YCJIOBUS ero coseprianms. VIHbIMU cITo-
BaMV, JAaHHOCTb COOBITMS X V1 €r0 «/IMeJIO MeCTO
ObITE» BO BpeMeHV He MOT'y T IIpeJIIlIecTBOBaTh Ha-
MM CyOBeKTMBHBIM YCJIOBUAM €ro co3epliaHms
Y MBIIIJIEHN, TaK KaK B IIPOTMBHOM CJTy4ae Mbl
IIPOCTO-HAIIPOCTO He MOIJIV ObI IIOMBICJIUTD €TO0.

B TpaHcIieHIeHTaIbHOV 3CTETHKE, TOCBSIIeH-
HOVI pacCyXIIeHMSIM O BpeMeHM KaK OHOM W3
VICTOYHVKOB TIO3HAHVS, YTO HAPSIAy C IIPOCTPaH-
CTBOM IIO3BOJISIET a priori IouepHHyTh pas3inmd-
Hble CHMHTeTHYecKue 3HaHMs, KaHT mmimer, 4To
eciI «yCTPaHWUTh 0co0Oe YCJIOBMe Hallley 4yB-
CTBEHHOCTM, TO VCUe3HeT TaKXXe IOHATHe BpeMe-
HU; OHO IIPUCYIIle He caMVM IIpefiMeTaM, a TOJIb-
KO CyOBeKTY, KOTOPBIV MX co3epiiaeT» (B 54; Kanr,
2006a, c. 115). Merisicy, HalIpOTMB, paccMaTpuBa-
eT BpeMs KaK abCOIIOTHYIO peajIbHOCTb, KaK He-
KOTOpOe CBOVICTBO, KOTOpOe IIpucyIiie cOObITIIO X
camoMy 110 cebe. OmmMOOYHOCTE TaKOTO B3IVISAMA,
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were absent”. It has to be stressed that our ex-
istence and our capacity to think anything
may or may not be the condition of event X; it
may have no connection to immediate (empiri-
cal) existence or intuition or even be indiffer-
ent to them. However, if event X occurs at such
and such a time, if it is placed in a temporal
sequence and thereby turns from a thing-in-it-
self into a phenomenon, it means that event X
is given to us in as much as there already ex-
ist (within ourselves) the subjective conditions
of its intuition. In other words, the givenness
of event X and its occurrence in time cannot
precede our subjective conditions of intuition
and thinking since otherwise we would be un-
able to think it.

In transcendental aesthetics, discussing
time as a source of cognition, which, along
with space, enables us a priori to draw on
various types of synthetic knowledge, Kant
writes that “[i]f one removes the special con-
dition of our sensibility from it, then the con-
cept of time also disappears, and it does not
adhere to the objects themselves, rather mere-
ly to the subject that intuits them” (KrV, B 54;
Kant, 1998, p. 183). Meillassoux, on the contra-
ry, considers time to be an absolute reality, a
property inherent in event X in itself. Kant in
the Critigue of Pure Reason reveals the fallacy of
such a view, the view of time as a relation be-
tween phenomena detached from experience,
by pointing out that “on this view the a priori
concepts of space and time are only creatures of
the imagination” (KrV, B 57; Kant, 1998, p. 184;
my italics — A.E.), becomes a purely specula-
tive act.

Thus, diachronic judgments have a prob-
lematic character and are, in my opinion, an
obstacle in the way of apodictic knowledge.
Obviously, science and philosophy cannot be
built on the foundation of such judgments. Be-
sides, reliance on diachronic judgments harks
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TO eCTb B3IJI4/1a, KOI/ja Ha BpeMsl CMOTPAT KakK Ha
OTBJIEYeHHOE OT OIIbITa OTHOIIIeHVIe MeX/Iy sIBjle-
HMSAMM, KaK yKasblBaeT aBTOp «KpuTHMKIM YUMCTO-
ro pasyMa», 3aK/II04aeTCsl B TOM, UTO aIllprOpHOe
MOHATVIE O BPeMeHW eCTb, «COITIaCHO 3TOMY yue-
HUIO.... npodykm cnocodbHocmu Boobpasxerus» (B 57
KanT, 20064, c. 117; xypcus Momt. — A. E.), To ecTb
CTaHOBUTCS YVCTO CIIEKYJISTUBHBIM ITOHSATVEM.

TaxuM o0pasoM, aMaxpoHUUYecKue Cyxjie-
HUs 00J1afaloT IIpoOIeMaTdecKM XapaKTepoM
VI CTaHOBATCS, KaK MBI IToJIaraeM ITpeIsiTCTBYeM
Ha IIyTM K alloAMKTUYeCKOMYy 3HaHWMIO. Brionxe
OYeBUIHO, UTO MOCTPOUTH HayKy 1 pritocodnio
JIVIITE Ha (pyHOaAMeHTe TaKOro pofa CYXKIeHU
OKa3sbIBaeTcsl HeBO3MOXXHO. Kpome Toro, oropa Ha
AViaXpOHMYeCcKe Cy>XIeHWs BOCKpelllaeT JI0KpY-
TUYecKoe MOHMMaHVe IPUPOIbl BpeMeHN, o0ia-
JAIOIIero abCcosIIOTHOV peaIbHOCTHIO.

HeneHTpanu3auusa ¥ Jecy0beKTUBaIMA
MbisieHns. Kakue nipuuvnabl 3actasrin Mervi-
ACYy OOpaTUTbCs K JOKPUTUYECKOMY ITOHVMMa-
HUIO BpeMeHM, COIVIaCHO KOTOpPOMY OHO o00Jla-
IaeT abCOIIOTHOVI peaslbHOCTHIO, a He SIBJISeTCS
JIIIb CyOBeKTUBHOV (POPMOVI Halllero coseplia-
Hug Myupa? KpaTkuit OTBeT Ha 3TOT BOIIPOC TaKOB:
obHapy>keHHas Merisicy B TIOCJIeKaHTOBCKOVI Hay-
Ke JlelleHTpain3alinsl CyObeKTa IO3HaHMs C II0-
CJIEIYIOIIEV €ro pPaauvKaJIbHOV aHHWUIMIISLIVEV,
KOTOpas BbIpaswiach B JecyObeKTuBalUM IIpO-
11ecca MbIIIUIeHMs. [1eiIcTBUTeIbHO, eIVl MBI Bep-
HeMCsI K OIlpefieJIeHMIO KOIIePHMKAHCKOro Iepe-
BOpOTa, ITpeIJIOKeHHOMY Merisicy, To OOHapy KM
ABa IIPUHIIUIINAJIBHBIX 3JIeMeHTa: aHTU3MIIVpPY-
YecKuil Te3uc (0 AeleHTpaIn3aluy I10JI0KeHWs
3eMHOro HaOJIrofaresis) ¥ CHeKyJISSTUBHBIV Te31C
(0 mecyOBbeKTMBaIIM ITpOLlecca MBIIIIEHS).

Tax, B IepBOVI YacTM CBOEro OIpee/IeHs
Merisicy TOBOPUT O TOM, 4YTO KOIepHMKaHCKas
PEeBOITIONIVSL €CTh «aCTPOHOMIYECKOe OTKPBITVE
He-1IeHTPaJIbHOIO II0JIOKeHNsI 3eMHOI'o HalJIrofa-
Tesist BHyTpu CostHeuHOM crcTeMbl» (Mertscy, 2015,
c. 172). CoryacHO 3TOMY aHTMAMIVIPUYECKOMY Te-
3VICY, KOIEpHMKAaHCKNUII TIepeBOpOT paccMaTpuBa-
€TCsI B KaueCTBe HOBOEBPOIIEVICKOVI PEBOJIIOIUN B

back to the pre-critical understanding of the na-
ture of time as having absolute reality.

Decentring and desubjectivation of
thought. What made Meillassoux turn to the
pre-critical concept of time whereby it has ab-
solute reality and is not merely a subjective
form of our perception of the world? The short
answer is: Meillassoux discovered in post-Kan-
tian science a decentring of cognition and
subsequently its elimination manifested in de-
subjectivation of the thought process. Indeed,
if we go back to the definition of the Coper-
nican turn, proposed by Meillassoux, we find
two key elements in it: the anti-empirical the-
sis (decentring of the earthly observer) and the
speculative thesis (desubjectivation of the pro-
cess of thought).

For example, in the first part of his definition
Meillassoux (2008, p. 115) says that the Coper-
nican revolution was “the astronomical discov-
ery of the decentring of the terrestrial observer
within the solar system”. In accordance with
this anti-empirical thesis the Copernican turn
was a new European revolution in the sphere
of experience which purged science of naive
empiricism and realism and turned it toward
speculative knowledge. It was “the purging of
experience” from the influence of the concrete
empirical observer on the process of cognition,
Meillassoux maintains, that made it possible
to decentre the earthly observer and to bracket
out absolutely any empirical experience as be-
ing naively realistic.

However, ethe discovery of Copernicus and
Galileo consisted not in the fundamental decen-
tring of the earthly observer and thus turning
astronomy into a speculative science but mere-
ly in moving the centre of the world from the
Earth to the Sun. The consequence of such de-
centring was not a radical annihilation of any
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cdepe orbITa, KOTOpasi TIO3BOJIVIIA OUYVCTUTE Hay-
Ky OT Ha¥BHOI'O SMIIMPVM3Ma U peasn3Ma, a TaKxKe
IIOBEPHYTh €e B CTOPOHY CIIeKYJIATVMBHOIO 3HaHMSI.
VIMeHHO «oumIIleHVe OIIbITa» OT BJIVSIHMS KOH-
KPeTHOTrO SMIIVPWYeCKOro cosepliaTesis Ha IIPO-
1lecc TI03HaHM TI03BOJINJIO, IO Merscy, He TOJIb-
KO JelIeHTP1pOoBaTh 3eMHOI0 HalJIrofaTesIs, HO 1
BBIHECT 3a CKOOKVI aDCOITIOTHO JII000VI SMITVpIIve-
CKWMV OIIBIT KaK HavBHO peaICTUYeCKITL.
Onnako orkpeiTne Konepumka m Ianvies 3a-
KJIFOUaJIOCh BOBCe He B (PyHIaMeHTaIbHOV JelleH-
TpaIM3alym 3eMHOro HabJIroaTesIs 1 TeM caMbIM
B IIpeBpallleHN aCTPOHOMUN B CIIEKYJISTUBHYIO
HayKy, a JINIIb B IlepeMellleHn IIeHTpa Mupa C
Semuim Ha Cosmaie. CrrencTBueM TaKoM elleH-
TpaJIM3allui CTajla He pajuKajibHasg aHHUTTIIS-
s JII000om VIHEePIIMAJIbHOM CUCTEMBI OTYeTa, a
UMb TpaHcdep (B MaTeMaTHUecKoM 1 dpusnde-
CKOM CMBICITe) no3uyuu HabAodames (cozepriare-
7151). VIMeHHO TpaHcdep HabsrogaTesIs (Vv nHep-
IIVQJIBHOVI TOUKM OTCYeTa) IO3BOJIVII pas3perinThb
PSA IPOTUBOPEeY ML, HAKOIIJIEHHBIX K TOMY BpeMe-
HU B acTpoHOoMMN. IloguepkHeM, 4TO TesIMoIeH-
TpUYecKasi peBOJIIOIS JIVIITE YKa3asla Ha TO, UTO
Haba00ament 004xeH OpUeHMuUpoBamscs He Ha 3eM-
HOUl, A HA COAHeYUHDBLI YeHMp AJIst TOTO, YTOOBI TOU-
HO OIINMCBIBATh JIBVDKeHMe HeOecHBIX cBeTwI. TeMm
caMbIM TeJIMOLIeHTpUYecKasl peBoJIIous He 3asi-
BIJIa O paJiMKaJIbHOM OTKa3se OT Halsofaresis, a
JIAIIB YKa3ajla Ha TPaHMIIbl ero ITo3HaBaTe IbHbIX
criocobHOCTet1 (CTossipoBa, 2019, c. 222).
HakomHer1, Bo BTOpOVI 4acTu CBOEro orperesie-
HVs KOIIepHMUKAaHCKOM peBomoiyy Mevisicy roBo-
PUT HaM O TOM, YTO OHA €CTb «0eyeHmMpasu3ayus
MbLULACHUS 110 OMHOUIEHUI0 K MUpY BHYmpu npoyec-
ca nosnanus» (Mevisicy, 2015, c. 172). Do xiroueBast
uies [yisd aHTUKOPPEISLVOHUCTCKOrO HappaTu-
Ba CIIeKYJISITMBHOrO peasnsma. [losiBiieHue Tpas-
CIIeHJIeHTaJIbHOTO CO3epllaHMsl U TpaHCIIeH IeH-
TaJIBHOTO CyObeKTa, 10 MHEHUIO (PPaHITy3CKOro
dwmtocoda, prBesIO BCI0O HOBOEBPOIIEVICKYIO Hay-
Ky K «pmtocodpcKoMy HTOIEMeN3MY», VI CyOb-
eKTMBHOMY KOPPeJIAIIMOHN3MY, — CUTYaIluM, KOT-
Ila IleHTpaIbHOe TIO0JIOKeHVe B TIO3HAHW 3aHsIIN
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initial reference system, but merely a trans-
fer (in mathematical and physical senses) of
the position of the observer (intuiter). It was the
transfer of the observer (or the initial reference
point) that made it possible to resolve a num-
ber of contradictions that had mounted up by
that time in astronomy. Let us stress that the
helio-centric revolution merely pointed out that
the observer should be oriented not toward the Earth
but toward the Sun as the centre in order to de-
scribe the motion of celestial bodies accurately.
Thus, the heliocentric revolution did not jetti-
son the observer altogether, but merely marked
the limits of his cognitive capacity (Stolyarova,
2019, p. 222).

Finally, in the second part of his definition
of the Copernican revolution Meillassoux (2008,
p. 115) says that it constitutes “decentring of
thought relative to the world within the process of
knowledge”. This is the key idea for the anti-cor-
relationist narrative of speculative realism. The
French philosopher believes that the emergence
of transcendental intuition and the transcen-
dental subject led all new European science to
“philosophical Ptolemaism”, or subjective cor-
relationism, a situation when the human be-
ing and his/her cognitive capacities, and not
the nature they explores took the centre stage
in cognition. This circumstance radically turned
modern science away from the objectivism of
classical (pre-critical) metaphysics to modern
subjectivism, imposing strict bans on any at-
tempts to go beyond the possible experience.
Thus, the French philosopher argues, what he
considers to be a misinterpretation of the six-
teenth and seventeenth centuries” evolution in
astronomy was a forerunner not only of spec-
ulative reinterpretation of the essence of the
Copernican turn, but also of the subsequent ac-
cusation against Kant of correlationism as well
as philosophical Ptolemaism.
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YeJIOBEK M ero Ho3HaBaTeJIbHbIe CIIOCOOHOCT, a He
cama mccileniyeMasi mpupona. VIMeHHo 3To o0cTo-
ATeJIbCTBO Pa/ViKaIbHO [IOBEPHYJIO COBPEMEeHHYIO
HayKy OT OOBEKTMBI3Ma KJIaCCUIeCKOV (JOKPUTH-
YecKOovI) MeTapr3MKM K COBpeMeHHOMY CyObeKTH-
BI3MY, HAJIOKVB CTPOTHe 3aIIpeThl Ha JII00YIO IIo-
IBITKY BBIXOZA 3a IIpeliesIbl BO3MOXKHOIO OITbITA.
Takxvm oOpasoM, HeTOUHas, IT0O MHEHUIO PpaHITy3-
cKoro ¢pustocoda, MHTepIIpeTalsl PEBOIIOLNN B
actpoHomunt XVI—XVII BB. cTasia mpenreueir He
TOJIBKO CIIEKYJISITVBHOVI peMHTepIIpeTary CyIl-
HOCTV KOITEPHVKAHCKOT'O IIepeBOpOTa, HO U ITOCTTe-
ayfomiero oosuHeHnss KaHTa B KOoppeIsiyoHms-
Me, a TakKXe B PrIocodpCKOM IToIeMeV3Me.

Ha mamr B3mrsig, mporpaMma JelleHTpasIn3a-
LIV MBIIIJIEH S Meﬂﬂcy — 3TO CBoe06pa3HbH71 OT-
BeT Ha TO HeeamubHoe (B OTHOILIIEHWVI CIIEKYJISITVB-
HOrO II03HaHMA M II03HaBaTeJIbHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEN
cyOBeKTa) comepskaHue, KoTopoe, 0e3 cOMHeHs,
Hecsla B cebe KpuTnueckas dpuiocodpus Kanra.
Peub mper 06 orpaHMYeHN BO3MOXKHOCTEN CIle-
KynaTuBHoro pasyma. Kanrobckasi «Kpurmka»
CTaJIa He TOJIbKO IIpefoCTepeXKeHeM «ITOOBI MBI
C TIOMOIIBIO CIIeKYJIATMBHOIO pa3yMa HUKOIa He
BBIXOIWIN 3a mpemersl ombiTa» (B XXIV; Kawnr,
2006a, c. 27), HO ¥ OIBITOM OTYETJIMBOIO OTpake-
HUS MUpa SgBJIEHVVI, B KOTOPOM JIeVICTBUTEIIbHBIV
MUp IlepecTaeT MCKaXkaThCsl B CIIEKYIIATVBHBIX MO-
neisix Metadmsvkn. He crydarino Hemenkmit pu-
j10cod He pa3 yKasbIBaJl, UTO J1IJIs TOTO, YUTOOBI BbI-
XOIUTD 3a CBOVI TPaHMUIIB], pasyM «He HYyXXIlaeTcsd B
nomory crekysanmm» (B XXV; Kant, 20064, c. 27).
B camom uyesioBeke Kak KOHEYHOM CYIIIeCTBe yiKe
3aJI0)KeHO 3TO Oe3ycsIoBHOe TpeboBaHMe pasyMa.

Merisicy co3HaTeIbHO BBICTYIIaeT IIPOTWB 3TOrO
TpeboBaHMs. ToNIbKO pagMKaIbHas JeLleHTpasIn-
3als, KOTopas IIofpa3yMeBaeT aHHUTVIISALIVIO
TpaHCLIeHIeHTaJIbHBIX CIIOCOOHOCTEV UeJIoBeKa,
II0 €ro MHEHWIO, CO3/1aeT YCJIOBYS [IJIs1 TIOSIBJIeH VIS
OOBEKTMBHON HayKM, KOTOpas MOIjla Obl MBICJITB
JIo0ble 0OBEeKTHI He3aBMCHMO OT (paKTa HaIlero
CyIIeCTBOBaHMS. VIMEHHO IO3TOMY, UTOOBI MBIC-
JINTH 00BEKTUBHO, HEOOXOIMMO He TOJIBKO OTKa-
3aThCs OT IPUBIJIET VY 3eMHOTO HabJIioaTeis, HO
VI peylIMpoBaTh BCe CyOBeKTVBHBIE CBOVICTBA CO-
3epLiaHMs IIpefMeTa, 3aBUCUMble OT Hallleyl TOY-

I submit that Meillassoux’s programme of
decentring thought is a kind of answer to the
indisputably negative attitude of Kant’s critical
philosophy to speculative cognition and the
subject’s cognitive capacity. I mean the restric-
tion of the possibilities of speculative reason.
Kant’s became not only a warning “teaching
us never to venture with speculative reason
beyond the boundaries of experience” (KrV, B
XXIV; Kant, 1998, p. 114), but an experience of
accurate reflection of the world of phenomena
in which the real world ceases to be distorted
by speculative metaphysical models. It is not
accidental that Kant pointed out more than
once that in order to go beyond its bounda-
ries reason does not need “any assistance from
speculative reason” (KrV, B XXV; Kant, 1998,
p. 114). This unconditional demand of reason
is inherent in human being as a finite being.

Meillassoux consciously opposes this de-
mand. He holds that only radical decentring,
which implies annihilation of man’s transcen-
dental capacity, creates conditions for an ob-
jective science which can think any objects
irrespective of the fact of our existence. That is
why in order to think objectively it is necessary
not only to renounce the privileges of an earth-
ly observer, but to reduce all the subjective
properties of intuiting an object that depend
on our point of view. However, if we ignore
the subjective sensibility of the nature of intu-
ition and the “subjective condition of our (hu-
man) intuition” (KrV, B 51; Kant, 1998, p. 164),
the world and reality will not have any objec-
tive significance for us since outside the subject
all the objects of our cognition turn out to be
“nothing”. Kant writes that “if we remove our
own subject or even only the subjective consti-
tution of the senses in general, then all the con-
stitution, all relations of objects [...] themselves
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K1 3peHMs. OIHAKO ecsiv MBI Oy/ieM OTBJIeKaThCs
OT CyOBEeKTMBHOV 4yBCTBEHHOCTV IIPVIPOMBI CO-
3eplaHms U OT «CyOBEeKTBHOTO YCJIOBS HAIIlero
(gestoBeueckoro) cosepuanms» (B 51; Kaut, 2006a,
c. 111), To Torma MmMp M peajbHOCTh He OyayT
VIMeThb JJIsi Hac OOBeKTMBHOW 3HAUYMMOCTHM, TaK
KaK BHe cyObeKkTa Bce IpefMeThl Halllero Io3Ha-
HSI OKa3bIBAIOTCS «HUUTO». [1esIo B TOM, KaK yKa-
3piBaeT KaHT, 4To «ecm ObI MBI yCTpaHMIIV HaIl
CyOBeKT WM ke TOJIBKO CyOBeKTMBHBIe CBOVICTBA
HalIllVIX YyBCTB BOOOIIE, TO BCe CBOVICTBA OOBEK-
TOB, BCe OTHOIIEHM VIX... ICUe3JIn Obl: Kak sBJle-
HWsI OHM MOT'YT CyIIlecCTBOBaTh TOJIBKO B Hac, a He
camm 110 cebe» (B 59; Kant, 2006a, c. 119).

VHBIMU CcJI0BaMM, AecyOBeKTUBUPYS M aHHU-
TUJIVPYsS YCJIOBUS HAIIMX (deJIoBeYecKMx) cosep-
IIaHMV, MBI IIpeBpalllaeM Bce IIpeMeThl Halllero
MMpa B Belly caMu 110 ceOe, Jiej1asi HeBO3MOXKHBIM
X paccMOTpeHMe B KadecTse siBjleHUit. KanT He-
CJIyYaviHO ITOIYepPKVBaJI, YTO

C TIOMOIIIBIO YYBCTBEHHOCTV MBI HE TO UTO He-
SICHO IIO3HaeM CBOVICTBa BeIley caMmx IIo cebe,
a BooOIIe He mo3HaeM mx. VI eI TOJIBKO MBI
yCTpaHVM Halm CyObeKTMBHBIE CBOVICTBA, OKa-
JKeTCsl, 9TO MPeCTaBIIIeMbII OOBEKT C KauecTBa-
MW, IPUIVICBIBA@MBIMV €MY UYBCTBEHHBIM CO3e]p-
LIaHMeM, HUT7e He BCTpedaeTcs, 11a 1 He MOXeT
BCTPETUTHCS, TaK KaK MMEHHO HaIl CyObeKTIB-
HBIe CBOVICTBA OIIPEeeTISIOT (POPMY ero Kak sBJle-
a4 (B 62; KanT, 2006a, c. 123).

PepaHII cHeKyJIATMBHOrO pasyma. [laxe
ecyIV KOCBeHHBIM 00Pa30M COIIaCUTBCS C IIPeJIIIo-
JKeHHBIM Merisacy copepkaHvieM KOIepHMKaHCKO-
ro ImepeBOpoTa KakK paJMKaJbHOIO aHTUKOppe-
JIALVIOHV3MAa, CJIeAlyeT IIPU3HATh, YTO JIOTVYeCKU
BBITEKAOIIVie 13 Hero ornepanuu aeleHTpan3a-
UM U [AecyObeKTMBaly MBIIUIeHNS] OCYIIecT-
BJIAIOTCS B paMKax ero Vccjle[IoBaHMs He 10 KOHIIa
U, cjlefloBaTesIbHO, He JOCTUIAlOT IIOCTaBJIeHHBIX
L1eJIev VI 3a/1a4.

Bo-nepBb1x, HecMoTpst Ha 3asBrieHHBIT Mer-
ACy aHTVISMIVIPV3M M PaVIKaJIbHYIO JlelleHTpa-
JIM3AlMIO SMIIMPUYEeCcKOro cyobekTa, caMm 1o cebe
SMIOVPUUECKUTT CyOBeKT (XOTS 1 B BeCcbMa 3aBya-
JIMPOBAaHHOM BWJIe) IIPOJOJDKaeT CyIIecTBOBaTh
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would disappear, and as appearances they can-
not exist in themselves, but only in us” (KrV,
B 59; Kant, 1998, p. 168).

In other words, by de-subjectivising and an-
nihilating the conditions of our (human) intu-
itions we turn all the objects of our world into
things-in-themselves and make it impossible to
see them as phenomena. It is not by chance that
Kant stresses that

through sensibility we do not cognise the
constitution of things in themselves merely
indistinctly, but rather not at all, and, as soon
as we take away our subjective constitution,
the represented object with the properties that
sensible intuition attributes to it is nowhere
to be encountered, nor can it be encountered,
for it is just this subjective constitution that
determines its form as appearance (KrV, B 62;
Kant, 1998, p. 169).

Revenge of speculative reason. Even if we
indirectly agree with Meillassoux’s interpre-
tation of the Copernican turn as radical an-
ti-correlationism, we have to admit that the
operations of decentring and desubjectivation
of thought that logically flow from them are
not followed through to the end and therefore
fail to achieve the declared goals and tasks.

First, in spite of Meillassoux’s professed an-
ti-empiricism and radical decentring of the
empirical subject, it continues to exist in the
framework of his philosophical system (albeit
in a disguised form). This “covert” (almost sub-
versive) empirical subject becomes the source
of data for empirical intuition and experien-
tial cognition. The character of these data ulti-
mately forces Meillassoux to follow the path of
Hume, i.e. to embrace the principle of radical

contingency of the world.
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B paMKax ero dmiocodckont cucremsl. Vimen-
HO 3TOT «CKPBITBHIVI» (IIOYTW YTO CyOBEpPCVBHBI)
SMIIMUPUYECKUIT CYOBEKT CTaHOBUTCS WCTOYHM-
KOM JIaHHBIX IS SMIIVPUYECKOIo CO3epLiaHVis
VI OIIBITHOTO IIO3HaHMS. XapaKTep 3TUX JaHHbIX
B KOHEYHOM cyYeTe 3acTabjisgeT Mersicy momTu 1o
nytv IOma, TO ecTh BBIIBMHYTH IIPUHLINIT Pay-
KaJIbHOVI KOHTMHI€HTHOCTY MUpa.

Bo-BTOpBIX, HeCMOTps Ha [1eCyOBbeKTMBALIVIO
MBIIIUIEHN, CTUPAONIYIO KaKyo-IMbo TrpaHM-
Iy MeX]1y MMMaHeHTHBIM VI TpaHCIeHJeHTHBIM
MupoM, B dwiocodckort cucteme Mertsacy cam
CyOBeKT IpoIo/DKaeT CyllecTBOBaThb B KauecTBe
JIOTMTUeCcKOro cyObeKTa, B KadecTBe TepMIHa B V-
axXpOHMYECKOM Cy XJeHun. I Hac BIIOJIHe oue-
BUJIHO, YTO IIyTh, Ha KOTOPOM HacTavBaeT Men-
4Cy, 3aKJII09aeTcsl OTHIOAb He TOJIBKO B KPUTMKe
KOppeJIAlVOHM3Ma U B IOAMEeHe COofep KaHWs
KaHTOBCKOI'O IlepeBopoTa B dwiocodpum «peBaH-
mreM [Itorlemes». B pevicTBuTeIbHOCTM Iporpam-
Ma Merisicy O3HaudaeT peHeccanc cnekyAamubrozo
pasyma, KoTopsin rocse «Kputukn dmcroro pasy-
Ma» OKa3aJiCsl IIOMeIIeH B )KeCcTKVe paMKM TpaHC-
LIeH/IeHTaJIbHO (pry1ocopmm.

Crout 3ameTuTs, uTo 111 KaHTa camo no cebe
cTpemJIeHMe pasyMa K Wjlee BBICIIell CyIIHOCTH,
Ha CyIIeCTBOBaHWMM KOTOPOWVI HacTavBaeT Mervis-
Cy, ecTecTBeHHO 1 HeobxoymMo. OffHaKo POBHO 10
TeX II0p, IOKa 3Ta Mies VICIIOIb3yeTCs PeryJIsaTB-
Ho. Kak TOJIBKO CIIeKyJISTUBHBIV pasyM HadlHaeT
Ha OCHOBe TpaHCIIeHJeHTaIbHBbIX MIeVl KOHCTU-
TyMUpOBaTh 3HaHVE O Pa3INUHBIX IIpeIMeTaX, Mbl
coBepIllaeM OIIMOKY ¥ BIlajlaeM B IIPOTUBOpeUle.
Kak mmrmer aBrop «KpuTHMKIM 9MCTOro pasymar,
TpaHCLleHleHTaIbHbIe Vey He TOJDKHBI IIpyMe-
HSTBCS caMU 110 ceDe, a JOJDKHBI pacCMaTpPUBaThCs
JINIIb «B KauyecTBe CXeMbl peryJIsTUBHOIO IPVH-
LMIIa CYCTeMaTNYecKoro eIVHCTBa BCero II03Ha-
Hus npupone» (B 702; Kaut, 20064, c. 859).

[1s Mericy cama CIIOCOOHOCTB pasyMa MbIC-
JIUTH OOBEKTHI, KOTOPBIE IIPEIIIeCTBYIOT HaIlIeMy
CYILIeCTBOBAaHMIO, JaeT HaM IIOJIHOe IIpaBO BIIN-
CBIBaTh 3TV COOBITUS B OIpesle/IeHHBIVI TeMIIO-
panbHbI pAg (Menscy, 2015, c. 167). Yxe cama no
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Secondly, in spite of desubjectivation of
thinking, which erases the boundary between
the immanent and transcendental worlds, the
subject continues to exist in Meillassoux’s phil-
osophical system as a logical subject, as a term
in a diachronic judgment. I have no doubt that
the path on which Meillassoux insists is not
only critique of correlationism and supplant-
ing of the content of the Kantian turn in phi-
losophy by “Ptolemaic revenge”. In reality his
programme amounts to a renaissance of specula-
tive reason which, after the Critiqgue of Pure Rea-
son was placed within the severe framework of
transcendental philosophy.

It is worth noting that for Kant the craving
of reason for the idea of the highest essence
whose existence Meillassoux vehemently insists
on, is natural and necessary. But only as long
as the idea is used in a regulative way. As soon
as speculative reason begins, on the basis of
transcendental ideas, to constitute knowledge
about various objects, we commit an error and
fall into a contradiction. The author of the Cri-
tiqgue of Pure Reason writes that transcendental
ideas should not be seen only as “a schema of
the regulative principle for the systematic uni-
ty of all cognitions of nature” (KrV, B 702; Kant,
1998, p. 607).

According to Meillassoux (2008, p. 112) the
very capacity of reason to think objects which
precede our existence gives us the right to in-
scribe these events in a certain temporal se-
quence. Already this ability alone makes our
thinking and nature independent entities which
can be thought as being independent from
something (ibid., pp. 115-116). For Kant, howev-
er, the above-mentioned (speculative) capacity
of cognition (even if it is an unconditional and
inevitable demand of reason) is evidence of ille-
gitimate use of reason. This path leads us to an-



cebe 5Ta crrocOOHOCTH [IejIaeT Hallle MBIIIUIeHVe 1
NIPVPOAY He3aBUCUMBIMM CyOCTaHIIMSMM, KOTO-
pble MOXXHO 0CMbIC/AAMb KaK He3aBUCHMBbIe OT de-
ro-imnbdo (Tam xe, c. 171, 173). s KaHTa, omHaKo,
yKasaHHas Bblllle (CIIeKYJISTVBHAasI) CIIOCOOHOCTD
II03HaHMA (IIYCTh U IIpeJICTaBIIsonias cobon oes-
yCJIOBHOE, Hem30eXXxHoe /1j1 Hac TpeboBaHMe pas-
yMa) BJIsieTCs CBUJIeTeIbCTBOM HeIllpaBOMEPHOIO
VICIIOJIb30BaHMs pasyMa. DTOT HYTh BeleT Hac K
AHTVHOMVISIM, IIOKa3bIBAFOIIIVIM, UTO MbI BEIXOAVIM
3a TPaHMIIBI OIIbITa ¥ TeM CaMbIM ITpMIMeHsIeM pas-
yM He I10 Ha3HaA4YeHWIO".

Taxum obpasom, To, uro 1 KanTa ssisercs
HeIlTpaBOMEpPHBIM IPUTH3aHMEM YNCTOrO pasyMma,
11t Merisicy cTaHOBUTCS KJIIOUeBOVI Mjieevl CIIeKy-
JIATUBHOIO MaTepuain3Ma. BelcTpanBasi cBOIO Cui-
cTeMy, dpaHIy3cKuin ¢puaocod BOcKpellaeT He
TOJIBKO KapTe3MaHCKUI JlyaIi3M, HO U JIerOHM-
LIMaHCKOe IIpefiCTaBIeHVe O BO3MOXXHBIX MUpaXx,
UCKJIIoYUas M3 Hero jmib Beiciree CyiriecTBo —
Bora, mecTo KoTOpOro 3aHVMaeT AGCOIIIOT.

AbGcomor 1 MaremaTruka. B pabore «[locse
KOHEUYHOCTV» Meridgcy He CKpbIBaeT CBOETro BOC-
TOP)KeHHOTO OTHOIIIeHMsI K MaTeMaTlKe, paccMa-
TpVBasi ee He TOJIKO KaK yHVMBEpPCaIbHBIV MeTO]I
MO3HaHM, HO U (3TO BaXkHO!) KaK yHubepcasvholil
cnocob onucanus mupa. Takovt BOCTOPr IIPOIVIKTO-
BaH, C OJJHOVI CTOPOHBI, ITOIIBITKOV «BOCKPECUTH»
B OOIIMX YepTax KOHTYPbl HOBOEBPOIIEVICKOVI Hay-
K1, KOTOpas, KaK OOIIen3BeCcTHO, «HaIlVCaHa S3bl-
KOM MaTeMaTVKI», a C APYToV — IIpOBeCTy deMap-
KallMOHHYIO JIMHUIO MeXJy 3HaHMeM, KOTopoe
CBOOOTHO OT KOppeJIslMOHM3Ma (CIeKY IATHBHAs
MeTadm3MKa), I 3HaHWeM, KOTOpoe IIpe/ICTaBIseT
cobovt KOppesIAT MBIIUIEHUS (TPaHCIeHIeHTaIb-
Has dpvtocods).

Crout orMeTnTh, uTO M1 KanTta MaremaTmka
¥ MaTeMaTMYeCKMTI CIIOCO0 TTO3HAHMS UT'payiv He
MEHBIITY 10 postb. KEHMTcOeprckmit MbICIIUTE T HI-
KOT7Ia He OTpUIIAJI 3HaUeHve vuaen mathesis univer-

5B YaCTHOCTV, B IIPVIBEAEHHOM BbIIIE€ BBICKA3bIBaHWI
Merisicy OTUeTIIMBO TIPOSIBIISETCS CMEIIIeHVIe JIOTVUEeCKOT
BO3MOXKHOCTV IIOHSTUS BCEOOBEMIIIOIIEIT peaIbHOCT
(Ge3 BHyTpeHHETO IIPOTMBOPEUNS) C TPaHCIEeHIeHTaIb-
HOVI BO3MOXXHOCTBIO.
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tinomies which show that we are going beyond
the boundaries of experience, thereby misusing
reason.’

Thus, what for Kant is a misuse of pure rea-
son is the key idea of speculative materialism
for Meillassoux. In building his system he res-
urrects not only Cartesian dualism but also the
Leibnizian notion of possible worlds, excluding
from it only the Supreme Being, God, whose
place is occupied by the Absolute.

The Absolute and mathematics. In his work
After Finitude Meillassoux does not hide his ad-
miration for mathematics, considering it to be
not only a universal method of cognition, but
(importantly!) also a universal method of describ-
ing the world. This enthusiasm is prompted, on
the one hand, by an attempt to “resurrect”, in
outline, the contours of the new European sci-
ence which, of course, “is written in the lan-
guage of mathematics”, and on the other hand,
to distinguish knowledge which is free from
correlationism (speculative metaphysics) from
knowledge which is a correlate of thinking
(transcendental philosophy).

It has to be noted that mathematics and the
mathematical method of cognition were at
least as important for Kant. He never denied
the significance of the idea of mathesis universa-
lis and, following the new European tradition
(Descartes, Pascal, Spinoza) saw axiomatisation
as a model of building a deductive pure sci-
ence. The setting of intuitively obvious forms
of intuition a priori forms of intuition (space
and time) in the first part of the Critique of Pure
Reason is a good example of philosophical axio-
matisation. However, the problem highlight-
ed by Kant is not the building of pure science
as such. Creating a pure (speculative) science

3For example, the above cited utterance of Meillassoux
obviously confuses the logical possibility of the concept
of all-embracing reality (without internal contradiction)
with transcendental possibility.
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salis wu, CJIe[1ysi IMEHHO HOBOEBPOIIEVICKOVI Tpa/ivi-
ummn (Hexapt, ITackaip, CriHO3a), paccMaTpuBail
aKCMOMaTM3alliIo B KadecTBe oOpaslia IeqyKTVB-
HOT'O IIOCTPOEHMS UMCTOM HayKu. B 3ToM cMblIc-
Jle 3a/1aHVe MHTYUTVBHO OYEeBUIHBIX allpUOPHBIX
dopMm cosepiiaHMs (IPOCTpPaHCTBA ¥ BpeMeHN)
B TIepBoNt YacTu «KpUTHKM 4MCTOro pasyma» sB-
JIeTCSL XOPOILINM IIPUMEPOM VMMEHHO (hu.10cogph-
cxotl axcuomamusayuu. OpHaKO Ipodriema, Ko-
TOPYIO CO BCeVl OYeBMIHOCTBIO 00o3Haums1 KaHr,
3aKJII0YaeTcs He B IIOCTPOEeHMY YMCTON Hay KM KaK
TaKOBOVL. [lejio B TOM, UTO cO37aTh YMCTYIO (CIle-
KYJIATVBHYIO) HayKy, OIMParOLIyocs JIMIIb Ha
HEKOTOpOe MHOXXeCTBO VMHTYUTVBHO OYEeBUIHBIX
IIPETIONIOKEHMTT (QKCMIOM), He IIpeJICTaBIseT [IJIs
Hac CyIlecTBeHHOV TpymHocTu. TpygHOCTb BO3-
HMKaeT TOrha, KOrga MbI IIbITaeMCSl JOCTATOYHO
PasBUTYIO (CEeMaHTMYECKV TIOJITHYIO) TeOpuIo 000-
CHOBaTh PeKYyPCUBHBIMI CPeCTBaMIL.

VImeHHO B cBsI3M ¢ 00OCHOBaHVIEM YVICTOMI (CIIe-
KYJIATVIBHOVI) HayK! (1 MaTeMaTVKW, B YaCTHOCT)
MOXHO YeTKO pasrpaHWYUTb TPaKTOBKM mathe-
sis universalis y Kanra n Meriscy. Ilo Kanty, vu-
cmas Hayka Heobxoouma, Ho Hedokasyema. Corac-
HO Mernsacy, uucmas (cnekysamubuas) Hayka He
HyxxOaemcs B cBoem dokasamesvcmbe, max Kax oHa
Bobce He Heobx00uMa, a auuib BosmoxHa. Kateropvist
BO3MOXKHOCTY IIO3BOJISIET (ppaHITy3cKoMy uto-
cody Ha IepBBIX IOpax He TOJIBKO M30eXXaTh He-
00OxoMMOCTV 0OOCHOBaHMSI MaTeMaT4YecKoro (1
TeM CaMbIM 3aKJIIOYeHMSI O €ro abCOJTIOTHOCTM),
HO " OTOX/IEeCTBUTD JIUIIIh BO3MOXXHO€ CYyIIIeCTBO-
BaHVe Belllell BHe Halllero MBIIUIeHUs ¢ paKTu-
JecKmM: «AOCOIIIOTHOCTh MaTeMaTU31PyeMOro 03-
Ha4yaeT BO3MOXKHOe (paKTIuecKoe CyIIleCTBOBaHe
BHe MBIIJIEHNs], a He HeoOXOIMOe CyIlleCTBOBa-
HIe BHe MbIIUIeHMs» (Tam xe, c. 175).

C nomompo MaTemaTusaummy Merisicy crpe-
MUTCH YCTPaHUTh HABUCIIIYIO Hajl €ro Teopuen
yrpo3y KapTe3MaHCKOro ayajmnsMa U gaxTude-
CKVI 3aSIBJISIET O TOXK/I€CTBE MBIITUIEHVS 1 OBITVS B
paMKax MaTeMaTI4eCcKOro OICaHVs PeaIbHOCTL.
ITpn sTOM camMoO 3TO TOXIecTBO (M ABCOITIOT)
MBICJIVTCS IM He KaK HeOOXOIVMOCTD, a JIVIIb KaK
BO3MOXXHOCTB, TO €CTh KaK BO3MOXXHOE TOXIeCTBO
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based solely on a set of intuitively obvious sup-
positions (axioms) is not such a daunting task.
Difficulties arise when we try to use recursive
methods to ground a developed (semantically
complete) theory.

It is the grounding of pure (speculative)
science (including mathematics) that demon-
strates the differences between Kant and Meil-
lassoux in interpreting mathesis universalis.
According to Kant, pure science is necessary but
unprovable. According to Meillassoux, pure
(speculative) science does not need any proof be-
cause it is not necessary but merely possible. The
category of possibility enables the French phi-
losopher for a while not only to avoid the need
to ground the mathematical (thereby conclud-
ing that it is absolute) but to identify the mere-
ly possible existence of things outside thought
with factual existence: “[A]bsoluteness of that
which is mathematisable means: the possibili-
ty of factual existence outside thought — and
not: the necessity of existence outside thought”
(ibid., p. 117).

Meillassoux tries to use mathematisation
to avert the looming threat to his theory on
the part of cartesian dualism and effective-
ly equates thinking and being in the frame-
work of mathematical description of reality.
He thinks this identity (or Absolute) not as a
necessity, but merely as a possibility, i.e. as
a possible identity and “possible Absolute”.
He grounds his idea by pointing out that ne-
cessity exists independently from our exist-
ence/non-existence and the fact of thinking/
non-thinking. Thus, “it is meaningful to think
(even if only in a hypothetical register) that all
those aspects of the given that are mathemati-
cally describable can continue to exist regard-
less of whether or not we are there to convert
the latter into something that is given-to or
manifested-for” (ibid.).



1 «BO3MOXXHBIVT AOCOITIOT». Merisicy 000CHOBBIBaeT
CBOIO MBICJIb T€M, YTO HEOOXOIVIMOCTH CYIIIECTBY-
eT JINIIBb KaK KOPPeJIST Halllero MBIIIJIEHVIS], B TO
BpeMs KaK BO3MOXKHOCTB CYIIIeCTBYeT He3aBVC/IMO
OT HaIIlero CYIIeCcTBOBaHMS / HeCyIeCTBOBAaHMS
" ¢aKTa MBIITUIEHNS / HeMbIIUIeHNs. TakuM 06-
pasoM, «eCTb CMBICTI yMaTh (B IMIIOTETVYECKOM
KJIIOY€) UTO BCe 0AHHOe, KOTOPOEe MOXKET ObITh OITV-
CaHO MaTeMaTM4YecKV, MOXeT IIPOJOJDKaTh CyIile-
CTBOBATh HE3aBVCVIMO OT TOIO, CYIIECTBYeM JIV
MBI, YTOOBI ITpEBPAIIIATH €T0 B IAHHOEe-11JIs, SIBJIEH-
Hoe-1s1» (Tam xe, c. 174—175).

Merisicy He yTOYHSIET XapaKTep 3TOro 0aHH020
(e>MIIMIpMYecKkoe OHO WUIM TPaHCIIeHEHTAJIBHOE),
He pacKpbIBaeT ero pyHIaMeHTaIbHOe OT/IYVIE OT
He0aHH020 (CyIIeCcTBYeT JIV OHO IIPVI TOM VJIV HeT)
" ocTaBiisieT 0e3 BHUMAaHWMS TO 0aHHOe, KOTOPOe,
Ilake HECMOTPSL Ha TO UTO 0HO HAM 0AHO, He MOXET
ObITH MaTeMaTM3MpOBaHO. AOCOTIOTHOCTH Mare-
MaTVYeCcKOro omvcaHms, o Merviscy, BbIpakaeT-
Cs B TOM, UTO MaTeMaTideckas popMyJia yCTaHaB-
JIMBaeT A3blk KaK abCOITIOTHYIO (POPMY ONVCaHMS,
€IMHCTBEHHO CIIOCOOHYIO IPVUMWUPUTDH IIPOTVBO-
TIOJIOKHOCTB €0Qif0 W existerns, akTa MBIIIUIEHVS 11
o0beKTa MBIIIUIEHVS], He YCTaHaB/IVBasl IIPY 3TOM
ViepapXMi0 TOCIIOICTBA OIHOV CyOCTaHIVM Har
npyrovt. TolbKo B sI3bIKe CHVMAETCSI ITPOTUBOpe-
4yie MeXy CyOBeKTOM 1 00beKTOM IO3HAHWS, OT-
MeHSIeTCSI OHTOJIOT VISl TOTaJIM3allv, LIeHTpaI3a-
Iy M cyOobeKTMBanmy. TOJIBKO B YTBEPXKIEHWUN
g3bIKa (VUIV MaTeMaTiaecKom popMyIIbl) Kak Cy0-
CTaHIIVIOHAJIBHOVI €IVHWIIBI HOBOT'O IIOPSIKa MBI
m30eraeM KOppeJIIony3Ma. VIHbIMY ciioBaMu, B
CYIITHOCTVI KOIIEPHMKAHCKOT O IlepeBopoTa Merisicy
BU/IVIT He TOJIBKO HaVBHBIVI (€CTeCTBEHHBIN) TPAHC-
dep HabrOmaTENIS M MOSBIIEHVIE HOBOVI VIHEPIIV-
aJIBHOVI CVICTEMBI OTYETa, He TOJIBKO SIVCTEMOJIO-
TMYEeCKYIO PEBOJIIOLVIIO, HO U CYyOCHAHYUOHAAbHBLIL
nepebopom. CyOcTaHIIMOHaJIBHBIV IIePeBOPOT, B
KOTOPOM TPaauLVIOHHbIe (PrIocodcKre IpoTH-
BOITOJIO)KHOCTY — WZIesi VI MaTepyis, MBIIIUIEHVIE U
MPOTSKEHHOCTh — PacCMaTpPVBAIOTCS He KaK onpe-
deseHHble U HEODX00UMble HAUAAA, 4 KAK BO3MOXKHbLE
U KOHMUH2eHmHble (CAYUAtiHble) NOPOXKOeHUS CAMOT
MAamemMamu4eckotl (hopMyAbl 1 A3bIKA.
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Meillassoux does not specify the character
of the given (whether it is empirical or transcen-
dental), does not explain its fundamental dif-
ference from the non-given (whether or not it
exists) and ignores the given which in spite of
being given cannot be mathematised. The abso-
luteness of mathematical description, accord-
ing to Meillassoux, manifests itself in that the
mathematical formula establishes language as
the absolute form of description which alone
can reconcile cogito and existens, the act of
thinking and the subject of thinking without
putting one above the other in a hierarchy. It
is only in language that the contradiction be-
tween the subject and object of cognition is
removed and the ontology of totalisation, cen-
tralisation and subjectivation is cancelled. It
is only by asserting language (or mathemati-
cal formula) as the substantive unit of a new
order that we avoid correlationism. In other
words, Meilassoux views the Copernican turn
not only as naive (natural) transfer of the ob-
server and the emergence of a new inertial ref-
erence system, not only as an epistemological
revolution, but also as a substantive turn. The
substantive turn in which traditional philo-
sophical opposites — idea and matter, thought
and dimension — are seen not as definite and
necessary principles but as possible and contingent
(accidental) products of the mathematical formula
and of language.

The French philosopher maintains that we
can only bring back the absolute effectiveness
of mathematical description when we “think, as
Descartes did, the speculative import of math-
ematics, but this time without relying, as he did,
upon the metaphysical pretension to be able to prove
the existence of a perfect being” (ibid., p. 126; my
italics — A.E.). Speaking about the specula-
tive effectiveness of mathematics, Meillassoux
proposes to view it not as an unconditional-
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BepHyTb abCOTIOTHYIO €/ICTBEHHOCTh MaTeMa-
TUYeCKOIo OIMCaHWsl, COIIacCHO (paHIly3CKOMY
drtocody, BOSMOXKHO TOJIBKO TOITIA, KOTa MBI Oy-
IIeM «MBICIIUTB, KaK 3TO [esiail JleKapT, creKyiis-
TUBHYIO JIeVICTBEHHOCTb MaTeMaTVKW, HO He Npu-
Baexas, kak OH, Memagpusuueckyio npemeH3ur0 Ha
doxazameavcmbo  cywecmbobanus  cobepuieHH020
Cyuwecmba» (Tam xe, c. 190; kypcus mont. — A.E).
ToBopst O CHEKYJIATMBHOVI [I€VICTBEHHOCTV MarTe-
MaTuKy, Merisicy mperijiaraeT paccMaTpuBaTh IIO-
CJIeTHIOI0 He KaK 0e3ycI0OBHO HeOOXOIVIMYIO CYIII-
HOCTB, KOTOpasl J[IOKa3blBaeT WJIM OIIpOBepraeT
CyllleCTBOBaHVe MJIV peaIbHOCTh IAaHHOTO, a JIVIIb
KaK [1eCcyOBeKTMBMpOBaHHOEe MBIIIIeHNe, KOTO-
poe, 1Iof06HO abcorroTHOMY Ayxy leress, mpen-
IIeCcTByeT CyObeKTMBHOMY ombITy. bosee Toro, ab-
coimoTHass (paKTyaJIbHOCTh Y KOHTMHI€HTHOCTb
VICTVH, IIOJIyYaeMbIX C IIOMOIIIbIO TaKOTO pojia CIie-
KYJIATMBHOVI MaTeMaTVKV, B aHTUPaKTUYeCKOM
KJIFOUe yKasbIBaeT Ha TO, UTO CIIeKYJISTMBHOe 3Ha-
HVe JOJDKHO OTKasbIBaTh JIF000M popMe IoKasa-
TeJIbCTBA, ITPUBOAIIIETO €0 K KOPPeJIATY MBbIIIIjIe-
Hu. Kak nomuepkmsaeT Merisicy, HuKakoe 3HaHve
He MOXXeT OBITh ycTaHOBJIEHO a priori. EnuHcTBeH-
HBIM VICTOYHMKOM HAIIIVX 3HAHWV SBJISETCS TOIb-
KO «OOXOITHOVI ITy Th» ITO3HAHMS — OIIBIT.

Tem yawBuUTeIBHEE, YTO CIIYCTSI HECKOJIBKO
cTpaHul; Merzsicy, 10 3TOro BBICTYIABIIN C IO3M-
uyii FOMa o HeZIOITyCTMMOCTH CYIIeCTBOBaHMS Ka-
KVIX-JI00 0e3yC/IOBHO HEOOXOAMMBIX VICTUH, 3asiB-
JIeT IIPSIMO TIPOTVBOIIOJIOKHOE: «...peub TYT UIEeT
y>ke He O BbIBeIeHUM aOCOJTIOTHOV, X0MsA U TWIIO-
TeTUYECKOV, HeVICTBEHHOCTV JII000ro MaTreMaTi-
YeCKOIr'o BBICKA3bIBAHMS, HO O BBIBEOEHWN abco-
JIIOTHOVI eVICTBEHHOCTV, Ha 3TOT pa3 0e31c106Ho
1HeobxX00UMOTl, OIHOV YACHHOL TeOpeMbl, KOTOpast
MIO3BOJIUT HaM yhepXaTb HeTOTaIM31pPyeMOCThb
TpaHchHUTHOrO» (Tam xe, c. 192). B cBoem ocHOB-
HOM coflep’KaHMM JJ0Ka3aTeJIbCTBO «0e3yCcI0BHO He-
00XOIIMOVI OJTHOVI YaCTHOVI TeOpeMbl», KOTopasi Obl
I03BOJIMJIA JJOKa3aTh PeasIbHOCTh CyIeCTBOBaHWS
ABcorIoTa, IIPaKTUYeCKy ITOJTHOCTBIO BOCITPOM3BO-
IUT V3BECTHOe OHTOJIOIMYecKoe (KapTe3uaHCKOe)
IoKasaTesibcTBo ObITis bora. OmHako ere Kanr,
o0cy>KIasi 3TO JI0Ka3aTeIbCTBO, COBEPIIIEHHO BEPHO
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ly necessary entity which proves or refutes the
existence or reality of the given, but merely as
desubjectivised thinking which, like Hegel’s
absolute spirit, precedes subjective experience.
Moreover, absolute factuality and contingency
of the truths obtained through such speculative
mathematics, in the anti-factual way, shows
that speculative knowledge should refute any
form of proof which leads it to a correlate of
thinking. Meillassoux stresses that no knowl-
edge can be established a priori. The only source
of our knowledge is the “the bypass” of cogni-
tion, experience.

It is all the more surprising that after sever-
al pages Meillassoux, who espoused Hume’s
position that unconditionally necessary truths
do not exist, declares the exact opposite: we are
speaking “[...] here, of deriving the absolute
though hypothetical scope of any mathematical
statement whatsoever, but rather of deriving
the absolute and now unconditionally necessary
scope of a particular theorem, viz., the theorem
that allows us to maintain the non-totalisabili-
ty of the transfinite” (ibid., p. 127). Essentially,
proof of “an unconditionally necessary par-
ticular theorem” that would establish the real-
ity of the existence of the Absolute practically
reproduces the famous ontological (Cartesian)
proof of the existence of God. However, al-
ready Kant, discussing this proof, quite right-
ly pointed out that one cannot infer from the
speculative possibility of concepts and judg-
ments (diachronic judgments) possible exist-
ence of things and thereby conclude that they
are real. Think of the famous example from the
Critique of Pure Reason: “[...] the actual contains
nothing more than the merely possible. A hun-
dred actual dollars do not contain the least bit
more than a hundred possible ones” (KrV, B
627; Kant, 1998, p. 567). Although Kant notes
that the concept of the Supreme Being (the Ab-



o0paTiI BHUMMaHVe Ha TO, YTO OT CIeKYJISTVBHON
BO3MOXKHOCTU IIOHSITUV W CYXXKIEHWI (m/[axpOHM-
YeCKMX CY K[IeHWVI) HeJIb3sl IePexoduUTh K BO3MOXK-
HOMY CYyIIeCTBOBaHMIO BellleVl M 3aK/IfouaTh TeM
CaMbIM, UTO OHM O0JIaIafOT IIOJIMHHON peasIbHO-
cTei0. Bermomumm sHameHnTHI ipymep n3 «Kpu-
TUKW YWCTOTO pasyMa»: «...B JeVICTBUTEJIBHOM CO-
TIep>KUTCs He OOJIbIlle, YeM TOJIBKO B BO3MOYKHOM.
CTO encTBUTEIIBHBIX TaJIepOB He cofepkaT B cebe
HV Ha VI0TY OOJIbIlle, 4YeM CTO BO3MOXKHBIX TaJIepOB»
(B 627; KanT, 20064, c. 773). 1 xots KanT oT™MeuaeT,
YTO IIOHATVIE BBICITIeVI CYIITHOCTH (KOevl, HeCOMHEeH-
HO, gBJIsieTcsi AGcomoT Mervisicy) B HEKOTOPBIX CITy-
YJasgx JIeVICTBUTEIIBHO MOXET OBbITh «dpe3BbIYaiiHO
TIOJIE3HOVI MJIeeVi», TaK KaK «OHa eCTh TOJIIBKO MIes»
(B 630; Kant, 20060, c. 775), oHa COBepIIIEHHO He ro-
IWUTCS IJISL TOTO, YTOOBI IIOCTPOUTH Ha ee pyHIa-
MeHTe YVCTYIO HayKy 1 OOBeKTVBHOe 3HaHe.

5. 3akiiroueHnme

Merzsicy, obpartiasich K OIpe/IeIeHIO CYIITHOCTI
KOIIepHMKaHCKOTO IIepeBOpOTa, IIpeciiefioBasl 1ejlb
He JIONYCTUTH (VJIV 10 KparHeVt Mepe MUHVIM3K-
poBaTh) IosIBJIeHe B HayKe 1 pvytocodmmt pasiind-
HOro popa morMarmdeckmx Abcororos. OmHaKo
oTKa3 Mensicy oT dyHIaMeHTaIbHOIO pasjesie-
HVIs1 OBITHS U MBIITUIEHNS], KOTOpOe (PUrypupyeT B
KpuTmdeckov dpmstocodpum KanTa Kak paszesieHe
«B-cebe» 1 «Is-Hac», clelaylo HEBO3MOXHBIM (M1
IlaXke B OITperieJIeHHOVI CTeTIeHN M3JIMIITHVIM) CaMo
00OCHOBaHVIe VICTMIHHOCTV TOVI VIJT VIHOWI WICCITe-
noBaTesibcKovt mosuyn. Takum obpaszom, Mervtsicy
«BOCKpPeCUJI» CIEeKY/IATUBHYIO MeTau3MKy HOBO-
eBporIerickov prtocodpum ¢ mpucyen e abco-
JIIOTM3aLIVier KOHTMHTeHTHOCTA

B pamkax HacTosIIIero 1cciieIoBaHs MbI ITOKa-
3aJI11, YTO OOBMHEHS B KOPPeJIAIIVOHM3Me, BBICKa-
sanHble Mevsicy B anpec Kanra 1 nocrremyroment
dvtocodckont Tpaauuy, CyOBeKTMBHBL M ON-
paloTcs Ha MCKa)KeHHOe ITpeJicTaBJIeHVie O CyIITHO-
CTVI HOBOEBPOIIEVICKOVI PEBOJIIOLIVV B €CTeCTBO3HA-
HuM. BMecTe ¢ TeM caMm ¢akT MOsiBJIeHNMs B Hayasle
XXI B. CIIeKyJISTMBHOIO peajivi3Ma, KOTOPBIV, Ka-
3aJ10Ch OBI, ICXOIUT 13 (PyHIaMeHTaIbHBIX MEeTO-

A. S. Emelyanov

solute according to Meillassoux) can sometimes
be “a very useful idea”, “it is merely an idea”
(KrV, B 630; Kant, 1998, p. 568), which is totally
unfit to be a foundation of pure science and ob-
jective knowledge.

5. Conclusion

In defining the essence of the Copernican
turn, Meillassoux aimed to prevent (or at least
minimise) the emergence in science and philos-
ophy of various dogmatic Absolutes. However,
his rejection of the fundamental divide between
being and thinking, which in Kant’s philosophy
is expressed as the distinction between “in-it-
self” and “for-us”, made it impossible (and to
some extent redundant) to prove the validity of
this or that research position. Thus, Meillassoux
“resurrected” the speculative metaphysics of
the new European philosophy with its charac-
teristic absolutisation of contingency.

My research has shown that the charges of
correlationism Meillassoux levelled at Kant
and the following philosophical tradition are
subjective and are based on a misrepresenta-
tion of the essence of the new European revo-
lution in natural science. At the same time the
emergence in the early twenty-first century of
speculative realism, which would seem to pro-
ceed from the fundamental methodological
postulates of post-structuralism (decentring
and desubjectivation of the process of thought,
contingency and factuality of knowledge) and
makes a radical pivot toward Hume and the
pre-critical metaphysics, probably for the first
time in the long period of the dominance of the
post-structuralist discourse, is showing signs of
a crisis of foundations in which all post-critical
philosophy is immersed. The latter, I believe,
makes Kant’s critical philosophy more relevant
than ever.
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HOJIOTMYeCKMX ITOCTYJIAaTOB IIOCTCTPYKTYpasiv3Ma
(DeuleHTpasM3alM U AecyObeKTuBalm Ipoliec-
ca MBIIIIeHNs, KOHTMHTeHTHOCTY U PaKTyasIbHO-
CTV 3HaHWs), HO PV 3TOM JIeJIaeT pajVKaIbHbIN
HOBOPOT B cTOpOoHY IOMa M IOKpWUTMYecKon Me-
TapM3MKM, TOXaIyVl, BIEpBble 3a [0JITOe BpeMs
TOCIIOZICTBA TIOCTCTPYKTYPaJIMCTCKOrO JIMCKypca
CBUIIETEIILCTBYET O HaMeYaloIeMcs Kpu3uce 0CHO-
Ganuil, B KOTOPBIVI IOIPy3WIIach BCS ITOCTKPUTH-
uveckast pustocodmst. IlocstenHee, Ha HaIll B3IVIsA,
JejtaeT KpuTudeckyo dniocoduro Kanra kak Hu-
KOI/ja aKTyaJIbHOV IMEHHO B HacTOsIIlee BpeMsl.
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HEOKAHTMAHCTBO

VK 1(091):111

MOEVN OUXTE
B ®NJIOCOPCKUNX YUEHUIAX
PYCCKVMX HEOKAHTVIAHIIEB

JI. IO. KopnuaaeB >

Vuenue @uxme cviepaso 3uauumenvhyo posv 6
CmanoBAeHUU  HeOKAHMUAHCKUX (pusocopckux  npo-
exmoB xax 6 I'epmanuu, max u 6 Poccuu. Ha npumepe
padom b.I1. Bouwecaabyeba, b. B. fIxoBenxo u I'. D. Jlan-
Ya npeonpuHUMAeMCcs NONvIMKa PeKOHCMPYKYUU 1mex
Gauanuil, komopsie oxasaiu udeu Puxme Ha gusocogp-
cKue nocmpoenus pycckux neoxkanmuaryeb. B ucmopu-
K0-(huA0COPCKUX COUUHEHUAX PYCCKUX HeoKanmuanyet
cehopmupobasca  yeA0OCmHBLIL  UHIMEPRPemayuoHHbLI
Konmexcm ¢pusocogpuu Puxme, Komopwlil credyem pac-
cmampubams Kax HeomveMAeMY0 U 3HAYUMYI0 UACD
omeuecmbertoeo gpuxmebedenus. KioueBvimu meroeH-
YUAMU FMUX COUUHEHUTI ABASIOMCA NONbIMKU COAUSUND
yuenue Quxme c pycckoil pusocogpueil, npedcmabumms
e2o cpusocogpckyio cucmemy yeaocmo, bes pasdeseHus
Ha aBmoHoMHble nepuods. mbopuecmba, akyenmupobams
BHuManue HA IMuUeCKoM Xapakmepe eeo ¢purocogpuu,
noouepkHyms 3acayeu Hemeykoeo ¢pusocogpa 8 paspa-
bomxe npobaemvl uppayUoHaIbHo20 U Op. [11s meopemu-
ueckux mpyooB pycckux Heokammuanuef xapakmepHo
ocoboe Brumanue k puxmeaHckum uUeas-peastcu-
HecKUM NOCHIPOCHUAM, AOSULUCHICKOMY NOHUMAHUIO
abcoaromroeo Obimus, nonvimke cHAms npomubopeuue
abcoatommo2o edunHcmba u HAAUUHOU KOHKPeMHO MHO-
sxecmBerrocmu. Vides npumama npakmu4ecko20 pasyma
y Quxme, cmabuias xaroueboil 045 00pasa puxmeanckoil
¢husocogpuu 6 Hemeyxom HeokaHmuarcmbe, nosyUUAd
npodosxenue U OpueUHALbHOe pasbumue U Yy pycckux
Heokanmuanyel. Boviuecarabueb npednpunsas nocredoba-
meavHoe BvlBedenue npaba, eocyoapcmba u xo3aricmba
U3 IMUUECKO20 COOCPKAHUS «HAYKOYUeHUs», SKoBenko

! MOCKOBCKMVI TOCYyHApCTBEHHBIVI YHVMBEPCUTET MMEHU
M. B. JTomoHOCOBa,

Poccms, 119991, Mocksa, Jlennnckme roper, . 1.
2BanTuvickuit defepanbHbIV yHUBepcuTeT M. V1. KanTa,
Poccust, 236041, KanmmauHrpan, yir. Ajekcasapa
Hesckoro, 1. 14.

Iocmynuaa 6 pedaxyuro: 02.12.2022 e.

doi: 10.5922/0207-6918-2025-2-5

NEO-KANTIANISM

FICHTE'S IDEAS
IN THE PHILOSOPHICAL DOCTRINES
OF RUSSIAN NEO-KANTIANS

L. Yu. Kornilaev?

Fichte’s doctrine played a significant role in the
emergence of Neo-Kantian philosophical projects both
in Germany and in Russia. This paper proceeds from
the works of Boris Vysheslavtsev, Boris Yakovenko
and Henry Lanz and tries to reconstruct the influenc-
es exerted by Fichte’s ideas on the philosophical ideas
of Russian Neo-Kantians. The historical-philosophi-
cal works of Russian Neo-Kantians constitute an in-
tegral body which provides an interpretative context
of Fichte’s philosophy and forms an inalienable and
significant part of Fichte studies in Russia. The main
tendency of these works is an attempt to bring Fichte’s
doctrine closer to Russian philosophy, to represent his
philosophical system in its entirety without dividing
it into autonomous periods, drawing attention to the
ethical character of his philosophy and stressing the
German philosopher’s contribution to the study of
the problem of the irrational. The works of Russian
Neo-Kantians are characterised by particular attention
to Fichte’s ideal-realist ideas, his logicistic approach to
absolute being, the attempt to overcome the contradic-
tion between absolute unity and the concrete manifold.
Fichte’s idea of the primacy of practical reason, which
shaped the image of Fichtean philosophy in Gertman
Neo-Kantianism, was taken up and developed in an
original way by Russian Neo-Kantians. Vysheslavtsev
made a consistent attempt to derive law, the state and
economics from the ethical content of epistemology,
“the science of knowledge”; Yakovenko suggested in-
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npedAoKus mpakmobams «HayKoy4eHue» Kax yuenue o
KusHu u c6obode, xax ¢pusocogpckoe obocHobanue xpu-
cmuanckoi udeu; Jlawy paccmampubas  pusocogpuro
Duxme 6 mom xe Katoue: kax «Boccmanue MOpaiu npo-
mué meopuu», kax gpurocogpuo c60600sL.

KiroueBble cinoBa: Quxme, Heoxanmuarcmbo,
UppAYUOHAALHOCHIL, HAYKOYUYEHUEe, pycckoe HeOKAHMU-
arcmbo

BBemenmne

Ha pyb6exxe XIX—XX BB. dwtocodpnss Prixre
OKaszaslach B 4YVICJIe KJIIOYEBBIX MEVHBIX «Y3JIOB»,
BOKPYT KOTOPBIX CKJIaJIbIBaJIOCh PycCKOe HeOKaH-
TMAHCTBO®. DTO CBA3aHO KaK C BJIVISHVMEM CO CTO-
POHBI HeMeIIKMX HeOKaHTMaHIIeB, 3aHTepeco-
BaHHBIX B (PUXTeaHCKOV peBusuu dQuiocopnmn
KanrTa, Tak 11 ¢ IpsIMBIM MHTEpecoM pyccKux pu-
nococpoB-HeoKaHTHaHIeB K yueHmio Ouxre. Pyc-
CKOe HeOKaHTMaHCTBO SBJISeTcs HeoTbeMJIeMO
Y OpPraHMYHOWM YacThlO «PYCCKOM (PUXTeaHbD».
IlepBble TOACTYIIBI K PeIIeHUIO MCCIIeIoBaTe b
CKVX 3a/]a4, BOSHUKAOIIVX B CBA3M C (PeHOMEeHOM
pyccKom dpuxTeaHbl ¥ €ro 3HaYeHVeM /I PasBu-
TUSL pyccKovi pustocodpmm, ObIIIM ITpeCTaBIeHbl
B 2000 r. B KOJUIEKTMBHOV MOHOTpadmm 1of, pex.
B. ®. INycrapnakosa «@wiocodpuss Puxre B Poc-
cum» (Pustocodms. .., 2000), Tae ObLIV BBISBIIEHBI
VI oxapaKTepu30BaHbl OCHOBHBIe 3TaIlbl U op-
MBI pelenimm niaen Duxrte B pycckon q)r/moco-
dun. B MoHOrpadmmt mpucyTCTBYIOT McCileoBa-
HMs, TIOCBAIIIeHHbIe U PYCCKMM HeoKaHTMaHIIaM.
B wactHOCTH, B. A. XKyukoB oOpricoBas KapTuHY
IIPOTMBOPEUNBOrO M HEOIHO3HaYHOIO BOCIPU-
ATV M KpUTUKKN drtocopum Drixte B pycckoM
HeOKaHTMaHCTBe V1 peJINrmo3Hon dpviocodpum Ha
pyoexxe XIX—XX BB. (JKyukos, 2000), a B. B. JTaza-
peB MpeyIoKMII TeMaTUJecKuit 0030p cTarem 13
100MJIeVTHOTO BBIITYCKa Xy pHasla «Borrpocsr dwto-
copmm 1 IICUIXOJIOTMW», TIOMYEePKHYB MX OOIIyI0

* [lepBovt, KTO yKasaJl Ha KJTIOYeBOe 3HaueHMe uiIo-
copvm Duxre mIA pycckoe0 HEOKAHTMAHCTBA, ObUIA
H. A. Imurpuesa (Omurpuesa, 2007, c. 248 —249).
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terpreting “the science of knowledge” as a teaching on
life and freedom, as the philosophical grounding of the
Christian idea; Lanz wrote about Fichte’s philosophy
in the same vein as “the revolt of morality against the-
ory”, as a philosophy of freedom.

Keywords: Fichte, Neo-Kantianism, irrationality,
science of knowledge, Russian Neo-Kantianism

Introduction

At the turn of the nineteenth and twenti-
eth centuries Fichte’s philosophy was one of
the key intellectual “hubs” around which Rus-
sian Neo-Kantianism developed.’ This was due
partly to the influence of German Neo-Kan-
tians who sought to revise Kant’s philosophy
along Fichtean lines and partly to the direct
interest of Russian Neo-Kantian philosophers
in Fichte’s teaching. Russian Neo-Kantian-
ism is an inalienable and organic part of the
“Russian Fichteana”. Early attempts to meet
the research challenges of the Russian Fichte-
ana and its significance for the development
of Russian philosophy were presented in the
collective monograph The Philosophy of Fichte
in Russia edited by Vladimir F. Pustarna-
kov (2000). This identified and characterised
the main stages and forms of the reception
of Fichte’s ideas in Russian philosophy. The
monograph also contains some studies devot-
ed to Russian Neo-Kantians. Thus, Vladimir
A. Zhuchkov (2000) describes the contradicto-
ry and ambivalent perception and critique of
Fichte’s philosophy in Russian Neo-Kantian-
ism and the religious philosophy at the turn
of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and
Valentin V. Lazarev (2000) presents a themat-
ic review of the articles in the jubilee issue of
the journal “Questions of Philosophy and Psy-

*The first to point out the key significance of Fichte’s
philosophy for Russian Neo-Kantianism was Nina A.
Dmitrieva (2007, pp. 248-249).



OPVIEHTVPOBaHHOCTh Ha HpaKTU4ecKyro dQurio-
coputo Puxre (JTazapes, 2000). OcmbiciieHMIO
duxTeaHcTBa B Poccum nocsdilieHa Takxke MOHO-
rpadus Jlasapesa, oT/iesIbHBIe IJIaBbl KOTOPOVI OC-
BeIIalOT TPaKTOBKM (PUIXTEBCKMX UVl PyCCKUMM
HeokaHTuaHIlamm (J1azapes, 2006). Csoero pona
IIOIBITKOV PasBUTMS 3TUX HaIllpaBJIeHWUI VICCile-
TOBAHM MOXHO CUMTATh IOKJIAnmbl B. A. ADarm-
HuKa (Abaschnik, 2013), B. O. Kporkosa (Krotkow,
2013) n B ocobenHOoCcTN A. A. VIBaHeHKO (Ivanen-
ko, 2013), mpounTanusle B 2006 r. Ha MexayHa-
ponHoMm DuxTeBcKoM KOHIpecce B l'ajuie-Ha-3aite,
a taxxke craten A. A. Epmuaea (Epmiraes, 2004;
2012) n A.T. JlomoHOCoBa (JIomoHOCOB, 2012).

OnHxako Borpoc o BiavssHUM dpviocodpnm Drx-
Te Ha CTaHOBJIEHMe COOCTBEHHBIX (prIocodcKmx
IIPOEKTOB PYCCKMX HeOKaHTMaHIIeB, O ee MeTo-
JIOJIOTMYeCKOV pOJIN ISl VICCTIeIOBAaHU «B JIyXe
Kanra» B Poccum ocraercst majionsydeHHBIM. B
IaHHOV CTaTke 5 XOTeJI Obl OCTAHOBUTHCS Ha pac-
CMOTpPeHUM TeKCTOB TpexX PYCCKMX HeOKaHTU-
aHiieB — b.Il. BeimmiecitaBiieBa, b. B. fIkoBenko u
I. O. JIan1ia, 9yTO mIpepIionaraeT BbISICHEHE TOro,
Kakye puxTeaHCKMe MieV ObUIN pelIpOBaHbl
sTMMU purstocodpamMut 11 KaK OHV OBbLIIN MHTepIIpe-
TUPOBaHBI, a TAKXKe — B UeM 3aKJIiodaeTcsl MeTo-
JIoJIoryecKast posib 3TUX UeVl B OPUTMHaJIbHBIX
drT0coPCKMX MOCTPOEHMSAX PYCCKMX HEOKaHTU-
aHIIeB. YKazaHHBIe prtocodbl OyAyT paccMaTpy-
BaTbCd He TOJIBKO M He CTOJIBKO KaK ITpeJiCTaBu-
TeJIN «PYCCKOVI (pUIXTeaHbl», a B IePBYIO odeperlb
KaK ITpesIcTaB/Te IV PyCCKOro HeoKaHTHaHCTBa. B
IIpoliecce vccilefoBaHMs OylleT MoKazaHO, Ha Ka-
KMe VMIMEeHHO HeOKaHTMaHCKMe YepThl MX IpoeK-
TOB OKasaJl BjIvssHMe DyixTe, UTO IO3BOJIUT BIU-
caTb 3TW MPOEKThI B OOMINII HEeOKaHTMAHCKU
KOHTEKCT 3IIOXIA.

b.Il. BeimmrecsiaBiieB:
duxrTe KaK 3TMUSCKUI MIeaIVNCT

OpanM 13 Hanboslee pa3BepHYTHIX VI CHCTEMa-
TUYeCcKUX mccilefoBaHuin gpustocopun duxrte B
Poccrm nHauasma XX B. ctana gviccepranmsa bopu-
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chology” (Voprosy filosofii i psikhologii), stress-
ing their general orientation toward Fichte’s
practical philosophy. Lazarev’s monograph de-
voted to Fichteanism in Russia also has some
chapters on the interpretation of Fichtean ideas
by Russian Neo-Kantians (Lazarev, 2006). In a
way these strands of research are pursued in
the papers by Vladimir A. Abaschnik (2013),
Vladimir O. Krotkow (2013) and especially
Anton A. Ivanenko (2013), delivered in 2006
at the International Fichte Congress in Hal-
le an der Saale and the articles by Aleksandr
A. Yermichev (2004; 2012) and Aleksandr G.
Lomonosov (2012).

Even so, the question of the influence of
Fichte on the development of indigenous phil-
osophical projects of Russian Neo-Kantians and
its methodological role for Russian studies “in
the Kantian spirit” is little studied. In this arti-
cle I focus on three Russian Neo-Kantians, Boris
P. Vysheslavtsev, Boris V. Yakovenko and Hen-
rich (Henry) E. Lanz. I try to identify which of
the Fichtean ideas were taken on board by these
philosophers and how they were interpreted,
as well as considering the methodological role
of these ideas in the original constructions of
Russian Neo-Kantians. I look at these philos-
ophers not solely or largely as representatives
of the “Russian Fichteana” but above all as
representatives of Russian Neo-Kantianism. I
show which Neo-Kantian features of their proj-
ects were influenced by Fichte, and why this
warrants putting these projects in the overall
Neo-Kantian context of the era.

Boris Vysheslavtsev:
Fichte as an Ethical Idealist

One of the most extended and systemic
studies of Fichte’s philosophy in Russia in the
early twentieth century was the dissertation of
Boris P. Vysheslavtsev (1877 —1954) The Ethics
of Fichte. The Principles of Law and Morality in the
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ca Ilerposuya Beitecsiasiiesa (1877—1954) «Otu-
Ka ®uxrte. OCHOBBI IIpaBa VI HPaBCTBEHHOCTU B
cucTeMe TpaHCIeHIeHTaJIbHOM  dutocodpm»
(1914)*. fIxoBeHKO YyKasbIBaeT, UTO IIpeuMYyIile-
CTBeHHOe BHMMaHMe BplecsiaBiiesa obOpaliieHo,
HeCMOTps Ha Ha3BaHMe, K TeOpeTuIecKon uio-
cocpum mozgHero PuxTe, a ee MHTepHpeTalus
VIMeeT HeOKaHTMAHCKVe YePTHL:

...aBTOP IIepeIIoJIHSET. .. CBOIO KHUTY 3KCKYp-
caMM B COBPeMEHHYIO (PpIIOCOdPIIO, TeM caMbIM
3aTyIIeBbIBasl MICTOPUYECKMY MOMEHT U BBIIBU-
rasi — IOJOOHO MapOypICKOVI IIKOJIe — MOMEHT
CHCTEMaTUYeCKNII, YTO OTHIOIb HEe MOXeT CO-
IIeVICTBOBATh OOBEKTVBHOCTY IIPOHVKHOBEHNIS B
drrocodnio PrixTe 1 BO BCSIKOM CIIydae TOJIBKO
YCJIOXKHSET M 0e3 TOro yke CJIOKHYIO ¥ 3aIly-
TaHHYIO 3a/lauy ee aJeKBaTHOI'O W3JIOXKEeHUS U
vcronikoBaHms (SIkoBernko, 2004a, c. 320).

HevictBuresibHO, Belliecsaslies aHamMsupyer
dutocodprro PuxTe B IOCTOSHHOM COOTHOIIIE-
HUWM C HEOKAaHTMAHCKMMM cricTemMamn. Tak, Ha-
IIpyMep, OH IOKasbiBaeT, uTo duxTe 3a740JIr0 10
HeOKaHTMaHIIeB 1 yCIlelllHee, YeM OHM, CMOT OC-
BOOOIVTE TPaHCIIEHAEHTAIbHYIO Prtocoduio oT
IICMIXOJIOTVI3Ma, a BBICIIIMM HOCTVDKeHVeM Duxte
OH CUMTaeT ero OHTOJIOTMYECKOe WCTOJIKOBAHVIe
3TMKM ¥ BHMMaHMe K IpobsieMe MpparioHaIb-
HocT. Kpome Toro, pycckuit dpniocod nompob-
HO aHaJIM3MpyeT pustocodckme ydeHMsT HeOKaH-
tranies [. Pukkepra m 3. Jlacka® 1 1okasbIBaeT,
YTO OHU SIBJISIIOTCS. OPTaHMYHBIM TPOIOJIKEHVIEM
Y paciipeHneM pUXTEaHCKOTrO IIPOeKTa.

IDan BelmecnaslieBa CiemyromniL: pacKpbITh
CYIIHOCTB TpaHCIIeHIeHTaJIbHOTrO MeTora y Puix-
Te, II0Ka3aTh, Kak O1arozapsi eMy TOT IIpeofiosieBa-
eT cyOpekTmBHBIN MaeanmsM KanTa® 1 kak mpu-

* @uxte ObUIA ITOCBAIEHA TaKXe ero IpoOHas JIeKIu,
npounTaHHas B MOCKOBCKOM YHVBEPCUTETE IIOCIIe Coadi
MarvmcTepcKmnx sk3ameHos (Bsirmeciiasiies, 1908).

> [Toppobree o BimstHUM dutocodpmm Drxre Ha yde-
HUS HeMelKuX HeokaHTuaHieB cM.: (Kopuwmriaes, 2019,
c. 137—138; 2022).

¢ BelmrecsiaBiieB HasbiBaeT (mwiocodpmio Kanra cyObek-
TUBHBIM VeaymsmoM: «KaHT Besne cybsexmubro-udeasu-
cmuyen, Torga Kak drixre mpeogoseBaeT CyObeKTVBHBIN
VJIeaJIM3M U IIPEeO0JI0JIeBaeT IIPEXKIe BCETO B ITUKE U Pajin
oTtukm» (Bermectasnes, 1914, c. XVII).
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System of Transcendental Philosophy (1914).* As
pointed out by Yakovenko, in spite of its title
the dissertation is primarily concerned with the
theoretical philosophy of the later Fichte and its
interpretation reveals some Neo-Kantian fea-
tures:

[...] the author oversaturates [...] his book
with forays into contemporary philosophy,
thus obscuring the historical aspect and giving
prominence — like the Marburg school — to the
systemic aspect, which is not conducive to ob-
jective assessment of Fichte’s philosophy and in
any case further complicates the already com-
plicated and involved task of its adequate pre-
sentation and interpretation [...] (Yakovenko,
2004a, p. 320).

Indeed, Vysheslavtsev constantly compares
Fichte’s philosophy with Neo-Kantian systems.
For example, he shows that Fichte, long before
Neo-Kantians and more successfully, managed
to detach transcendental philosophy from psy-
chologism, considering Fichte’s main achieve-
ment to be the ontological interpretation of
ethics and attention to the problem of irratio-
nality. He also gives a detailed analysis of the
philosophical teachings of the Neo-Kantians
Heinrich Rickert and Emil Lask,® demonstrat-
ing that they organically continued and devel-
oped the Fichtean project.

Vysheslavtsev’s purport is as follows: to
reveal the essence of Fichte’s transcendental
method, thus enabling him to overcome Kant’s
subjective idealism® and show how he moves

*His inaugural lecture delivered at Moscow University
after passing his magisterial exams was also devoted to
Fichte (Vysheslavtsev, 1908).

> For more on the influence of Fichte’s philosophy on
German Neo-Kantians see Kornilaev (2019, pp. 137-138;
2022).

® Vysheslavtsev (1914, p. XVII) describes Kant's
philosophy as subjective idealism: “Kant is a subjective
idealist everywhere, whereas Fichte overcomes subjective
idealism and does so especially in ethics and for the sake
of ethics.”



XOOUT K TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHOMY OOOCHOBaHWIO
CBOOOJIBI, yCTaHABIIMBAIOIIEV (PyHIAMEHT XO351i-
CTBa, IIpaBa ¥ rocy1apCcTBa.

C Toukm 3peHUst pycckoro dwuiocoda, OIIN-
OGouHO mpenAcTaBIATh prtocopuo PuxrTe Kak
«BBIBOZAIIIYIO BCe U3 f», NeAyLIPYIONIYIO «BeCh
HelcYepIiaeMo-pa3HOOOpasHbINl  SMIIVPUIECKUT
MUP U3 eIVTHOTO IIPUHITNIIA, 113 5» (BblIeciablies,
1914, c. 3): cyObeKTUBM3M XapaKTepeH TOJIBKO [IJIs
paHHero 3Taria TBopuecTBa PuixTe, B HO3THUII Tle-
PpUOJT, OH TepsieT CBoe JIOMMHMpoBaHMe. Duioco-
st DuixTe — He CyOBEKTUBHBIN, 8 <KOHKPETHBIN
UJleaIn3M», KOTOPBIVI BCTpanBaeTcs Bolieciasiie-
BBIM B «[IPEBHVIVI MOI'Yy UVVi IIOTOK VICTHHOI'O V/Ie-
ajIM3Ma, He VCCSAKINNM co BpeMmeH ITaTona o Ha-
mx gHent. VI pyccknin npeanmsm Bi. CostoBbesa
n xH. C. H. Tpyberkoro ects MMeHHO TaKowm mjiea-
mm3m» (Tam xe, c. 338).

3apada dputocodpnm, cornacHo Prixre, 3aKIIIO-
yaeTcs B IIOVICKe OCHOBaH I BCSIKOT'O OITbITa, OIlpe-
JleJIsieMOro KaK «CUCTeMa IIpeficTaBJIeHWVl, CO-
IIPOBOXIIAIOMINXCSA YYBCTBOM HEOOXOIVMOCT»
(Puxre, 19930, c. 449). ITogpobHas dopmMyIIpoBKa
0CODEHHO TOYHO OTpakaeT CYIIHOCTb TPAHCIIEeH-
JeHTasibHOro Mertopa y Pduxre, cumraeTr Bpirec-
JIaBIIEeB, TaK KaK ITOKA3bIBAeT CBA3b BHEOITBITHOIO
OCHOBaHM ¥ OIBITHOTO 00OCHOBaHHOrO (Beie-
crasles, 1914, c. 6). TpaHciieHIeHTaIBHBIT Me-
TOf, — 3TO «BBIXOM, 3a npedessv. dakTa» (Tam xe,
c. 31). C passurueM meiciii PuxTe IIPOTUBOIIO-
JIOKHOCTb a posteriori VI a priori TpaHCOpMUpPY-
eTCsl COOTBETCTBEHHO B OIMIO3UIINM «JaHHOe» U
«co3uIaHMe», «ObITHe» 1 «CBODOIa», «paKT» 1 «re-
He3uc» 1 Ap. CBA3YIOMIVIM 3Be€HOM IBYX IIPOTVBO-
IIOJIOXKHOCTEV! SIBJIsleTCs JI0JDKeHCTBoBaHMe Soll,
«ecIt — TO JIOJDKHO»: pa3 CyIecTByeT paKT, TO
TIOJDKHO OBITH ero ocHoBaHMe. «...B Soll cocpenoTo-
YeHBI BCeé MOMEHTBI TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaIbHOTO MeTo-
Jla: OHO MCXOOUT M3 dpaKTa, M3 “TIOITHOVI BHEIITHEe
6e3ocHopHOCTN” (VOllige dufsere Grundlosigkeit),
13 HalIeHHOro; IIpM3HaeT 3TO HaWeHHoe IIpo-
Or1eMaTI9ecKMM, CITyYariHbIM, “JIVIITE BO3MOKHBIM
VI IIPUTOM BO3MOYKHBIM I10/], HEKOTOPBIM YCJIOBYEM,
KOTOpOe ellle OTBICKMBAeTCs , ¥ TpebyeT OTBhICKa-
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forward to the transcendental grounding of
freedom, which forms the foundation of eco-
nomics, law and state.

From the Russian philosopher’s point of
view, it is a mistake to see Fichte’s philosophy
as “deriving everything from the 1”7, deduc-
ing “the whole inexhaustibly diverse empir-
ical world from a single principle, from the I”
(Vysheslavtsev, 1914, p. 3): subjectivism is a
feature only of the early Fichte and ceases to
be dominant in the later Fichte. Fichte’s phi-
losophy is not subjective but “concrete ide-
alism” which Vysheslavtsev sees as part of
“the ancient powerful stream of true idealism
which has not run dry since Plato to our own
day. Such is the Russian idealism of Vladimir
S. Solovyov and Prince Sergey N. Trubetskoy”
(ibid., p. 338).

According to Fichte, philosophy’s task is to
look for the foundation of all experience de-
fined as “a system of representations accom-
panied by a sense of necessity” (Fichte, 1993b,
p- 449). Vysheslavtsev (1914, p. 6) believes
that this formula pinpoints the link between
non-experiential and experiential grounding.
The transcendental method is “exit beyond fact”
(ibid., p. 31). As Fichte’s thought develops, the
opposition of a posteriori and a priori transforms
itself into the opposition of “the given” and
“created,” “being” and “freedom”, “freedom,”
“fact” and “genesis”, etc. The link between
the two opposites is the ought, Soll, “if — then
must”: if there is a fact there must be a ground
for it. “[...] Soll concentrates all the aspects of
the transcendental method: it proceeds from
fact, from ‘total lack of external grounding’
(vollige duflere Grundlosigkeit), from what is
what is found; it recognises what is found as
problematic, accidental, “merely possible and
then possible under a certain condition which
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HWSI yCIJIOBUTA, VI TeHesvica dpakTa» (Tam xe, c. 22).

OpHom n3 caMbIX IUIONOTBOPHBIX Men Pvix-
Te BeImmeciiaBlieB cumTaeT IMOHMMAaHMe ITPOOIIEMBI
uppaloHaibHoro. OnbITHas JAaHHOCTB, TPeOyro-
I1asi 0OOCHOBaHMS, TPaKTyeTcsl Kak cdepa mppa-
LIVIOHAJIBHOTO ¥ CJIYYalHOrO. «/leViCTBUTEeIbHBIN
MUPp HaM 0aH, HO kax npobsema» (Tam xe, c. 37),
IpyYeM Takas IpobsiemMa, KOTOPYIO HUKaK ¥ HU-
KOIZJa HEBO3MOXKHO PeINTh 710 KOoHIla. Ilperen-
3uro prytocodoB Ha aOCOTIOTHOe 3HaHMe Boiec-
JIaBlieB Ha3bIBaeT JOIMaTVM3MOM: «IIOYTV HY OOVH
BelIKuil pviocod He m3dexar codrasHa cUM-
TaTh CBOIO CMCTeMY 3a pellleHVie MUPOBOV 3arajl-
kv» (Tam xe, c. 115). He m36exxast aToro cobasHa m
@DuxTe Ha paHHEM 3Talle TBOPYECTBa, KOI7Ia JAely-
LIMPOBaJl BeCh OIBIT 113 BO3MOKHOCTM CAMOCO3Ha-
Hus. Belmeciasiies, ipyBofst HuTaTy 13 «OCHOBBI
ecTeCTBeHHOro Ipasa» Puxre: «IpaHcrenneH-
TaJIBHBIN (PYII0COd HOIDKEH JOIYCTUTH, YTO BCE,
YTO €CTh, MOXET CYIIIeCTBOBATh TOJIBKO 0.1 HEKO-
TOPOTO S, a TO, UTO JIOJKHO CyIIecTBOBaTh 114 S,
MOXeT OBITh TOJIBKO uepe3 S» (Puxte, 2014, c. 26),
TOBOPUT, UTO 3TO «HaMXYyZlllee TeuyeHUe B puiIo-
codpvm PuxTe, HaMbOIBIIIee OTKJIIOHEHWE B CTO-
poHy normarmsma! B Takom ocpelrieHMM MBI IIO-
JlydaeM gpKum oOpasel “mypHot MeTadm3mkm »
(Beimrecitasrzes, 1914, c. 118). IlogoGHBI IOrMa-
TU3M, C TOYKM 3peHMs pyccKoro dwtocoda, mpu-
BeJI K OIIMOOUYHBIM CyOBeKTUBUCTCKIM TPaKTOB-
KaM yueHns @Puxre, Hanpumep y Prisa n Korena,
B TO BpeMsI KaK 3TO TOJIBKO OTKJIOHEHVIE OT OCHOB-
HOTO ITyTH, COCTOSIIIETO «6 npeodoseHuu 00eManmi-
yeckoeo payuorasusma» (Tam xe, c. 119) u paspe-
IIeHVV aHTYHOMMY OeCKOHEYHOCTY ITO3HaHMS
JKeJIaHWMs IIPUBEeCTV ero B eIMHYyI0 cucreMy. Ou-
mocodpmsa Puxre sBisgercs pvtocodrent Gecko-
HEYHOTO ITporpecca o3HaHMs, B OCHOBE KOTOPOT
— KaHTOBCKOe yueHUe 00 mee KaKk OeCKOHeUHOM
samave. Takoy OecKOHeUHOV 3amauer ITO3HAHMS
BermecsiaBiies cumtaer duxrtesckoe S «He Tor-

7Cp. y ®uxre: «B KpuUTUUECKON CHCTEME Bellb eCThb TO,
YTO II0jIaraeTcs B SI; B JOTMaTMUeCKOV K€ CHCTeMe OHa
TIpeTiCTaBIIsIeT COOOIO TO, B UeM rostaraeTcst camo S1» (Puix-
Te, 1993a, c. 105).
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is being searched for’ and which makes it nec-
essary to find the conditions, or the genesis of
the fact” (ibid., p. 22).

Vysheslavtsev considers Fichte’s interpreta-
tion of the problem of the irrational to be one
of his most fruitful ideas. He interprets the
givenness in experience that calls for a ground-
ing as the sphere of the irrational and the ac-
cidental. “The real world is given, but given
as a problem” (ibid., p. 37), a problem that can
never be solved to the end. Vysheslavtsev dis-
misses the claim of philosophers to absolute
knowledge as dogmatism: “[...] there is hard-
ly a philosopher who has not yielded to the
temptation of considering his own system
to be a solution to the world’s enigma” (ibid.,
p- 115). This is true of the early Fichte who de-
duced all experience from the possibility of
self-consciousness. Vysheslavtsev, quoting
Fichte’s Foundation of Natural Right: “The tran-
scendental philosopher must allow that ev-
erything that is can exist only for some I and
what must exist for I can only be through an 1”
(Fichte, 2014, p. 26), says that this is “the worst
strand in Fichte’s philosophy, the biggest devi-
ation toward dogmatism. This is a vivid exam-
ple of ‘bad metaphysics’” (Vysheslavtsev, 1914,
p- 118).” Such dogmatism, the Russian philoso-
pher believes, has led to mistaken subjectivist
interpretations of Fichte’s teaching, for exam-
ple, by Riehl and Cohen, whereas it is merely a
deviation from the main path which consists in
“overcoming dogmatic rationalism” (ibid., p. 119)
and resolution of the antinomy of endless cog-
nition and the wish to pack everything in a
single system. Fichte’s philosophy is a philos-
ophy of infinite progress of cognition which is
grounded on the Kantian teaching on the end-
less task. Vysheslavtsev considers Fichte’s “I”

7 Cf. Fichte (2021, p. 222): “In the Critical philosophy, a
thing is what is posited by the I; in dogmatic philosophy
a thing is that within which the I itself is posited.”



Ila OH IIpeojioJIeBaeT JAOrMaTM3M, KOrja CIIMHO-
30BCKYIO CyOCTaHITMIO 3aMeHseT CyOBeKTOM... a
TOI/Ia, Korja IIprsHaeT CyObeKT, caMOcOo3HaHMe —
OeckoHeuHOVI 3a/1auert, maeer» (Tam xe, c. 126).

C Toukm 3peHUs pycckoro dusocoda, 3Ta
MBICJIb COAEPKMT KJIIOUeBble CIIe[ICTBVSA 1)1 IIpaK-
Trdeckot dvtocodpun. Pustocopuss Puxre —
3TO B IEPBYIO oOuepelb STUUECKU WIeasIn3M.
Mnea S xkak OeCcKOHEUHOW 3amaull CTAHOBWTCS
uzieevt aen: «...uoes s IMogoOHa IJIATOHOBY COJTH-
11y ZoOpa KaK IIeHTPY BCero, HO 1 IO COflepKaHMIO
OHa IIPSIMO IPVIPABHMBAETCS K udee 000pa», «Bech
MUP WIeVl KOHIIEHTPUpPYeTCcs AJisl HeTO B 3Tude-
CKOVI MJIee, BCe 3a1a4ui BeAyT K OJHOV VI pelIaroT-
CsI B OOHOV — B DeCKOHEeUHOV 3a1ade MCTMHHO-IO-
6poro» (Tam xe, c. 128). ITpenmer mpen y duxre
€CTh HeUTO, YTO JIOJDKHO OBITh, a 00JIacTh HOJIK-
HOro — 00JIaCTh IPaKTMUUYecKoro pasyma. Takmm
00pasoM, ecyIvt B OCHOBE CYIIIEeTO JIEKUT Wesi, TO
3TO 3HAYWT, YTO B OCHOBE CYILIETO JIEXUT TOJDK-
HOe, 11 ecJIV 3TON upeent Oyndet uaed 5, To 31O Oy-
et JoJpKHoe S, mormkHoe camocosHaHme. Vimest Sl
y @uxTe cTaHOBUTCA OECKOHEYHBIM MOPAJIbHBIM
uneanoM. «[losHaHme ecTh OeckoHeuHasd 3ajava;
HpaBCTBEHHOE JIeVICTBYIe eCTh OecCKOHeUHas 3aja-
4a. B ocHOBe Bcero JIeXXIT BeuHOe Co3VIaHVie, [IBI-
XeHMe K OeckoHeuHOM 1esin» (TaM e, c. 156). Bbi-
ITIeCIIaBlIeB CUMTaET, 9YTO OeCKOHeYHOe [IBVIKeHe
K maeasty ecTb 11t DuixTe cBsiTass OECKOHEYHOCTH,
a He JIypHasi, TaK KaK CBg3aHa ¢ OeCKOHEeYHBIM CO-
sumaHreM. «XopoBoz, HeOecHBIX cdep He eCcThb Of-
HOOOpa3sHOe KpyroBpallleHMe... BCIOAY XWU3Hb U
“pasbumue” B cBeTIIBIX MCTOYHMKAxX ObITHMS, “HO-
Basi KM3HB V1 HOBag 110008 » (TaMm xe, c. 157).

Otudgeckas mpes y PuxTe DOJDKHA OBITH coemy-
HeHa, 110 MHeHMIO BellllecsiaBlieBa, ¢ mjeeit aKkTy-
aipHOM OeckoHeuHOCTV. Omnmpasch Ha TePMIHO-
soruio I. KanTtopa, BeliiiecsiaBrieB okasbIBaeT, YTO
aKTyaIbHasi OeCKOHEYHOCTh — 3TO MaTeMaTide-
ckumt criMBoIT Abcorota. C Toukm 3peHMs Bpirie-
cr1aBlieBa, DrixTe He XBaTMIIO IMEHHO 3TOTO MaTe-
MaTmdeckoro moHsTus. Crcrema Obitusa y ®duxre
COXpaHsieT, TaKMM 00pa3oM, CBOVI TeJleosIoride-

L. Yu. Kornilaev

to be such an endless task of cognition. “He
does not overcome dogmatism when he re-
places Spinoza’s substance with the subject
[...] he does so when he considers the subject,
self-consciousness to be an endless task, idea”
(ibid., p. 126).

According to Vysheslavtsev, this idea has
far-reaching consequences for practical philos-
ophy. Fichte’s philosophy is above all ethical
idealism. The idea of the I as an endless task is
paramount: “[...] the idea of I is like Plato’s sun
of goodness as the centre of everything, but
its content is equated to the idea of good”, “the
whole world of ideas is concentrated for him
in the ethical idea, all the tasks lead to a single
idea and are resolved in the single task of the
truly good” (ibid., p. 128). For Fichte, the object
is something that ought to be, and the sphere
of the ought is the sphere of practical reason.
Thus, if what is is based on the idea, it means
that what exists is based on what ought to be,
and if the idea is I it would be the I that ought
to be, self-consciousness that ought to be. With
Fichte, the idea becomes an infinite moral ide-
al. “Cognition is an endless task; moral action
is an endless task. Eternal creation, movement
to an infinite goal is the basis of everything”
(ibid., p. 156). Vysheslavtsev considers end-
less movement toward the ideal to be a sacred
and not a bad duty because it involves endless
creation. “The round dance of the heavenly
spheres is not monotonous circling [...] every-
where life and “development’ are in the bright
sources of being, ‘new life and new love””
(ibid., p. 157).

In Vysheslavtsev’s opinion, Fichte’s eth-
ical idea should be married to the idea of ac-
tual infinity. In Georg Cantor’s terminology,
actual infinity is the mathematical symbol of
the Absolute. This is the concept Vysheslavt-
sev believes Fichte missed. With Fichte, then,
the system of being remains based on the tel-
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CKUVI OpUHIIUI — OecKoHeYHOe [I0JDKeHCTBOBa-
HWeE, V1 BeCh MVIp SIBJII€TCS IIPVMepPOM aKTyasIbHOV
GeckoneuHocT. JKM3HB B a0COIIOTHOM, Iepe-
KVMBaHMe eVHCTBa C HUM eCTb JIF000Bb. «/110006b
ecTh MppallroHasIbHOe eIMHCTBO bora m uesose-
Ka», JII000Bb — «addekT ObrTrs» (Tam xe, c. 203).
briaropapst aTomy «addexTy» naes nodpa pacrpo-
CTpaHsieTCs Ha Bcex JIIofiert Bcex BpeMeH. «..Teppu-
TOpMel ee IIapCTBa ¥ CPOKOM ee ITpaBjieHs Oyer
akmyaavHas beckoneurocme» (Tam xe, c. 209).

Eme omHOV 0COOEHHOCTBIO MHTepHIpeTalumn
BerrrecitaBrieBeiM  dprtocodpumt Duixte sBIIgETCS
yKasaHMe Ha HeoOXOOVMOCTb Oojslee yrIi1yOsieH-
HOVI peas3alluyl JIVaJIeKTIYeCKOro KOMIIOHEeH-
Ta. ABCOITIIOTHOE — €AMHCTBO JIByX Iap: CyObekTa
1 00BbeKTa, PaliOHaIbHOrO M MppallyiOHaJIbHOTO.
Perrtennie mpobsieMbl COOTHOIIEHMsI CyObeKTa 1
oObeKkTa Bellllec/aBIieB BUANT B €IVIHCTBE IIPOTH-
BOITOJIOKHOCTeVL. [IyarteKTiraecKasi CBSI3b CyObeKTa
7 0ObeKTa BO3MOXKHA Yepe3 TO JKe IOHSTIE aKTy-
anpHOV OeckoHeuHoCTH. [To3HaHMeE, Kak IIpaBIIIo,
OCHOBBIBAeTCsl Ha IPOTMBOIIOCTABIIEHNN CyOBbeK-
Ta 11 00BeKTa M IIOCIIeYIOIeM IIPVBeIeH ITperl-
CTaBJIeHM1I CyObeKTa IIOCPeICTBOM pasyMa B COOT-
BETCTBME C sBJIEHUSMIU OOBeKTa. BrellecsiabrieB
yTBepXIaeT, UTO eIMHCTBO CyObekTa M oObeKTa
VIMeeT MeCTO KaK Ha JI0II03HaBaTeIbHOM Tarle Io-
3HaHWs, TaK U B pe3ysibTaTe Mo3HaHM: «B Hero-
HSTHOM VppalMoHaJIbHOM, OecIipesie/TbHOM OHU
TOXIeCTBeHHBI, 00 OCTalOTCsl Heolperle/leHHbI-
MU, HeinddepeHITPpOoBaHHBIMIY; B IIOHATOM, 3a-
BepPIIIEHHO-PAIIIOHAJIBHOM — OHW TOXIIeCTBEeH-
HBI, 10O COCTaBJISIOT MOAMMUKAIINIO eIMHOrO,
vcTuHHO-cy1ero» (Tam xe, c. 257). CyObekT Bcer-
fJa mpeOblBaeT B aKTyaJIbHOM OeCKOHEYHOCTU
oOBeKTa 1, cjleloBaTeIbHO, Beerzla B HeM U TOX-
JleCTBeHeH eMy. YCTaHOBKa Ha [yajieKTideckoe
eIVHCTBO CyOBbeKTa 1 00beKTa IIPOXOINUT, C TOUKN
3peHus BeliieciaslieBa, yepes BCIO cucTeMy u-
nococpum PuxTe: «...B CTPOEHUN MpaMOp IIPUHH-
MaeT popMy CyOBeKTMBHBIX 00pa30B XyI0KHMKA,
B 3TWYECKOM JIEVICTBUV OOBEKTVUBHBIVI MUP IIPU-
HUMaeT dopMy xestaHHOM Hesv» (Tam xe, c. 260).
[yajiekTdecKoe eIVHCTBO HAOJIIOIaeTcs 1 B My-
3bIKAJIPHOVI 3CTETUKE:

eological principle, i.e. endless oughtness, and
the whole world is an example of actual infin-
ity. Life in the absolute, the experience of uni-
ty with it is love. “Love is an irrational unity of
God and human being”, love is “an affect of
being” (ibid., p. 203). Thanks to this “affect” the
idea of good spreads to all people at all times.
“The territory of its domain and the time of its
reign is actual infinity” (ibid., p. 209).

Another feature of Vysheslavtsev’s inter-
pretation of Fichte’s philosophy is his empha-
sis on the need for a deeper implementation
of the dialectical component. The absolute is
a unity of two pairs: subject and object, the
rational and the irrational. The subject and
object problem, Vysheslavtsev argues, is the
unity of opposites. The dialectical connec-
tion between subject and object can be effect-
ed through the same concept of actual infinity.
Cognition is, as a rule, based on contrasting
subject and object, followed by reason bring-
ing the subject’s representations in line with
the manifestations of the object. Vysheslavtsev
claims that the unity of subject and object ex-
ists at the pre-cognitive stage as well being
a result of cognition: “in the bewildering ir-
rational and infinitude they are identical for
they remain indeterminate, undifferentiated;
in the understandable, completely rational
they are identical for they are a modification
of the single, the truly existing” (ibid., p. 257).
The subject always resides in the actual infin-
ity of the object and consequently is always
within it and identical to it. The idea of dia-
lectical unity of subject and object, according
to Vysheslavtsev, runs through the whole sys-
tem of Fichte’s philosophy: “[...] in a building
marble assumes the form of the artist’s sub-
jective images, in an ethical act the objective
world takes the shape of the coveted goal”
(ibid., p. 260). One observes dialectical unity in
musical aesthetics:

108



Yo s cirymiaro B My3biKe? Moo, MHOW0 COTKaH-
HYIO TapMOHMIO 3BYKOB, WIV TaMHCTBEHHYIO rap-
MoHMIO ObrTV? Hu TO, Hu ipyTroe, IIOTOMY 4TO U
TO, U APYyTroe: B TapMOHUM OBITHS 5 Y3HAIO CBOIO
TapMOHMIO, B CBOENl TapMOHMN S IIepeXVBaIo
TapMOHMIO OBITHSL. 371eCh, 11 OBITh MOXET TOJIBKO
3[1eCh, s VI He 5, Moe VI He Moe CJIVIBAIOTCS Bcelle-
710. B cosepriaHmM KpacoTsl 3Be3THOro HeOa, B
YCIIBIIIIAHHOV TApMOHMY HeOeCcHBIX cdep mcUe-
3aeT pasgBOEHHOCTH ayxa u mpuponsl (Tam xe,
. 261 —262).

Vpes axTyasbHOVI OeCKOHEYHOCTV, BBISIBJIEH-
Has B ygeHun Puixte, no3posisieT BrleciasiieBy
000CHOBaTh BO3MOXXHOCTE ¢BOOOIBL. COoOTHOCS 3a-
KOH 11eJ1eCOO0pa3HOCTII M 3aKOH IIPUYMHHOCTY,
BelirecstaBiieB IIpoTMBONOCTABIISET 3TUKY CBOOO-
OBl VI 3TMKY HaTypaymsMa. Kak BO3MOXHO cBO-
OorHOe JIeVICTBYIE B MVIpe OIbITa, €C/IN BCe B HEM
NpUYMHHO 00yciioBieHo? CBoOomHOe AevicTBIe
BO3MOXXHO, TaK KaK eCThb YCJIOBME BO3MOXXHOCTV
cBobozpl. [IpupomHas HeoOXOomMMOCTh He eCTh
JIeVICTBYIe, HO M He eCTh ero YHUUTOXeH!e, OHa
eCTb yCJIOBUe ero BO3MOXXHOCTH. Ecint Tak, To ru-
roTe3a cBoOoIbI He OesyMHa. «CBoOOIHAsS U Ile-
JlecooOpasHas [1esiTeJIbHOCTh He OTPUIlaeT IIpu-
YMHHOCTY, a COHEPXWUT ee B cebe KaK yCJIOBMe
cBoeit BosMOXHOCTI» (Tam ke, c. 291). Beicimim
NPVHLNII 3TUKM — aKTyaJIbHO OecKOHeuHasl Cu-
cTeMa B3aMMOIEVICTBUS CBOOOTHO-pa3yMHBIX MH-
OVIBUOYaJIbHOCTEV, a XO34VICTBO, ITPaBO ¥ TOCY-
JIapCTBO — YCJIOBYMS KOHKPETHOI'O BOIUIOIIEHNS B
Mupe OOIIMHBI CBOOOIHBIX CyIriecTB. DrixTe BIIe-
TaeT TOCYAapCTBO B CHCTEMY YHMBEPCaIbHOV 3TH-
K1® 11 B KOHIIe KOHIIOB B CVICTEMY BCSIKOTO OBITVAS
BOOOIIIe. BrlcImiert ero crymneHso 11 Bermrecsias-
1leBa Oy7ieT KOHKpeTHas CucTeMa VHIVBUIyalb-
HOCTeVl «KakK XmBas pvsa boxecTsa, kak oOpa3 1
nonobme boxee» (Tam xe, c. 437).

8B Cosee panuen cratbe «I[IpaBo 1 Mopasib» Brirecsas-
IIeB aHAIM3MPYeT W KPUTUKYET 3TUKO-IIPABOBYIO KOH-
menmyro rosgHero drxre, HO B MUTOre HMPVCOEIVIHIETCS
K €ro 03I, 3aKJII0YAIOIIeVICS B «MOpaIM3aIii IIpa-
Ba» (Wischeslavzeff, 1912), xoTst M ¢ M3BeCTHBIMM OTO-
BOPKaMJ, KaK 3TO IIOKa3bIBaeT B CBOEV PEKOHCTPYKIINN
royteMuky BerecrtaBrieBa ¢ @nxre, a Taxke Haropma ¢
Bermecrnasriessim TO. Itonbriertepr  (LLTonbrentepr,
2010; Stolzenberg, 2024).
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What do I hear in music? The harmony of
sounds woven by myself or the mysterious
harmony of being? Neither one nor the other
because it is both: in the harmony of being I
recognize my own harmony and in my own
harmony I experience the harmony of being.
Here, perhaps only here, I and non-I merge
into one. In watching the beauty of the starry
sky, in hearing the harmony of the spheres the
duality of spirit and nature disappears (ibid.,
pp. 261-262).

The idea of actual infinity which Vysheslav-
tsev finds in Fichte’s doctrine enables him to
ground the possibility of freedom. Conjoin-
ing the law of purposiveness and the law of
causality, Vysheslavtsev contrasts the ethics
of freedom and the ethics of naturalism. How
is free action possible in the world of experi-
ence where everything is causally conditioned?
Free action is possible because of the possibil-
ity of freedom. Natural necessity is not an act,
but neither is it impossible, it is the condition
of its possibility. If so, the hypothesis of free-
dom is not insane. “Free and purposive activity
does not negate causality, but contains it with-
in itself as the condition of its possibility” (ibid.,
p. 291). The highest principle of ethics is the ac-
tually infinite system of interaction among free-
ly reasonable individuals and economics, law
and the state are conditions of their concrete
embodiment in a community of free individu-
als. Fichte weaves the state into the system of
universal ethics® and ultimately into the system
of any being in general. For Vysheslavtsev its
highest stage would be a concrete system of in-
dividuals “as a living vestment of Divinity, as
an image and likeness of God” (ibid., p. 437).

8In an earlier article “Right and Morality” (“Recht und
Moral”) Vysheslavtsev analyses and critiques the ethi-
cal-legal concept of the later Fichte, but ends up agreeing
with his position that “moralises right” (Wischeslavzeff,
1912), albeit with known reservations, as witnessed by
Stolzenberg’s reconstruction of his polemic with Fichte
as well as Natorp’s polemic with Vysheslavtsev (Stol-
zenberg, 2010; 2024).
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OpurnHaaIbHOCTB MHTepIpeTanyy Beiecsias-
1eBbIM rtocodckoro 1yt PrixTe 3aKIrO9aeTCs
B €ro IOMBITKe JOCTPOUTh PVIIOCOPCKYIO CHCTe-
My HeMelKoro dpmstocoda. Heobxonmmeim marom
IUIS JIOTMYEeCKOrO 3aBepIleHmsl cucreMbl Duxre
BeiiecsiaBiieBy 1pericTaBIisieTcs IIposCHeHMe T10-
HSTUS aKTyaJIbHOV OeCKOHEYHOCTV, KOTOpoe Y
camoro Hemelkoro duiocoda IIpUCyTCTBYeT, HO
HesIBHO. BplIlleciiaBiieB, ¢ OJHOV CTOPOHBI, ITOKa-
3bIBa€T Y30CTh TOUKM 3peHMUs], TpaKTyolen u-
socodpmio PrixTe Kak CyObeKTMBHBIN MeaInsM,
C Ipyrom — JeMOHCTPUpPYeT ee OHTOJIOrMYecKyie
BO3MOXKHOCTY, 3aKJIIOdarolyecss B yCTpaHeHWUN
KpalHMX OOBEKTMBUCTCKUX U KpPaHUX CyObek-
TUBUCTCKMX TPAKTOBOK CyOBEKT-OOBEKTHOTO OT-
HOIIIeH V.

b. B. JIkoBeHKO:
PDuxTe KaK KpUTUMYIECKUM MaeaancT

Cpenm pabot pycckmx ¢pniocodoB, ITOCBSIIIEH-
HBIX (PrII0cOPCKON KiIacCHUYecKoV MBICIIV, B Ha-
4gasie XX B. 0cob0e MeCTO 3aHMMaJIVI COUVTHEHVIS
bopuca BanenTunosinua fkosenko (1884—1949), B
4ycITe KoTopeix Onorpadus @uxre (1916), mHOTO-
4yicIIeHHbIe ITlepeBofIbl ero paboT, a TakKe JeTrIpe
crarby 1914 1., ipry poYeHHBIe K CTOJIETUIO CO JIHS
CMepTU HeMeLIKoro dmstocoda: Tpy TeKcTa oO1re-
ro xapakrepa («Voranx [oTmb ®uxre», «/loranx
ToTnb Puixre (K CTOJIETHUIO CO JTHS €r0 CMePTN)»,
«OcHOBHast wmpesl TeopeTudeckon durtocodpun
V.T. @uxre») 1 oouH — cucTeMarndeckoro («Ha-
yKOyueHMe (OIBIT MCTOPUKO-CUCTEeMATIYeCcKOro
VICCTIENIOBAHMS)»). B COBOKYITHOCTM [JaHHBIE TeK-
CTBI POPMUPYIOT OPUTMHAIBHYIO UCTOPUKO-PU-
JI0COCKYIO MO3UINIO SIKOBEHKO B OlLleHKe yue-
Hus Duxre’.

OO TOH BOCITpUATIS PyCcCKMM prstocopom
maHOCTU U dpustocopum PrixTe XOPOILIO OTpa-
JXeH B ero peun «OcHOBHasl ues TeopeTnIecKo

? 3HauMTeIIPHOE KOIMYEeCTBO paboT SIkoBeHKO 0 DuxTe
OOy KIasIv vicciiefioBaTesIert K 0000ITeH IO eTo o3I
Cwm., manipmmep, (XKyuxos, 2000; JTasapes, 2000; Epmiraes,
2000; 2004; JTomoHOCOB, 2012).

The originality of Vysheslavtsev’s interpre-
tation of Fichte’s philosophical path is in his
attempt to complete the German philosopher’s
philosophical system. He believes that a nec-
essary step toward that end is clarification of
the concept of actual infinity which Fichte im-
plies. Vysheslavtsev, on the one hand, reveals
the narrowness of the view which interprets
Fichte’s philosophy as subjective idealism and,
on the other hand, demonstrates its ontological
potential because it dispenses with extreme ob-
jectivist and extreme subjectivist interpretations
of the subject-object relationship.

Boris Yakovenko:
Fichte as a Critical Idealist

In the early twentieth century prominent
among the works of Russian philosophers de-
voted to classical philosophical thought were
the works of Boris V. Yakovenko (1884 —
1949), including a biography of Fichte (1916),
numerous translations of his works as well as
four 1914 articles timed for the centenary of
Fichte’s death: three texts of a general charac-
ter — “Johann Gottlieb Fichte”, “Johann Got-
tlieb Fichte (on the Centenary of His Death)”,
“The Main Idea of the Theoretical Philosophy
of J. G. Fichte” — and one systematic text “The
Science of Knowledge (Attempt at a Histori-
cal-Systematic Study)”. Together, these texts
constitute an original historical-philosophical
position in assessing Fichte’s doctrine.’

The general tone of Yakovenko’s perception
of the personality and philosophy of Fichte is
well reflected in his speech, “The Main Idea

? The sheer number of Yakovenko’s works about Fichte
prompted researchers to react to his position. See, for
example, Zhuchkov (2000), Lazarev (2000), Yermichev
(2000; 2004) and Lomonosov (2012).
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dvtocodpum V1. T. @uxre», mpountanHom B 1914 1.
Ha TOP)KeCTBeHHOM 3aceflaHn MOCKOBCKOIo Iicu-
XOJIOTTYeCKOro olIIecTBa, IOCBAIIeHHOM MaMAT
®uxre. SIKOBEHKO CTaBUT ero ¢pnsIocoduio B 1oJI-
HYIO 3aBVCMMOCTb OT ero JIMYHOCTY, IIOBTOPHs B
IaHHOM CiTydae MbICIb camoro Puxre. duxre
171 SIKOBEHKO OJIUIIeTBOPSIeT eQVIHCTBO ueJioBe-
Ka 1 dpwiocodckoro yueHns o a"aizorum c Co-
kparoMm''. Errte Gosiee cryIbHBIM II0 cBOeMy T1adpo-
Cy yTBepXIleHMreM pycckoro dpusocoda sBisgeTcs
ycraHoBJIeHue cBsa3u Mexay CokparoM, XpricTom
n Duxre:

Mbo pevicrBurennsHo Puxte man dpwiocod-
CKM-CHICTeMaTNYecKoe M3JIOKeHVe TOMY, YTO Y
Cokpara 1 mepeXxmsasiock 1 ObUIO JaHO B BUIe
dwrocodckoro nyasora, prIocodcKor Maries-
TUKW, a Y XPUCTa BUIWIOCH B IIPOIIOBENb eVi-
CTBEHHOTO IIpeoOpa3oBaHMs ANV YejloBeKa U
uestopevecTBa. Haykoyuenue Puxme ecmv mema-
¢husuneckas paspabomxa Xpucmuanckoeo yoexoe-
Hus 6 deiicmBenHocmuy UCmuHs. U 6 UCUHHOCHIU
nooaunHo2o Oeicmbus. Haykoyuenue @uxme ecmob
nepBoe nodAUHHO cnekyasamubroe obocHoBanue xpu-
cmuarckou udeu (SlkoBeHko, 20046, c. 205 —206).

B cBoeM WMCTOPUKO-CHCTEMATITYECKOM VICCIIe-
noBaHUM crcTeMbl DuxTe SKOBEHKO HaeT ITOmd-
PpOOHBIVT 0030p dYeThIpex «HauepTaHWUI» Hay-
koyueHMs'?. HemocTaToK COBpeMeHHBIX —eMy
yccrieiopaHmm 1o pustocodpun Puxrte pyccKum
dwtocod BUIeT B HEOOOCHOBAHHO IIOBBIIIIEHHOM
BHVIMAHUM K II€PBOMY IIepUOIy TBOpYeCTBa He-

10 «Kakyto K10 prtocodmio BEIOEPET, 3aBUCUT TI03TOMY OT
TOTO, KaKOVI KTO UeJIoBeK, 100 dprmrocodckast cucreMa —
He MepTBas yTBapb, KOTOPYIO MOXKHO OBUIO OBI OTKITA/bl-
BaTh WIM OpaTh IIO XKeJIaHMIO; OHa OfylleBJleHa IyIIou
4eJIoBeKa, 00JIaIaroIIero exo. [IpsOIIpivt OT IpupOIE! VTN
pacciTaOiIeHHBIN U MCKPUBIIEHHBIV Iy XOBHBIM PaOCTBOM,
Y4eHOV POCKOIIIBIO VWIM TIIeC/IaByeM XapaKTep HUKOITa
He BO3BBICUTCA 110 MaeaymsMa» (Puxte, 19930, c. 460).

! CpaBrenmne @uxre ¢ CokparoM Bcrpedaercs 1 y Jlania
(/Tarn, 191406, c. 84).

12 SIkOBEHKO BBIOMpPAET 13 MHOTOYVICIIEHHBIX BAPVAHTOB U
mopaboTok mpoexTa duxre «Haykoyuerms» 1794, 1801,
1804 rr. B mepBoe «HadepTaHMe» SIKOBEHKO BKJIIOYAET
«CobcTBeHHBIe pa3MBIIIUIEHNS 00 3JIeMeHTapHOV PWIo-
copvm» m «IIpakrmaeckyio dprtocodrro» (1793/1794).
ITopobnee cm.: (JTazapes, 2000, c. 272 —273).
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of the Theoretical Philosophy of J.G. Fichte”,
delivered in 1914 at a session of the Moscow
Psychological Society in memory of Fichte.
Yakovenko attributes his philosophy totally
to his personality, as did Fichte himself."* For
Yakovenko, Fichte embodies the unity of a hu-
man being and his philosophical teaching by
analogy with Socrates.” In a still more power-
ful statement the Russian philosopher likens
Socrates, Christ and Fichte:

For Fichte did indeed present in a
philosophically systematic way what Socrates
experienced and presented in the form of
a  philosophical dialogue, philosophical
maieutics and by Christ in the preaching of
active transformation of the soul of the human
being and humanity. Fichte’s science of knowledge
is a metaphysical elaboration of the Christian
conviction that the truth is effective and genuine
action is true. Fichte’s science of knowledge is the
first truly speculative grounding of the Christian
idea (Yakovenko, 2004b, pp. 205-206).

In his historical-systematic study of Fichte’s
system Yakovenko dwells on four versions of
the science of knowledge.'” He considers it to
be a shortcoming of contemporary studies of
Fichte’s philosophy that they pay an undue
share of attention to the first period of Fichte’s
work and see the second period as a departure

10 Cf. “What sort of philosophy one chooses depends,
therefore, on what sort of man one is; for a philosophical
system is not a dead piece of furniture that we can reject
or accept as we wish; it is rather a thing animated by
the soul of the person who holds it. A person indolent
by nature or dulled and distorted by mental servitude,
learned luxury and vanity will never raise himself to the
level of idealism” (Fichte, 1982, p. 16).

"Lanz (1914b, p. 84) also compared Fichte to Socrates.
2’Yakovenko chooses from among the many variants
of and additions to Fichte’s “Science of Knowledge”
project of 1794, 1801 and 1804. He includes in the first
version “My Own Thoughts about Elementary Philoso-
phy” and “Practical Philosophy” (1793/1794). For more
detail see Lazarev (2000, pp. 272-273).
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MeIIKoro ¢rstocoda 1 TPaKTOBKe BTOPOTO Iepro-
71a KaK OTXo7ja OT IIepBOHAYAJIBHOTO ITPOeKTa. SIKo-
BEHKO C 3TVM KaTeropuyecky He coIlalliaeTcs U B
CBOEM ITOFIpOOHOM 0030pe YeThIpeX BapaHTOB Ha-
YKOyYeHMsI CTPEMUTCS TT0Ka3aTh Hepa3pbIBHOCTb
IBYX Ilepronos TBopuecTBa PDuxTe, YCIIOBHOCTDH
3TOrO [IeJIeHWsI, CJIOKMBIIIETOCS B VICTOpPMOrpa-
Jum: «...eunomesa o 06yx nepuodax 0oaxHa Ovimb
ocmaBaena, i Ha ee MeCTO JOJIKHO OBITh II0CTaBJIe-
HO Kakoe-HMOyb Ipyroe TOJIKOBaHMe, obecriedn-
Barolriee 3a PrixTe eAMHCTBO yueHMs» (SIKoBeHKO,
2004a, c. 348). ITo mHeHMIO SIKOBEHKO, B 3peJIoM Ile-
prone y Duxte He HOSBIISAETCS HUKAKOIO HOBOTO
yuenus (Tam xe, c. 322), uMeeTcs «TOIIBKO OoJlee
KOPpPeKTHOe 71 TOHKOe (C OIHOV OIlpeesleHHON
CTOPOHBI) M3JI0KeHVIe TeX e caMbIX mpen...» (Tam
xe, c. 350).

ITpoananm3upoBaB XpPOHOJIOIMYECKN BbICKa-
3bIBaHMs camoro MuxTe 0 HayKOy4YeHUN B Ilepe-
IVCKe U B APYTUX COUMHEHMIX, SIKOBEHKO JiesIaeT
BBIBOJI: «...CBOe IIepBoe BhICTyIUleHMe DrixTe cum-
TaJI C CAMOro JXe Hauajla TOJIBKO IIpeIBapuTeIb-
HBIM VI He3aKOHUeHHBIM HaOpPOCKOM HayKoyde-
HIS. 3aTeM OH CTapaJICs ero Pa3BUTh 1 JIOTIOJIHUTD
VI CO CTOPOHBI (POPMBI, VI CO CTOPOHBI COTIePXKaHASL.
Ho mocyie momnrmx cTapaHuII M yCOBEPIIIEHCTBOBA-
HWIL. .. OH BCe e JOJDKeH ObIT BEpHYTHCS K CBOEMY
IIepBOMY WM3JIOKEHWIO HayKOydeHMs VI IPU3HATh
ero JIydImM u ajgekBaTHenim» (Tam xe, c. 331).
Pycckum dmtocod rogpoOHO JeMOHCTPUpPYeT Co-
IiepKaTeJIbHYIO IIPeeMCTBEHHOCTD YeThIpex M3JI0-
JKEeHUVI HayKOy4eHMs], yKa3blBasi Ha eqHCTBO Me-

B O0BbeqMHNTEIBHYIO MO3ULNIO SIKOBEHKO B OTHOIIIe-
HUM Tnepuommsauym  dmwiocodmm Puxre KPUTUKY-
er B.A.JKyukoB, HasblBasg 3Ty WIeI0 «KPaMOJIBHOI»,
«9Ipe3MEePHO CMJIBHOV M OJHOCTOPOHHE CIIPSIMIISIIOIIEN
ee BHYTPeHHe-TIPOTMBOPEUVBBINI XapaKTep»: «...II0-
IIBITKA TI0JTHOTO ¥ 0e300s1e3HEHHOTO IIPUMWPEHMS WIIN
OoOBbeqMHEHNS pa3/INYHbIX IIEPUONOB TBOpuecTBa PDnix-
Te OCYIIeCTBMMA TOJIBKO IIPM yCJIOBUM OIIpeeleHHOTO
VICTOJIKOBaHWS, ySICHeHVIsI HeOITHO3HAYHOTI'O V1 [JBOVICTBEH-
HOTO COflep KaHMs KaXXIIOTO M3 HYX VM IIPeIIIoYTIUTeIIbHO-
ro BBIOOpa OIHOIO 13 HUX. SIKOBEHKO B CBOEVI IIOIBITKE
JIOKa3aTeIbCTBA €IMHCTBA PAHHETO W II03/[HEro Ilepu-
OII0B IIPMHVMAET 3a OCHOBY MIMEHHO BTOPOVI, OCTaBJISs,
OIIHAKO, HEeJOCTAaTOYHO OIIpefe/IeHHBIM... IIOHMMaHVe
3TOro IocsiefqHero nepuopa» (XKyukos, 2000, c. 225 —226).
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from the initial project. Yakovenko categorical-
ly rejects this view and in his detailed review
of the four variants of the science of knowl-
edge seeks to demonstrate that the two peri-
ods of Fichte’s work are inseparable and that
this division has been artificially created in his-
toriography: “[...] the hypothesis of two peri-
ods must be abandoned and replaced by some
other interpretation which secures the unity of
Fichte’s doctrine” (Yakovenko, 2004a, p. 348).
Yakovenko maintains that Fichte’s mature pe-
riod did not produce any new teaching (ibid.,
p- 322), all that it saw was “a more correct and
nuanced exposition of the same thoughts”
(ibid., p. 350)."

After analysing chronologically Fichte’s own
pronouncements about the science of knowl-
edge in his letters and other works, Yakovenko
concludes: “[...] Fichte from the outset con-
sidered his first speech to be a tentative and
incomplete sketch of the science of knowl-
edge. He then tried to develop and complete
it in terms of form and content. But after pro-
longed exertions and improvements [...] he had
to go back to the first presentation of the sci-
ence of knowledge and recognise it as the best
and most adequate” (ibid., p. 331). Yakovenko
demonstrates in detail the continuity of the four
versions of the science of knowledge, point-
ing out the oneness of the method, object and
tasks of the philosophical teaching, the similar-

B Yakovenko’s unifying position concerning the pe-
riodisation of Fichte’s philosophy is criticised by
V.A. Zhuchkov (2000, pp. 225-226) who calls it “sedi-
tious”, “too strong and one-sidedly straightening its
inwardly contradictory character”: “[...] an attempt at
total and painless reconciliation or unification of differ-
ent periods in Fichte’s work can only succeed on con-
dition of a certain interpretation and recognition of the
ambivalent content of each of them and a choice of one
of them. In his attempt to prove the unity of the early
and later periods Yakovenko accepts the second peri-
od but leaves this latter period insufficiently clear [...]”.



Tofla, IIpeaMeTa U 3a7ad prIocoPCKOro ydeHws,
CXOXXeCTb BHYTPEeHHero ¥ BHEIIIHero IOCTPOeHs,
a TakXe eIMHCTBO KJIIOUEBBIX ITOHSITUIL, TaKMX
KaK «peaJIbHOCTb», «bor», «fI», «obrTme» 1 ap. Ha-
IpvMep, ToBOpsi o ToHsATHUM S, SIKOBeHKO yOenm-
TeJIbHO ITOKAa3bIBaEeT, UTO PAHHM 3Tall TBOpUYeCTBa
®dDrixTe HeJIb3sl MOHMMATh KaK BBbIBEIEHVE BCEro
MMO3HAHWS VI3 CAMOCO3HAHMS S, a TIO3MHMII — KakK
ycTpaHeHue cosHaHMs. «OTMeHa CO3HaHWMS» B
MIO3IHMIL IIePUO, OKa3bIBAETCsI HOMMHAIBHOM U
He paspylllaeT CTPyKTypy Tpex BuIoB Sl paHHero
nepyiora. AOCOIIIOTHOE, TeOpeTdecKoe 1 IIPaKT-
yeckoe S| 113 paHHMX M3JI0KEeHWT, C TOUYKM 3peHMs
SIKOBEHKO, (PUTYypUPYIOT 1 B O3THMX U3JIOKEH-
sX, HO B MHBIX dopmax: aOcormroTHoe 1 1101 BU-
ZioM J11100 abcormoTHOV POpMBI TIO3HAHMS, 00
abCoIIOTHOrO 3HaHMS; TeopeTudeckoe Sl mop Bu-
ZIoM JI00 cBOOOIBI, JTNOO CO3HAHWS, KOPPETISATIB-
HBIX OBITMIO; ITpaKTUYecKoe S «B KadecTBe TOrO
JIOJDKeHCTBOBaHM, KOTOpoe co3/laeT 3HaHMIO Cy-
IIIECTBOBaHME, a TEM CaMbIM COOOIIaeT OecKoHeu-
HOCTb €T0 CBEpIIEHNIO 1 MocTpoeHmo» (TaMm xe,
c. 345). YcTpaHeHMe CO3HAHMS, OTXOH, OT TEPMMU-
HOJIOrMM S B HO3IHM HePUO, CUNTAET PYCCKU
dntocod, HAOOOPOT, CriIaXMBaeT IIPOTUBOPEUNS
paHHero mepuoaa ¥ MOAKpeIUIsieT TeHeTndecKoe
HOHVIMaHVIe OTHOIIEHMSI ObITVS v co3HaHMsL. Ta-
KM 0Opa3oM, HayKOydeHVe BO BCeX BapMallusixX
OCTaeTcsl, C TOUKM 3peHMs SIKOBeHKO, ydeHVeM O
CBEPXUeJIOBEYECKOM 3HAHUW, «CO3epYamesbHot Ou-
asrexmuxoti» (Tam xe, c. 337), «abcortommusim eeHesu-
COM WTIVI A0COA0MHOUL KOHCMpYKYyuel 3HaHuA[,] v
codepxcarus cosnanus» (Tam xe, c. 339).

MOXXHO BBIZEJIVITh IBE TEMBI B COOCTBEHHBIX Te-
OpeTIYeCKIX PasMBIIUIEHMSIX SIKOBEHKO, I7ie IIpo-
crlexmBaeTcs BiavsHMe vnent Duixre*: B ompere-
JIeHUV CYIIHOCTU (PrjIocodCKOro Io3HaHMS U B
KOHLIETIINY ITUTIOPAJIVICTYECKOVI OHTOJIOrMI. SIp-
KVIM IIPMIMEPOM PacKpbITHSI OOeVX TeM SIBIISeTCS

1 Ha mHOTVIE CXOMHEIE UepThl DPrxTe 1 SIKOBEHKO yKa3bI-
BaeT A.A. Epmuuen: «Oba oHM — THOCEOJIOTMCTBL, 00a
OHI — VIMMaHEHTBI Y TPAHCIIEHIEHTA/IVICTEL, a B OITO3Ha-
HUM IEePBOIPUHINIIA PYKOBOACTBYIOTCS VIHTEIUIEKTY-
apHOV MHTY MM (Epmirges, 2004, c. 28).
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ity of the inner and external structure as well
as the similarity of key concepts such as “real-
ity
speaking about the concept of I, Yakovenko

”

, “God”, “the I”, “being” etc. For example,

shows convincingly that it is wrong to see the
early period of Fichte’s work as deriving all
knowledge from the self-consciousness of the I
and the later period as eliminating conscious-
ness. “The cancelation of consciousness” in the
later period turns out to be nominal and does
not destroy the structure of the three types of
I in the earlier versions, but in other forms: the
absolute I in the guise of the absolute form of
cognition, or absolute knowledge; the theoret-
ical I in the guise of freedom, or consciousness
correlating with being; the practical I “as the
ought which gives knowledge existence and
thereby confers infinitude on its exercise and
structure” (ibid., p. 345). In the Russian phi-
losopher’s opinion, elimination of conscious-
ness and departure from the I terminology in
the later period actually smooths over the con-
tradictions of the early period and bolsters the
genetic interpretation of being and conscious-
ness. Thus, Yakovenko maintains, the science of
knowledge in all its versions remains a teach-
ing on superhuman knowledge, “contemplative
dialectics” (ibid., p. 337), “absolute genesis or abso-
lute construction of knowledge[,] or content of con-
sciousness” (ibid., p. 339).

Two themes in Yakovenko’s own theoret-
ical reflections reveal the influence of Fichte:"*
the definition of the essence of philosophical
knowledge and the concept of pluralistic on-
tology. A vivid example of the treatment of
both themes is his article “The Path of Philo-

*A.A. Yermichev (2004, p. 28) points to similarities be-
tween Fichte and Yakovenko: “Both are epistemolo-
gists: both are immanentists and transcendentalists, and
in identifying the first principle are guided by intellec-
tual intuition.”
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ero crarbs «[ Iy b dprstocodckoro nmosHanms» (1914),
r7ie OOHAPY>KMBAIOTCS MJIeVI, KOTOPBIE TIOSIBVUIVICH 11
pasBUBaJIVICh B pycile PUXTeaHCKO (PrIocodmt.
I'maBHOV 3amadent dpvtocoduys, ¢ TOYKM 3peHms
SIKOBEHKO, SIBJISIeTCSI abCOIIOTHOe M 0e3ycsioBHOe
(GecripenTiochUIOUHOE) TIO3HaHMeE cytero. Emvm-
CTBEHHO BepHBIVI IIyTh IIperioyiaraeT KpuTude-
CKYIO paboTy, «OecriolaiHoe COMHeHVe» (SIkoBeH-
k0, 2000a, c. 256), 32 KOTOPBIMM CJIe[lyeT BhIsBIIeHVIe
YCTOVMYMBBIX KYJIBTYPHBIX JAaHHOCTEV! 1 IIpeoosie-
HVie CyOBpeKTIBI3Ma 1 00BbeKTVBI3Ma. Dritocodmst
IIOHVMaeTCsl KaK «Hay4dHoe IlepexuBaHue» (Tam
Xe, c. 248), abcormoTHOe ITepeXXyBaHMe CYIIero Bo
BCeVl er0 KOHKPETHOCTH, YTO 3aMeTHO IlepeceKaeT-
CsI ¢ KOHIIEITIVer aDCOTIOTHOIO OBITMS 11 abCOITIOT-
HOTO 3HaHMs B Ho311Hel prytococprm Drixre.
TotaspHOEe priocodckoe COMHeEHVE ITPUBO-
IIAT, TI0O MHEHMIO SIKOBEHKO, K MMMHUPOBAHNIO
CcyObeKTa 1 BBIXOY K HaJIMYHOCTV CaMOro Cylile-
ro, uTo HalIroaeTcs B o3mHen dpvotocodpvt Orix-
Te. CoBMellleH1e aOCOJTIOTHOTO ¥ KOHKPETHOTO,
MIOCTVDKEHVIe CYIIIero BO BCEM ero MHOrooopasmi
BO3MOYKHO, COIVIaCHO SIKOBEHKO, Uepe3 «pa3yMHBIN
MUCTULIM3MY: «Hayunocmy ecTb cTOpoHa dwIo-
codpckoro mosHaHMS, oOpallleHHas kpumudecky K
CyOBeKTY, HenocpedcmbBeHHOCHb €CTh Apyras ero
CTOpOHa, oOpallleHHas Mucmudecky K CyIIeMy...
“KpectHbIin” myTh ¢pmy1ocodpcKoro rno3HaHms eCcTh
KPUTWYECKUII IIyTh OT OecIipeieTbHOrO COMHe-
HMS K ITIOJIOKUTEIBHOV MWCTUKE, eCTh IIyTh Kpu-
muxo-mucmuneckuil» (Tam xe, c. 260). PasymubIn
MUCTULIVI3M SIKOBEHKO ITPOTMBOIIOCTABIISIET PeJIv-
TMO3HOMY MUCTULIV3MY. PesmruosHas MuCTMKa
€CTb OTpUIIaTeIbHas MIUCTVIKA, OHA OIVICBIBAET CY-
Ilee «B TepMIMHaX “IIPOTMBHOrO”, “He-cyIero”, oT-
BepraeT 10 OTHOIIIEHNIO K CyIIleMy BCe CBOVICTBA 1
KauecTBa, TaK CKa3aThb, OTPUIIaeT caMo Cylilee VI
JKe He JIOCTUTAEeT ero VI TPV TOM PacIVICHIBAeTCS B
cBOeM HeflocTvokeHM» (Tam sxe). MucTrka KpuTn-
4veckas, Wwin pvtocodpckasi, «oTpuIiaTesIbHA JINIITh
B IIy T VI COBEPIIIEHHO IOJIOKMTEIbHA B JOCTVIKE-
HuN. B pesysisraTe nepef Hero — He CMMBOJIBL, CJla-
00 HameKaroIIye Ha CyIIlee, a CaMo Clyujee BO BCem
CBOEeVI HeIIOCPeICTBeHHOCTY Y BJIACTHOW KOHKpem-
Hocmu» (Tam xe, c. 261). PertnrmosHast MuUCTMKa MO-
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sophical Knowledge” (1914), which contains
ideas that appeared and developed in the main-
stream of the Fichtean philosophy. According
to Yakovenko, the main task of philosophy is
absolute and unconditional (unpremised) cog-
nition of what exists. The only right path is
critical work, “merciless doubt” (Yakovenko,
2000a, p. 256), leading to the isolation of cul-
tural givens and the overcoming of subjectiv-
ism and objectivism. Philosophy is understood
as “scientific experience” (ibid., p. 248), absolute
experience of all that exits in all its concrete-
ness, which has clear echoes of the concept of
absolute being and absolute knowledge in the
philosophy of the later Fichte.

According to Yakovenko, total philosoph-
ical doubt eliminates the subject and leads
to what exists, which we find in Fichte’s later
philosophy. The absolute and the concrete can
be combined, he argues, through “reasonable
mysticism”: “Scientificity is the aspect of philo-
sophical knowledge addressed critically to the
subject, immediacy is its other side addressed
mystically to what exists [...]. The royal road
of philosophical cognition is the critical road
from infinite doubt to positive mysticism, the
critical-mystical road” (ibid., p. 260). Yakovenko
contrasts reasonable mysticism to religious
mysticism. Religious mysticism is negative
mysticism, it describes what exists “in opposite
terms, in terms of what does not exist, rejects
all the properties and characteristics of what ex-
ists, rejects what exists or fails to reach it and
admits the failure” (ibid.). Critical, or philo-
sophical mysticism “is negative only in the
path and is absolutely positive in the achieve-
ment. As a result, it deals not with symbols
faintly hinting at what exists, but with what ex-
ists itself in all its immediacy and powerful con-



HVCTVMYHA U OTPaHWYeHa OTPUIIATeIbHBIM yKas3a-
HIIEM Ha eJI/HOe CyIIlee, KpUTIYecKast MVCTVKA JKe
MHOXeCTBEHHa, U Cylllee B HeVl IIproOpeTaeT IIIio-
PIMCTUYECKYIO (POPMY, UTO BBIPAKAETCS B CaMO-
CTOSITEJIPHOCTVI OTHEIIBHBIX €ro cpep: «<HpaBCTBEH-
HOT'O, IIPEKPAcCHOro, CBSITOrO, SKOHOMWYECKOIO,
ObrTHvIHOrO 1 T.IL> (TaMm e, ¢. 261—262). TpaHcIieH-
IeHTaJIBHO-MICTIYECKOe TIOCTVDKEHVIE CYIIIETo, C
OJTHOVI CTOPOHBI, JOCTUTaeT HAJIMYHOCTU CyIIle-
IO BO BCEVl €r0 MHOXXECTBEHHOCTV I KOHKPETHO-
CTW, a C APYTOVI — YCTPaHSeT CyOBeKT-00beKTHYIO
OIIIO3VIINIO B IIO3HAHWUN. B cBOelt Io3mHeN cTa-
The «CyIIHOCTD IUTIOpa/in3Ma» SIKOBEHKO IMMIIIeT:
«[Tropan3M obHapyXmBaeT ceOst Kak Oecrioria-
Hasl (peHOMeHoJIorMdecKasi KpPWUTMKA II03HAHMS,
KOTOpasi IIOJIHOCTBIO YHWYTOXAEeT BO3IEVICTBIS
Y TIOCJIEZICTBUSL V3HAYaIbHOIO [1yaJICTIYeCKO-
ro Iperpaccy/ika ueJIOBe4ecKOro MBIIUIeHMs. B
COOTBETCTBUN C 3TVIM B CBOEVI TEOPWUV IO3HAHMIS
IUTFOpaJIVI3M BbIIBUTaeT KPUTUYECKYIO U Pariyio-
HaJIBHYIO VIHTYVIIVIO B Ka4ecTBe eIVHCTBEHHOIO
CYIIIeCTBEHHOIO WCTOYHMKA VICTUHBI VM JOCTOVIH-
crBa prtocodpcroBanm (SIkoBeHKO, 20000, . 291).

I.D. JIaH:
®duxrte Kak pmocod MMMaHEeHTH3Ma

Ienpux Dpaecropnu Jlann (1886—1945) mo-
cBsaTwI prtocodpmm Prixte Kak MCTOPUKO-prto-
codpckme, Tak ¥ TeopeTmUecKye mccieioBatms. [1o
smurpannm B 1917 .”° JTan1 onyOvKoBasl 3HaUM-
TeJIbHOe KOJIMYEeCTBO cTarert 0 PduxTe B BeIyIINX
PYCCKMX M HeMeIKMX PrIocodpcKmx XypHaIax
Toro BpeMeHM'¢. HekoTopble 0cOOEHHOCTVI €T0 BOC-
npusTs dvutocodprm 1 maHoCTY DrixTe B KOH-
IIEHTPVPOBAaHHOM BUJIe IIpeCTaBIeHBl B CTAaTbe
10 CJIy4aro 00mlest HeMelkoro dpusocoda:

...HeCMOTPsI Ha 3Ty VICKJIIOUNTEJIBHYIO 00B-
€KTMBHOCTb, Ha 3TO IIPVHLUINAIBHOE PaCcTBO-
peHmne cebst B cBoeM copepxanuu, Puxre u B
XU3HY, 1 B prurocodmmt ObUI XpeLioM peJTnurmm

B TTompoOHee o 6buorpadnm Jlanra cm., Hatrpumep, (Imu-
Tpuesa, [Torosa, 2008).
16Cm.: (J1amrr, 1914a; 19146; 19148; 19141; Lanz, 1912; 1913).

L. Yu. Kornilaev

creteness” (ibid., p. 261). Religious mysticism is
monistic and limited to a negative reference to
the unified world, whereas critical mysticism is
multiple, what exists has pluralistic form man-
ifested in the autonomy of its spheres: “moral,
aesthetical, sacred, economic, material, etc.”
(ibid., pp. 261-262). Transcendental-mysti-
cal cognition, on the one hand, reaches out to
what exists in all its multiplicity and concrete-
ness and on the other hand eliminates the sub-
ject-object opposition in cognition. In his later
article “The Essence of Pluralism” Yakovenko
(2000b, p. 291) writes: “Pluralism manifests it-
self in merciless phenomenological critique of
cognition which obliterates the impact and con-
sequences of the innate dualistic prejudice of
human thinking. Accordingly, in its theory of
knowledge pluralism puts forward critical and
rational intuition as the only essential source of
the truth and dignity of philosophising.”

Henry Lanz:
Fichte as a Philosopher of Immanentism

Henrich (Henry) E. Lanz (1886—1945) de-
voted to Fichte both historical-philosophical
and theoretical works. Before he emigrated in
1917 Lanz published a significant number of
articles about Fichte in leading Russian and
German philosophical journals of the time.'
Some features of his perception of Fichte’s
philosophy and personality are described in a
concentrated form in his article written on the
occasion of Fichte’s jubilee:

[...] in spite of this exceptional objectivity,
of being totally dissolved in his content Fichte
was, in his life and philosophy, a priest of the

For more biographical details on Lanz see, for example,
Dmitrieva ad Popova (2008).
16See Lanz (1912; 1913; 1914a; 1914b; 1914c¢; 1914d).
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CO3HaAHWM:, WIEe0JIOTOM a0CONTIOTHOTO CyOBeKTa.
Ho ue SMIIMPUYECKNVI, & YMCTBIV U abCOITIOTHBIN
cyOBeKT, crnThINt ¢ borom m ero Mmmpom, 661 ero
periruert v ocHoBom 3TuKM. OH He ITeHIJT YeJlo-
BeKa, HO Bcer/a, Beera TOJIbKO MOMEHT JesioBe-
JecTBa B desioBeke 1, 0opsich 3a cBOOO/TY cyOBex-
Ta, OH BcerAa OOPOJICS TOIIBKO 32 OCBOOOXKIIEHe
uejioBedecTBa. Vl 3T0 onsiTh-TakM He abCTpaKIins,
HO YepTa aOCOIIOTHOV KOHKPETHOCTU B TeHJIeH-
1y, B Bojle. V160 uestoBek ecTh ropasio OoJIbITast
abCcTpakIIns, 9YeM 4eloBeYecTBO, VI OTHOCUTCS K
IIOCTIETHEMY TaK Ke, KaK aOcTpakTHbI Audde-
peHIIMa K KOHKpeTHOMY ¥ peaJIbHOMY MHTerpa-
iy. CBoOosia aTOro cyOcTaHIIMaIbHOTO CyObeKTa
yejyloBeYecTBa Oblla €ero BeYHBIM WeasioM, U B
3TOM mfeasle, B 0OOCHOBAHWM €Tr0 BO3MOXXHOCTV
OH HallleJI CBOIO COOCTBEHHYIO BEUHOCTH, CBOE
Oeccmeptie. Kak amocTon abcormoTrHOM cBOOO-
IIbl, OH OyJleT BeYHO XUTb B CUCTeMe deJloBeye-
crBa (Jlamr, 19146, c. 118 —119).

B roOurtertHOM HoMepe «Borrpocos drtocodmmn
Y TICVIXOJIOTMV» OIyOJIMKOBaHa ellle OfIHa CTaThbs
Jlanmia — «bbITHe u 3HaHMe B dvtocodpmm Pux-
Te», B KOTOPOW IIpefCTaBjleH [IOBOJIBHO pas3Bep-
HYTBIVI aHaIM3 rtocodpckoro yuenmss Puxre.
Pycckum dpmtocod mMcxonuT M3 TOro, 4YTo COBpe-
MeHHasi pniocodusi MHOTMM obsa3aHa PuxTe, Tak
KaK VIMEHHO OH IIBITaJICS TIOC/IeIOBAaTEeIIBHO IIpeo-
JI0JIeTH M1 BO3BBICUTBCS HaJl IIPOTVBOIOIOKHBIMI
drtocodpckmMm HampaBIeHMSIMIU dean3Ma U
peasin3Ma, KOTopble B Hadasie XX B. IIpeficTaBJle-
HBI IMMaHEHTHBIM U TPaHCIIeH/IeHTHBIM HaIlpaB-
JIEHVSIMU B (PVITOCODUTA

ITomo6HO fIkoBeHKO W BpImeciasnesy, JlaHIl
CYMTaeT HEeCOCTOSTeIbHBIM HaCTOMYMBO BOCIIPO-
V3BOAMMBIN PVII0COCKOV MCTOpHOrpadmen Ira-
0JI0H O SKOOBI CYIIIEeCTBYIOIIEM pa3pblBe MEXIy
AByMs IleprofaMut B Teopdectse Puxre. [ Ipranta
3TOro 3a0J1y K[IeHVs KOPeHWUTCs, TI0 er0 MHEHWUIO,
B HEBEpPHOM IIOHVIMaHW TePMIMHOJIOI MV O3THVIX
countHeHUM DVIXTe, a UMEHHO IOHSATUI abCOIIOT-
HOT0 OBITVS 1 aOCOITIOTHOTO 3HaHMS. ADCOITIOTHOE
ObITVIE OIIOOYHO TPAKTYETCS OHTOJIOIMTUeCKM KaK
00BeKTMBHOe ObITHe, He3aBUCHIMOe OT CO3HaHVIS.
Co3HaHMe Xe OMIMOOYHO IIOHMMAaETCH KaK HOCH-
TeJIb JIOTMYeCKOr0, 3HAUYMMOCTY, TO €CTh VICTUHBI 1
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religion of consciousness, an ideologist of the
absolute subject. But it was not an empirical,
but pure and absolute subject merged with
God and his world that was his religion and
basis of his ethics. He did not value human
being, but always, always only the element of
humanity in human being and, in battling for
the freedom of the subject, he always battled
only for the liberation of humanity. Again, this
is not an abstraction but a feature of absolute
concreteness in the tendency, in the will. For
human being is much more of an abstraction
than humanity and is related to the latter in
the same way as the abstract differential to a
concrete and real integral. The freedom of this
substantial subject of humanity was his eternal
ideal and he gained his own freedom and his
immortality in this ideal, in grounding its
possibility. As an apostle of absolute freedom
he will forever live in the system of humanity
(Lanz, 1914b, pp. 118-119).

The jubilee issue of Voprosy filosofii i psi-
khologii carried another article by Lanz, titled
“Being and Knowledge in the Philosophy of
Fichte”, which presents a fairly extended anal-
ysis of Fichte’s philosophy. Lanz proceeds from
the notion that modern philosophy owes much
to Fichte because it was he who tried consist-
ently to overcome and rise above opposing
philosophical trends of idealism and realism
which in the early twentieth century were rep-
resented by the immanent and transcendental
schools in philosophy.

Like Yakovenko and Vysheslavtsev, Lanz
considers untenable the cliché, constantly re-
produced by philosophy historians, of an al-
leged rupture between two periods in Fichte’s
work. This misconception, in his opinion,
stems from a misunderstanding of the termi-
nology in the later works of Fichte, namely
the concepts of absolute being and absolute
knowledge. Absolute being is interpreted mis-
takenly as objective being, independent from

consciousness. Consciousness is mistaken-



nousaTHn. 3aciryra duxre, nosaraet JlawHii, cocro-
UT B BBIHECEHMV 3HAUYVIMOCTY 3a IIperesIbl CO3Ha-
HUSA B OTOEIBHYIO cdepy, KOTOpasi COOTHOCUTCS
KaK C MMpPOM, TaK ¥ C CO3HaHMeM". «ABCOITIOTHOe
ObITe ecThb eOuHcmbo OOBEKTMBHOIO CYIIECTBO-
BaHMS M €ro IOHSTHS; OHO eCTh 3HAaYIMOCTB, KO-
TOpasi B TO ke BpeMsl paccMaTpuBaeTcsl KaK MUp»
(JTanr, 1914a, c. 244). Eciivi jjormyeckasi CTpyKTypa
OIMOOYHO TIOIMEHSIETCS VICCIIEIOBATEIISIMY OHTO-
JIOTVIYECKOVI, TO M TOJTy4daeTcs «MeTadmsndecKas
B IyPHOM CMBICJIE 3TOTO CJIOBa» MHTepIIpeTalis
TOHATUS «abcormoTHOrO ObITHS» (Tam ke, c. 229).
AOcorroTHOe ObITHE B TI031HeNT prtocodprnt Drix-
Te — 3TO BHEBPeMeHHOe ITapCTBO VICTVHBI VI UW-
CTBIX IIOHATUI, KOTOpOe HajesIsieT 3HAaYMMOCTHIO
MUp 00beKkTUBHOro ObITH. [ToHATHE B IIVIPOKOM
CMBICJIe, coryiacHO JIaHIly, — He ToJIbKO dpopma JIo-
TMYECKOTro, HO M «BCEIIPOHMKAIOIIee JIOTMYecKoe
OoxecTBO», «MOMEHT bora B sIBJIeHUVI», KOTOPBIN
cocTaBIsgeT peasibHOCTh Mupa (Tam xe, c. 243). Ta-
KM 00pa3oM, abCOITFOTHOe OBITe JTOJDKHO TIOHVI-
MaTbCs Kak JIOTMYecKoe OTHOIIEHVIe 3HAYVIMOCTH
¥ KOHKPETHOro OBITVS, KaK 3Ha4MMOCTb, IIPOHM-
3bIBalOIast MUP.

B cBoro ouepenp, abcoroTHOe 3HaHVE — 3TO
coefMHEHVe aKTMBHOCTM CO3HAHMS W 3Hauu-
MocTi. [IprdeM cosHaHVe He SBIISIeTCS HOCUTE-
JIeM 3HauMMOCTH. [171s1 4ero >ke BBOIWTCS B CHCTe-
My «CBOOO/Ia CO3HaHMsI, KOTOpasl COBEPIIIEHHO He
KacaeTcsl cucTeMbl Oprtmsi? — OTBeT Ha 3TOT BO-
IIPOC COCTaBJISIET CYICTEMATYECKYIO CYIIHOCTb U
VHOVBUAYaJIbHYI0 OPUIMHAJIBHOCTE (PUXTeaH-
crBa» (Tam xe). IlosHaHme, cunTaet JlaHIl, He gB-
JISIeTCSl TOJIBKO OTpaskeHVeM OBITHS I ero JIOrd-
HOCTV, HO COIIPOBOX/IAE€TCs IIPUBHECEHMSIMI CO
CTOPOHBI CO3HaHMS. «B 3HaHWMM MBI IMeeM Bceria
0osvuie, 9eM ObITHE, OOJIBIIIE, YeM TOT JIOTMIECKT
CMBICJI, KOTOPBIVI OHO MMeeT; KpoMe 3TOTO CMBIC-
Jla B HeM 3aKJIIOYaeTCsi MOMEHT ero “3HaTeJIbHO-
ctn” (Wissbarkeit) 1 cosnatesibHocTI» (TaM ke,

7 TpakroBka duxresckont dprutocodpnn y JlaHria co3Byd-
Ha yuenmio I'. Jlotne o Gelfen xak 0ocoboM OBITMM CMBIC-
JIOB, IIEHHOCTEeV, 3Ha4MMOCTeN, KOTOpOe OT/IMYaeTCs OT
ObrTHast camor Beru. [ogpoOnee cm.: (Lotze, 1874).
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ly understood as the vehicle of the logical, of
meaning i.e. the truth. Lanz claims that credit
is due to Fichte for isolating signification in a
distinct sphere which relates to the world and
to consciousness.” “Absolute being is a unity
of objective existence and the concept there-
of; it is signification which is at the same time
seen as the world” (Lanz, 1914a, p. 244). If the
researchers mistakenly substitute logical struc-
ture for an ontological one, the result is an in-
terpretation of the concept of “absolute being”
that is “metaphysical in the bad sense of that
word” (ibid., p. 229). In the later Fichte’s phi-
losophy absolute being is a kingdom of truth
and pure concepts which invests the world
of objective being with meaning. According
to Lanz, the concept in the broad sense is not
only a form of the logical, but an “all-perva-
sive logical deity”, “the moment of God in
manifestation” which constitutes the reality
of the world (ibid., p. 243). Thus, absolute be-
ing should be understood as the logical rela-
tion of validity (Gelten) and concrete being, as
validity which permeates the world. In turn,
absolute knowledge is a joining of the activi-
ty of consciousness and validity. Why is “free-
dom of consciousness, which has nothing to
do with the system of being, introduced into
the system? The answer to this question forms
the systematic essence and individual original-
ity of Fichteanism” (ibid.).

Cognition, according to Lanz, is not mere-
ly a reflection of being and its logical charac-
ter, but is accompanied by insertions from
consciousness. “In knowledge we always
have more than being, more than the logi-
cal meaning it has; in addition to the mean-
ing it includes the moment of “knowingness”

7 Lanz’s interpretation of Fichte’s philosophy chimes
with Lotze’s teaching on Gelfen as a special being of
meanings, values, significations which is distinct from
the being of the thing. For more see Lotze (1874).
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c. 251). Ilepesopor, cosepirtaembint DuxTe, 3aKITIO-
JaeTcs, C TOUKM 3peHns JlaHIla, B KapAWHaIbHOM
V3MeHeHM IIOHMMaHMs co3HaHMs. Eciii Bo Beex
cuctemMax dpustocodpun 1o PuxTe OHO CUMUTAETCS
OCHOBHBIM IPUHIIUIIOM PallVIOHAJIBHOCTY, HOCK-
TesieM Jloroca, To y @uxTe CyIIHOCTh CO3HAHWMA
3aKTovaercss B HapyineHun Jloroca. CosHaHMe
nproOpeTaeT cTaTyc IIPMHIIMIIA VppalyioHaIb-
HOCTW, TOTO, YTO BBIXOOWUT 3a IIpefesIbl JIorude-
CKOro cMbicyia Oertvst. VIpparioHasibHbBIVT MOMEHT
CO3HAHMS IPUCYTCTBYET U B OLIYIIEHMSIX, U B IIO-
HSTWSIX, OJHAKO HMKAKOro BJIVSHMS Ha 3Hauu-
MOCTb He OKasblBaeT. PakT cosHaHUs — «bB cBeme
0bocHoBaHUA U SHAYUMOCTU. .. eCHIb YUCHIbIL HYAb»
(Tam xe). ITpyHLIMIT MppaLMOHAJIBHOCTIL COCpe-
AoToYeH B Sl 1 TIOHMMaeTCs KaK IIPUHIINIL JIOTU-
YeCcKOro e[IMHCTBa MBIIUTIeHMsA. V1 MMeHHO 3TOT
IPVHLINII 00bACHAIeT MHOXXeCTBEHHOCTD eIVIHIY-
HBIX ¥ KOHKPETHBIX BeIlleil: CO3HaHMe «CO3[IaeT B
MUpe BCIO 3Ty IlepeMeHYMBYIO WJIIIO3UIO sBJle-
HUV, 3Ty HeIIOCPeICTBEHHYI0 CMeHY KOHKPEeTHBIX
COCTOSTHUI, KOTOpas siBjIsieTcst (paKToOM ¥ KOTopast
Cc mouku 3perus abcoaommoeo OvimusA cCoBepIIeHHO
HeIoHsATHa ¥ HecylecTseHHa» (Tam xe, c. 254).
Ilo JlaHiy, moHsiTMe cyOBeKTa mo3HaHMS y Puix-
Te 3aMeHsieT cyicTeMa HpuHIMIOB. CyObeKkTHOe
IO3HaBaTeJIbHOe OTHOIIIeHVe, TI0 CYILIeCTBY, CTa-
HOBUTCS JIormdeckmM. ITosHaHMe mpeBpatiaeTcs B
TpaHClIeHIeHTaJIbHOe OTHOIIIEHe.

JlaH11 mos1araeT, uTO IJIaBHas 3ajadya HayKoyue-
Hus PuxTe — yBsA3aTh HPOTUBOPEUVIe abCOITIOT-
HOT'O eAMHCTBA ¥ HAJIMYHOV KOHKPEeTHO MHOXe-
CTBEHHOCTN. DTa 3ajada peanusyercs y Puxre
uepes3 reHeTNYeCKyI0 KOHIIeNIInio 3HaHms. DuxTe
IOHVMMaeT 107 TeHe3COM 3HaHMs 00be/iiHeHe
abCOJTFOTHBIX CTOPOH TIO3HAHMSI — aOCOIIOTHOTO
ObITUA M CBOOOIHOVI aKTMBHOCTY CO3HaHM. B mx
enuHCTBe (popMmpyeTcsa (PaKTUUYHOCTE: «...dak-
TUYHOCTB 1 TeHe3NC coBlagaioT. Hermocpencreen-
Hasi HPaKTUIHOCTh 3HaHMS eCTh aOCOIIOTHBIN Te-
He3lC, a aOCOJTIOTHBIVI TeHe3NC CyIecTByeT Kak
rpocTont pakt, 6e3 BCAKOV BO3MOXKHOVI BHEIITHe
npvanHe (Fichte, 1986, S. 227). C Toukm 3peHMs
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(Wissbarkeit) and consciousness” (ibid., p. 251).
The turn executed by Fichte consists, Lanz be-
lieves, in a cardinal change of the interpre-
tation of consciousness. Whereas in all the
earlier systems of philosophy consciousness
is deemed to be the main principle of ratio-
nality, the bearer of Logos, with Fichte the es-
sence of consciousness is violation of Logos.
Consciousness acquires the status of the prin-
ciple of irrationality, of what goes beyond the
logical meaning of being. The irrational ele-
ment of consciousness is present in sensations,
in concepts, but it does not influence signif-
icance. The fact of consciousness — “in the
light of grounding and significance [...] is a pure
zero” (ibid.). The principle of irrationality is
concentrated in the I and is interpreted as the
principle of the unity of thought. This princi-
ple explains the multiplicity of individual and
concrete things: consciousness “creates in the
world this changeable illusion of phenome-
na, the immediate change of concrete states
which is a fact and which is totally unknow-
able and irrelevant in terms of absolute being”
(ibid., p. 254). According to Lanz, Fichte replac-
es the concept of the subject with a system of
principles. The subjective cognitive attitude es-
sentially becomes logical. Cognition turns into
a transcendental relation.

Lanz believes that the main task of Fichte’s
science of knowledge is to resolve the contra-
diction between absolute unity and concrete
multiplicity. Fichte tackles it through the ge-
netic concept of knowledge. By genesis of
knowledge Fichte understands the joining of
the absolute aspects of cognition, absolute be-
ing and free activity of consciousness. Their
unity forms facticity: “[...] facticity and gen-
esis entirely coincide. Knowing’s immediate
facticity is absolute genesis; and the absolute
genesis is — existing as a mere fact — with-
out any possible further ground” (Fichte, 2005,



Jlan1la, TIO3HaHMe HeJIb3d TPAKTOBaTh KaK CyOb-
eKTUBHBIV IIPOIlecc, He3aBUCUMBIV OT OBITUSA U
Ha ObITMie HampaBJleHHBIVI, ITOCKOIBKY IPW Ta-
KOVI TpaKTOBKe 3HaHMe OKa3bIBaeTCsl COBEPIIIEHHO
He3aBVICKMBIM U OT CyOBeKTa. «MBI yKe BUesu,
YTO B CTPOIOM CMBICJIE CJIOBA VCTMHY II0O3HaBaTh
HeJIb35, HO MOYKHO TOJIBKO OBITE efo» (J1aHiy, 1914a,
. 263). 3HaHMe BBICTpaMBAETCs KaK JIOTMYeCKUI
TeHe3VC, OOBeOVMHSIONMI ObITHe ¥ Wppaliyo-
HaJIBHOCTb CO3HAHMS:

«B cebe ObITME» KaXXIOro 0OBbeKTa ecTh Ta CH-
CTeMa IPUHINIIOB, KOTOPHIE JIeXaT B €r0 OCHO-
Be; €r0 Ha OCHOBAHWV IIPVHIIVIIOB METOAMYIECKN
CO37IaHHAs CTPYKTYPa eCThb €r0 MCTUHHOE ObITe.
HenocperncTBeHHO /TaHHOEe OBITVIE HE €CTh VIC-
TUHHOe ObITHe, 100 OHO He orpenerteHo. Omnpe-
IIeJIeHMe JKe€ BO3MOXKHO TOJIBKO Ha OCHOBAHWUMU
IIPVHLINIIOB, KOTOPbIe JIOTMYEeCKV COXPaHSIOT-
Csl B OIIpeIeJIeHHOM OOBeKTe M COCTABIISIOT €ro
CyITHOCTB. beITMe HackBo3b jormuHo (Tam xe,
c. 277).

JIagmr mompoOHO OOCyXIaeT STUYeCKylo Co-
CTaBJIAIONIYIO cucTeMbl (DuxTe 1 XapaKTepusy-
eT ee KaK TpaHCIIeH/IeHTaJIbHBIV IIJITaTOHM3M 3TU-
yveckov HarpasileHHocTH (Tam xe, c. 278—279). B
crarbe «CBoOoma 1 cozHaHme» (1914) o monpob-
HO aHaymsupyeT «HasHaueHue uesioBeka» Pvix-
Te U YTBepXK/JaeT, 4YTo HeMeIIKu dusiocod 1peyi-
JIOKVUT OVIH M3 JTy4IIIVIX BapMaHTOB dprtocodpmm
cBoOompl. DTMKa PuxTe 3aBsi3aHa Ha €ro Teope-
TUdecKot dpustocodnn, Ha TpaKTOBKe CO3HAHMSL.
JIan11 ostaraet, uto MuxTe pasBUBaeT KAHTOBCKOe
IIOHVIMaHMe CO3HaHMS, a MMEHHO OKOHYATeJTbHO
ycTpaHsieT jioboe cyOcTaHIIMaIbHOe ITpoYTeHe
CO3HaHMSA M IOKa3blBaeT ero IIOJIHYI0 He3aBUCH-
MOCTb OT IIPUPOABI ¥ IIPUUYMHHON HeOoOXOIVIMO-
cti. ToJIbKO YTOUHVB MOHSITIE CO3HAHNS, MOXKHO
OPUITH K SCHOMY TIOHMMaHMIO KaHTOBCKOTO pas-
TleJleHMs 1lapcTBa CBOOOBI OT IlapCTBa IIPUPOJIBL.
BosBellieHVIe co3HaHMS Haf, IIPUPOLIOV, TIOJIOK-
TEJIBHBIVI CMBICII CO3HaHW: 3advKcupoBaH y Duix-
Te B TepMUHe «IedTeJIbHOCTb». «Co3HaHUe ecTb
4lCTas AedTeIbHOCTb, abcoimoTHas (PyHKIINS BHe
BcgKoM cyocrarivm» (Jlamr, 1914r, c. 7), a «vmp
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p. 164). From Lanz’s point of view, cognition
cannot be interpreted as a subjective process in-
dependently from being and directed at being
because this interpretation makes knowledge
totally independent from the subject as well.
“We have seen that in the rigorous sense of the
word the truth cannot be known, but one can
only be the same” (Lanz, 1914a, p. 263). Knowl-
edge is built as logical genesis which brings
together being and the irrationality of con-
sciousness:

“The being-in-itself” of each object is the
system of principles that underlie it; its true
being is the structure built methodically on the
basis of principles. The directly given being is
not true being because it has not been defined.
A definition is only possible on the basis of
principles which are logically preserved in a
certain object and constitute its essence. Being
is logical through and through (ibid., p. 277).

Lanz discusses the ethical part of Fichte’s
system in detail, characterising it as transcen-
dental Platonism of the ethical variety (ibid.,
pp- 278-279). In his article “Freedom and Con-
sciousness” (1914) he unpicks Fichte’s “The Vo-
cation of Human Being” and claims that the
German philosopher has come up with one of
the best versions of the philosophy of freedom.
Fichte’s ethics stems from his theoretical phi-
losophy, the interpretation of consciousness.
Lanz believes that Fichte develops the Kantian
concept of consciousness, i.e. finally eliminates
any substantive reading of consciousness and
proves its total independence from nature and
causality. It is only by clarifying the concept of
consciousness that one can arrive at clear un-
derstanding of the Kantian distinction between
the kingdom of freedom and the kingdom of
nature. The rise of consciousness above nature,
the positive meaning of consciousness are fixed
in Fichte’s term “activity

7”7

. “Consciousness is



JI.1O. Kopnunaes

€CTh CBOOOTHOE TBOPEHVIE YVCTOro MOHATHS» (Tam
xe, c. 11). JTan1r xapakTepusyeT priocodcKyro 1o-
surmio PuxTe Kak «IIaHTeV3M aOCOIIOTHOTO U
CBOOOIIHOTO 3HAHWSI», I7Ie 3HaHWe CTaHOBUTCS «bo-
roM, kotopomy oH (Puxte. — JI.K.) TIOKJIOHSIICH,
VI MUPOM, B KOTOPOM XIJI, OITHOBPEMEHHO 1 BCe,
v HruTo 13 Becero» (Tam ke, c. 12). Takum oOpa-
30M, B cTarbsax 1914 r. Jlann, Oymydnt 11y00KO BOB-
JIleYeHHBIM B HEOKAHTMaHCKYIO IIpo0OsIeMaTuKYy,
IO POOHO mcciIenyeT PrXTeaHCKYI0 (PVII0COPUIO.
CrieicTBieM 3TOV BOBJIEYEHHOCTV CTajl OCOOBIN
VMHTepec K IIpo0dsiemMe JIOTMYecKoro, 3HauMMOCTL.
TeopeTuko-Tio3HaBaTe/IbHasl B CBOEVI OCHOBE WH-
Teprperanys dwiocopun DrixTe, 3a0CTpsIO-
Ifasi BHUMaHVe Ha 0cO0OM cTaryce cdepsl JIOrv-
ueckoro, comkaer JlaHIia, HapuMmep, ¢ MaesIMI
D.Jlacka o JIOroc-MMMaHEHTHOCTV OBITHS, VI3Ha-
4aJIbHOV TeOpeTUYeCcKOM CTPYKTYpPUPOBaHHOCTV
npeMeTHOro Mupa'®. JIaHIr B cBovX MHTepIpeTa-
LMSAX OKa3bIBaeTCs OJIM3KMM K SIKOBEHKO 1 yKasbl-
BaeT Ha CMHTe3 peasin3Ma U maeanmsMa y Duixre.
®uxre, o MHeHMIO JlaHIla, HbITaJICSA pa3pellnThb
IIPOTMBOpeUrte aOCOTIOTHOTO €IVHCTBA M HaJInd-
HOVI KOHKPeTHOV MHOXXeCTBeHHOCTM, a U3 IOJIy-
UeHHOTO B pe3yJibTaTe TeHeTMYeCK! BBICTPOeHHO-
rO HOHATYS aOCOIIOTHOrO 3HAHVS BbIBEJI 3THUKY.

B craThsix vt KHUTax, Kotopble JIaHI1 myOmvikoBait
B 1920—1940-x rT. y>Xe Oymyun ipocpeccopom CTan-
doprckoro yHuBepcuTeTa, 0OHAPYXIMBAIOTCA CIle-
1Bl BIIVITHVSL €T0 PaHHMX HeOKaHTMaHCKMX VICCIIe-
nosa"um 1o dpwtocodprm Puxre (cm.: Lanz, 1926;
1941). Tlosmume craTey JlaHIa CJIOXXHO Has3BaTh B
CTPOrOM CMBICJIe HEOKaHTMAHCKMMM, OJHAKO VX
rpo0ieMaTVIKa 1 MHOT/Ia apryMeHTallVis iMeeT Iie-
pecedeHs ¢ paHHVM IepPHOIOM TBopuecTBa Jlan-
1a. Takx, MOXXHO BBIIEJIUTH IepecedeHys 110 JByM
durxTeaHCKMM TeMaM B paHHeM ¥ IO3IHeM TBOp-
yecTse Jlan1a. B cratbe «VppaliroHaIbHOCTE pas-
yMHOCTI» (1926) JIaHI1 3a/1a€TCsl BOIIPOCOM, KaKoBa

8 HamepenHoe mucraHIposadne Jlanma ot yuenns Jla-
CKa TOBOPWT O TOM, 4UTO JIaHIT OBUI XOPOIIIO 3HAKOM C y4Ue-
HMeM HeMeIIKoro ¢pwriocoda OameHcKont mKoibL. JlaHI,
HarpuMep, KPWUTUKYeT TpaHCIIeHIeHTHOe IIOHMMaHue
srorvaeckoro y Jlacka (JIanr, 1914a, c. 250). ITonpobree o
jroroc-mMMaHeHTHOCTI y Jlacka cum., Hantpumep: (Kopan-
staes, 2017, c. 27 —28).
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pure activity, an absolute function outside any
substance” (Lanz, 1914d, p. 7), and “the world
is free creation of a pure concept” (ibid., p. 11).
Lanz characterises Fichte’s philosophical posi-
tion as “pantheism of absolute and free knowl-
edge” where knowledge becomes “God whom
he [Fichte — L.K.] worships and the world in
which he lived, at once everything and noth-
ing of everything” (ibid., p. 12). Thus, in his
1914 articles Lanz, being deeply involved in the
Kantian problematic, makes a detailed study
of the Fichtean philosophy. His deep involve-
ment accounts for his particular interest in the
problem of the logical, of significance. The ba-
sically theoretical-cognitive interpretation of
Fichte’s philosophy which draws attention
to the special status of the sphere of the logi-
cal, invites comparison, for example, with the
ideas of Emil Lask on the Logos-immanence of
being, and the inherent theoretical structuring
of the object world.” Lanz in his interpretations
turns out to be close to Yakovenko, pointing
to Fichte’s synthesis of realism and idealism.
Fichte, in his opinion, tries to resolve the con-
tradiction between absolute unity and the actu-
al concrete multiplicity and derives ethics from
the resulting genetically built concept of abso-
lute knowledge.

The articles and books Lanz published in
the 1920s —1940s already as professor of Stan-
ford University show traces of the influence of
his early Neo-Kantian research of Fichte’s phi-
losophy (cf. Lanz, 1926; 1941). Lanz’s later ar-
ticles can hardly be called Neo-Kantian in the
strict sense, but their problematics and occa-
sional argumentation intersect with the ear-
lier period of his work. Thus, we can point to

8 The fact that Lanz deliberately distances himself
from Lask’s teaching shows that Lanz was thoroughly
conversant with the teaching of the Baden-school
philosopher. Lanz (1914a, p. 250), for example, inveighs
against Lask’s transcendental interpretation of the
logical. For more details on the Logos-immanence with
Lask see, for example, Kornilaev (2017, pp. 27-28).



CTPYKTYpa Ve, ¥ IIPVIXOOUT K BbIBOLLY, UTO MJIEI0
HeJTb3 Pa3JIoKUTh Ha YacTV IIOJTHOCTBIO ¥ HeJlb-
35 CYUTaTh CYMMOW YacTer. B Hev Bcera coxpaHsi-
eTcsl KaK KaKoV-TO KOMITOHeHT, HaXOIIAIIMVICS Hajl,
I BHe ee JacTell. DTOT 37IeMeHT He JONOJTHUTe b
Has JacTh VIV, a HEYTO OTHOCSIIeeCs K ee IIPUpo-
ie: «2TO CYLIHOCTD MIeaIbHOTO MUpa, TO, 3 Yero
“cocTosT Bee HarM ugen” u Oyaromaps yeMy mie-
ajIbHBle VIV JIOTMYecKye CTPYKTYpbl OOpeTaroT
CBOIO 11€JIOCTHOCTD VI IHAVIBVTyaJIbHOE 3HaueHVIe»
(Lanz, 1926, p. 352). JlaH1] yTBepXHaeT, UTO 3TOT
JIeMeHT SBJISIeTCsl IPSMBIM ITpU3HaHVeM Vppariy-
OHAJIPHOTO B CTPYKTYPe€ MIIe, YTO B CaMOVI IIPUPO-
Ile pasyMa 3aJIo)keHa MpparyioHaJIbHOCTh. Harrm
uzien coflepKaT MppalliOHaJIbBHOCTE, HO He KaK Ma-
TepuaJl, JaHHBI VM WM3BHE, a KaK OIHY M3 CBOVIX
COOCTBEHHBIX XapaKTePHBIX UepT, KaK HeuTo, IIpu-
HajIexalriee Mx CYIIHOCTW. VIppallvioHaIbHOCTB
HaJIMYeCTByeT He B TeX WUIM MHBIX KOHKPeTHBIX
Uziesix, KOTOpble TPYIHO VIV HEBO3MOXKHO ITpOaHa-
msuposath. Kaxmas nest HeceT B cebe 21eMeHT
VppaLOHaJIBHOCTI B TOVI MEpe, B KaKOVI HIKaKas
Ipyras vjiesi He MOXeT IIPOHMKHYTh B €e CMBICIT U
HIKaKoe OTHOIIIeHVe He MOXXeT Pa3pyIInTh ee JIO-
I'MYeCcKyIO VHAVBUIYaJIbHOCTD: «MAeU — 3TO JIO-
rudeckue MoHadp (Ibid.). JaHHble paccyxneHws
JlaHI1a CO3BYYHBI €T0 pacCy K[IeHVsIM B paHHMWII I1e-
puon, o cosHaHum y @uixte (em.: J1aHry, 1914a, c. 251).
B pabote 1926 r. JlaH11, BUAMMO, TPaHCIVIPYET CBOIO
VMHTepIIpeTaIio cosHaHns y PuxTe Ha MOHMMa-
Hue paryoHaIbHOCTY. OH HacTanBaeT Ha TOM, UTO,
«ecJIVL MBI OllperiesisieM TepMUH “palyiOoHaIbHbIN
B €ro OOBIYHOM CMBICIIE', MBI JOJDKHBI IIPU3HATB,
YTO Hallle paccy’KIeHue II0 CYyTU CBOeV Mpparyo-
HastbHO» (Lanz, 1926, p. 358).

B npyrovi 6osbimion pabore Jlan1ia, «B momckax
MoOpaJIn», IIOCBSIIEHHOW IIOVCKY OOBEeKTVBHBIX
KpUTepueB Mopaslyi, TOXe MOXHO IPOCIIeIUTb
oIperieJleHHble MeTOHOJIOrMYecKre Ilepecede-
HWSL C PaHHVIMU PacCyXIeHMSIMI, KOTOpble HO-

Tlox paroHaIbHBIM B OOBIMHOM cMbICIIe JIaHII, Mo-BU-
ZIVIMOMY, IIOHVMAET CUCTEMY YeTKO CTPYKTYPUPOBAHHBIX
nnen. ITockompKy Takast CTPyKTYpMpPOBaHHOCTH IIPVIH-
LMIVAJIbHO HeOCTIDKMMa 0e3 ydeTa MppaliOHaIbHOTO
MOMEHTa, BHEIITHEro I10 OTHOIIEHWIO K 3TOV CTPYKTYpe,
CJIeflyeT, 110 €r0 MHEHWIO, IIPWU3HaTh, Y4TO JII000e paumo-
HaJIbHOE paccy>kKeHvie II0 CBOeV CYy TN MpPaliOHaJIbHO.
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intersection on two Fichtean themes in Lanz’s
early and later periods. In the article “The Ir-
rationality of Reasoning” (1926) Lanz asks the
question, “What is the structure of ideas?” and
comes to the conclusion that the idea cannot be
broken up into parts completely and cannot be
seen as a sum of parts. It always preserves a
component that is above and outside its parts.
This element is not an extra part of the idea,
but has something to do with its nature: “It
is the essence of the ideal world, something
of which all our ideas are made, and through
which the ideal or logical structures have their
integrity and individual meaning” (Lanz, 1926,
p- 352). Lanz claims that this element is direct
evidence for the presence of the irrational in
the structure of ideas, that irrationality is in-
herent in the very nature of reason. Our ideas
contain irrationality, but not as material given
from outside, but as one of its own characteris-
tics, as something that is part of their essence.
Irrationality is present not in certain concrete
ideas, which are hard or impossible to analyse.
Each idea carries an element of irrationality to
the extent that no other idea can penetrate its
meaning and no relation can destroy its logi-
cal individuality: “ideas are logical monads”
(ibid.). This argument of Lanz (1914a, p. 251) is
consonant with his early reasoning about con-
sciousness with Fichte. In a 1926 work Lanz
apparently translates his interpretation of con-
sciousness by Fichte to the understanding of
rationality. He argues that “If we define the
term ‘rational’ in its ordinary sense,” we must
hold our reasoning to be essentially irrational”
(Lanz, 1926, p. 358).

In another big work of Lanz, In Quest of
Morals, devoted to the search for objective cri-

¥ By rationality in the common sense Lanz apparently
means a system of clearly structured ideas. Because such
structuring is impossible in principle without taking into
account the irrational element external to this structure,
it follows, in his opinion, that any rational reasoning is
essentially irrational.
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CST, XOTSL U OTHAJIEHHO, (PUIXTeaHCKMUII XapaKTep.
@uxTe B 3TOV KHUTe He yrnomuHaeTcs. Jlanm, vc-
XOJIs1 M3 YCTAHOBOK CBOEVI JIOTVIKVI OTHOCUTEJIEHO-
cTr® TIOKas3bIBaeT, UTO «IIEHHOCTV IO CBOEVI Cy TN
OTHOCUTEJIBHBI ¥ YTO MMEHHO Oslarofmaps cBoemnt
OTHOCUTEJIBHOCTV OHW OIIpelesIaioT HeKOTOpble
VHBapMaHTBI, KOTOpble MOTYT OBITH VCIIOJIb30Ba-
HBI B KadecTBe PeryJvpyomX IIPUHIIUIIOB 11
HasTpHeNIIX olleHoK» (Lanz, 1941, p. 23). OtHOCHK-
TeJIBHOCTb, CJTy YallHOCTD VIJIV, IPYTVIMU CJIOBaMU,
VIPPaLVIOHAJIBHOCTD SBJISIOTCS OIpeesIsSIomMI
IJIsL HAXOXKIeHMsl KaK/X-TO KOHCTaHT, HBapyaH-
TOB, KOTOPBIE MBI CUMTaeM OOBEKTVBHOCTBIO.

3ak/IroueHe

®urtocodpuss duxTe chirpasia BaXHYIO MeTO-
JIOJIOTMYECKYIO POJIb B MCTOPUKO-PUIIOCOPCKIIX
VI TeOpeTUYeCcKMX VCCIIeJOBaHMAX PYCCKMX Heo-
KaHTMaHIeB. B wmcTopuko-dpmtocodpckmx pabo-
TaX PYCCKMX HeOKaHTMaHIIeB BbI/IesIdeTcs psjl
€IVHBIX TeHIeHIINIL: IPeICcTaBUTh prtocodckoe
TBOpuecTBO (DyxTe 11eJI0CTHO, KaK CIIVsIHYE Vie-
a;M3Ma M peasiv3Ma, 1 0e3 pasziesieHMs Ha aBTO-
HOMHBIe IIepUOIbL IIOKa3aTh HETIOJIHOIIEHHOCTH
OIHOCTOPOHHero noHMMaHwus dviocodpum Prx-
Te KaK BbIBeleHV1st ADCOITIOTa 113 MHAVBUIYaJIbHO-
ro «fl»; sadpuKcpoBaTh 3THYeCKNUII XxapaKTep du-
socodpumn PuxTe; NOTYEPKHYTH 00OCHOBAaHHOCTD
npensioxkeHHO PrxTe TPaKTOBKM IIPOOIIEMBI M-
paloHasIbHOro 1 Ap. VIHTepripeTanms mpmumMara
IPaKTU4YecKoro pasyma y @uxre, cTaplIas KJI¥O-
ueBom 1 oOpasa dpmxTeaHcKon ¢vtocodpmm B
HeMeIIKOM HeOKaHTMaHCTBe, MoJIydwia ITPoioIl-
JKeHVe V1 OpUTHAJIbHOe pa3BUTHe Y PYCCKIX Heo-
KaHTHaHIeB. Tak, JIKOBEHKO TpaKTyeT HayKoyuJe-
He KaK y4eHue o XXV3HU 1 cBoDozIe, cofepkaliiee
B ceOe oOocHOBaHMe XPUCTHAHCTBa; Bbliecas-
LIeB, IIOrpyasl sTudeckum umpeannsMm Duxre B

2 JTaHIT ITOMIBITAICS TIPUMEHUTD Ype3BEIYaltHO MOJIHYIO B
TO BpeMsI TeOPUIO OTHOCUTEIILHOCTH K JIOTVYeCKVIM IIPO-
611emam. OH onvpaeTcs Ha MaTeMaTHYecKNTI allriapar 00-
ITeVT TeOPVVI OTHOCUTEILHOCTH, B YaCTHOCTY Ha IIOHSTVIe
TEeH30pa, MCIIOJIb3yeMoe [AJIsI OIVICAHVIA MHBAPMAHTHOCTI
3aKOHOB ITPVIPOIEL
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teria one can also trace certain methodological
intersections with earlier reasoning which have,
even if remotely, a Fichtean character. Fichte is
not mentioned in that book. Lanz (1941, p. 23),
proceeding from the principles of his logic of
relativity,® shows that “values are inherent-
ly relative and that precisely by being relative
they define certain invariants which may be
used as regulative principles for further valu-
ations”. Relativity, accident or in other words
irrationality are key in looking for constants, in-
variants which we deem to be objective.

Conclusion

Fichtean philosophy played an important
methodological role in historical-philosophical
and theoretical research of Russian Neo-Kan-
tians. Several common tendencies can be iden-
tified in their historical-philosophical works:
such tendencies are presenting Fichte’s work in
a holistic way as a blend of idealism and real-
ism without a division into autonomous peri-
ods; showing that his one-sided conception of
philosophy as derivation of the Absolute from
the individual I is untenable; stressing the eth-
ical character of Fichte’s philosophy; stress-
ing the validity of Fichte’s treatment of the
irrational. Fichte’s interpretation of the pri-
macy of practical reason, which became a key
feature of the image of Fichtean philosophy
in German Neo-Kantianism, was picked up
and developed in an original way by Russian
Neo-Kantians. Thus, Yakovenko interprets the
science of knowledge as a teaching on life and
freedom which offers a grounding of Chris-
tianity; Vysheslavtsev by immersing Fichte’s
ethical idealism in the context of the idea of ac-

®Lanz tried to apply to logical problems the theory of
relativity which was all the rage at the time. He uses
the mathematical apparatus of the general theory of
relativity, notably the concept of tensor used to describe
invariant laws of nature.



KOHTEKCT mjen o0 aKTyaJbHOV OeCcKOHeYHOCTH,
PacKpbIBaeT CYIIHOCTB IIpaBa, TOCyIapcTBa M XO-
3avicTBa; JIaHIT IPOSICHSET TeopeTryecKyie OCHO-
BaHWS TUKMU KaK dvstocodpmnt cBobombl y Duxre.

TeopeTnueckne wccieoBaHMS PYCCKUX HeO-
KaHTMAHIIEB SIBHO VIV HESIBHO COXPAHSIIOT CIIEIbl
BimsiHns pvtocopum Puxre. Tak, B camocTos-
TeJIbHBIX KOHIIEMIINIX SIKOBEHKO OOHapy XMBaIOT-
csl MfieV], KOTOpBle TIOSIBVWJIVICH y HEro B CBS3U C
M3ydeHveM rxTeaHCKOM PVIocodui: IocTpoe-
HVe e[IVTHOVI CYICTEMBI CYIIIero, OTpUIIaHVie TyasIv-
CTUYECKVX KOHIIETILINII CYIIero, IOHMMaHMe OC-
HOBHOM 3aj1aun drstocodpmn Kak HalleJIeHHOCTH
Ha abCoTI0THOE M OecITpeIoCbUIOYHOe TI03HaHe
cymiero. CyIlecTBeHHBIM OT/IuMeM driocodpmm
SIkoBeHKO OT DuIXTe SBIISETCS ITOBOPOT PYCCKOIO
dwtocodpa B CTOPOHY HOCTPOEHMs IUIIOPaJINCTH-
YyeCcKoV OHTOJIOTUN. B psine aHITIOA3BIYHBIX CTaTevt
JTanma Takxe OOHAPYKMBAIOTCS CJIEbI BIIVISTHVIS
dwtocodum PuxTe, YTO BBIpa’KAETCs IJIaBHBIM
oOpa3oM B 0coOOOM BHMMaHMUM K IIpobsieMe mppa-
IIVIOHAJIBHOTO: OCMBICJIEHVIe ITPOLIecca MBIIIITIeH VS
KaK TBOPYeCKOro IIpoliecca, yKasaHue Ha o0s3a-
TeJIbHOe HaJInyye 3jieMeHTa VppalliOHaIbHOCTI
B CTPYKTYpe W€V, TIOIbITKa IIPeoIosieTh IPOTH-
BOpeuNs vjeaansMa 1 peair3Ma 1 IIepeHecTy 1xX
€IIVIHCTBO B 3TVKY U 3CTETVIKY.

WccaedoBanue Bvinoaneno npu noddepkke epar-
ma IIpesudenma Poccuiickoii @edepayuu 045 eocy-
dapcmBennoti no00epKKU MOAOOBIX POCCUTCKUX Yue-
Hblx — Kanoudamob nayx, npoexm MK-4700.2021.2
«@uaocopusn Quxme 6 pycckom Heokanmuancmoe.
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tual infinitude, reveals the essence of law, the
state and economics; Lanz clarifies the theoret-
ical grounds of ethics as Fichte’s philosophy of
freedom.

The theoretical studies of Russian
Neo-Kantians have obvious or implicit traces
of the influence of Fichte’s philosophy. Thus,
in his own conceptions Yakovenko puts for-
ward ideas which have been prompted by his
study of Fichte: the building of an integral
system of what exists, rejection of dualistic
concepts of what exists, and the interpretation
of philosophy’s main task as absolute and un-
premised cognition of the world. An essential
difference of Yakovenko’s philosophy from
Fichte’s is the Russian philosopher’s pivot to-
ward building a pluralistic ontology. Some
of Lanz’s English-language articles also show
traces of Fichte’s influence which is chiefly
manifested in his special attention to the prob-
lem of the irrational: the interpretation of rea-
soning as a creative process, recognition of the
obligatory presence of an irrational element in
the structure of ideas, and the attempt to over-
come the contradiction between idealism and
realism and transfer their unity to ethics and
aesthetics. (In Rus.)

The study was supported by the Russian Presi-
dent’s Grant MK-4700.2021.2 “Fichte’s Philosophy
in Russian Neo-Kantianism”.
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